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Abstract

This dissertation investigates how different managerial leadership styles relate to employee
performance, focusing on how these relationships change across organisations. A
comparative study of organisations in Greece and the United Kingdom is used to investigate
how the importance of different leadership styles changes across different environments.
Looking on classical leadership theories (authoritarian, transactional and transformational)
and Self Determination Theory (SDT), this study examines whether autonomy supportive
leadership behaviours are more strongly associated with employee performance than
traditional leadership styles, and whether these relationships vary across Greece and the
United Kingdom.

A quantitative, cross sectional research design was employed using a structured
questionnaire distributed to employees (N = 137; Greece n = 58; United Kingdom n = 79).
Pearson correlations, and multiple linear regression, conducted both for the overall sample
and separately for each country.

The findings indicate that leadership—performance relationships are depended on the applied
environment rather than something that applied universally. Across the full sample, SDT
based leadership identified as the strongest and most consistent predictor of employee
performance when leadership styles were examined simultaneously. From the data collected
in Greece, SDT based leadership remained the only statistically significant predictor,
suggesting that leadership behaviours supporting autonomy, competence, and relational
quality can make a difference within more hierarchical environments. In contrast, the United
Kingdom data showed transactional leadership as the statistically significant predictor,
highlighting the importance of role clarity, structured rewards, and accountability
mechanisms in the United Kingdom’s environment.

Exploratory open-ended responses were analysed descriptively and shown that trust, clear
communication, autonomy, and managerial support are key related items for performance,
while micromanagement and lack of clarity were mainly referred as having a negative
impact on performance. Overall, the study suggests that leadership effectiveness is the most
strongly linked to performance via context-dependent frameworks rather than one size fits

all leadership models.
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H Eniopaon tov Xtod Hyeolog otnv Amoddoon twv Epyalopévov:
Mo Zuykprrikry Medétn petad EALddag kot Hvouévov Bactieiov

Avaotdciog TovAitong

Iepiinyn

Yy moapovoa datpipn) e€etdletar | oyéon petald d1popwV GTVA Nyesiog Kot amddoong
epyalopévav, péca omd o cuYKPLTiKn HEAETN opyavicudv oty EAAGSa kot 1o Hvouévo
BoaociAelo. A&lomoidvtog Tic kKhaowkég Oempieg g nyeciog (avTopyikn, COUVOAALAKTIKY Kol
pHeTOoYNHOTIOTIKY) Kot T Ogwpio Avtonpocsdiopiopot (Self Determination Theory —
SDT), n pueAétn depevva Katd TOCO Ol GLUTEPLPOPEG NYESTaG emnpealovy TV arddoon
TV gpyalopévov, Kabmg Kot av 01 GYECELS AVTEG O10POPOTOLOVVTOL avapesa otnv EALGda
Kot TV AyyAia.

H épevva éytve pe 1 ypnon dounuévov epmotnuatoroyiov oe gpyaldpevovg (n = 137,
EAGda n =58 ko Hvopévo Baciieto n = 79). Ta 6tuAd nyesiog (avtapyikod, GUVOAAAKTIKO,
petacynuotiotikd kot SDT based) kot n amddoon epyalopévov petpndnkav pe KAIpoKeg
Likert. H avdivon mepihaupave otatiotikd otoryeia, éieyyo aflomortiog (Cronbach’s
alpha), cvoyetioelg Pearson kot TOAAOTAN YPOUUKT TTOAMVOPOUNGT TOGO Y10, TO GUVOAIKO
delypo 660 Kot avd Yopa.

Ta amoteléopata delyvouv 610 cuvolikd deiypa, v SDT nyscio wg tov 1oyvpdTEPO
OTOTIOTIKA TPOPAETTIKO TOPAYOVTO TNG ATOS00TG. XTO EAANVIKO vrodeiypa, 1 SDT nyeoia
NTav 0 UOVOG GTOTIOTIKO OMUAVTIIKOG TOPAYOVIOG, YEYOVOS TOV LITOOMAMVEL 10104TEPT
ONUOGIO TOV GUUTEPIPOPDOV OOIKNTIKNAG VITOGTNPIENG GE MO 1EPAPYIKA TEPPAALOVTOL.
Avrtifeta, 6to Bpetavikd VTOJELY LA, 1| CUVOALAKTIKT NYESIO GUVOEONKE 10YLPOTEPA LIE TNV
AmOd00T], AVASEIKVOOVTAG TOV POAO TNG COPNVELLS, TOV AVIOUOP®V Kol TG A0Y0d0GioC.
Ot avoIKTéG EpOTNOELS OVESEIEQY TV EUTLGTOGVVT, TN COQN EMKOWVMVIO, TNV CVTOVOUio
KOl TN OLOIKNTIKY] VTOSTNPIEN MG PACTKOVS EVIGYLTIKOVG TOPEYOVTEG TNG OTOS0OTG, EVOD M
pikpodtayeipion Ko n EAAEWYN GOPNVELNS KOTAYPAPNKAY MG OVOGTOATIKOL TOPAYOVTES.
2VVOMKA, T EVPLOTA VTTOSTNPILOVV OTL 1] ATOTEAEGUATIKN NYESia e€apTdTal mTAnpEcTEPO
HEGO amd TOMTICUIKE KOl OPNOVOGCIHKA TAAIGIO TOV AT ackeital, Tapd omd Kabolud

povtéla nyeciog.
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AgEeaig — Kiewonwa

OTLUA Myeoiag; amddoon epyalopévmv; NYecia VIOCTNPIKTIKY TG avtovouiog;, EAAGdw;

Hvopévo Baoilelo; dtakpatikn obykpion
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background and Research Problem

Leadership and employee performance are two topics that have been in the focus for long
in organisational and management research. Early studies tried to identify what (traits)
and how (behaviours) that separate effective leaders from less effective ones (Stogdill,
1948 [1]). Over time, this evolved into style-based frameworks that influence
employees—most notably transactional and transformational leadership (Burns, 1978
[2], Bass, 1985 [3], Bass & Riggio, 2005 [4]). These foundations helped establish
leadership as a practical driver of effort, coordination, and performance in organisations.

In recent years, the context in which leadership is practiced has changed in recent years.
Most of organisations now operate in environments defined by digitalisation, remote and
hybrid working, intense competition, and increasing expectations around autonomy,
wellbeing, and meaningful work. Under this view, leadership is less often viewed as a
fixed and strongly defined behaviours and more as a dynamic, relational process that
shapes how employees experience autonomy, engagement, and performance in their day-
to-day work (Yukl 2013, [5], Fischer et al, 2026 [6]).

Traditional leadership research also tended to assume that broad leadership styles—
especially transformational and transactional leadership styles—would work in broadly
similar ways across organisations (Burns 1978 [2]). Later evidence indicated positive
associations between transformational leadership and employee performance (Judge &
Piccolo 2004 [7], Wang et al. 2011 [8]). However, more recent research has questioned
whether assumptions applied universally are enough for explaining performance in
contemporary settings. Leadership effectiveness increasingly appears to vary with
situational demands and dynamics, cultural or institutional conditions, prompting a shift
toward more nuanced, targeted, mechanism based, and contextually embedded
leadership frameworks (Antonakis et al., 2026 [6], Eva et al., 2018 [9]).

In recent years, Self Determination Theory (SDT) has emerged as a dominant framework
for understanding how autonomy, competence, and relatedness shape the quality of
proactive behaviour and performance outcomes (Deci & Ryan, 2009 [10], Gagné & Deci,
2005 [11]). Recent empirical studies further suggest that autonomy supportive leadership
behaviours can be especially predictive of performance in complex and knowledge
intensive environments (Van den Broeck et al., 2021 [12], Howard et al., 2017 [13],
Olafsen et al., 2024 [14]).

1.2 Research Problem and Gap

Although there is extensive research around the world on leadership and employee
performance, important gaps remain. Much of the existing literature in leadership
effectiveness primarily through broad stylistic categories—such as transformational,
transactional, or authoritarian leadership—without clearly specifying the psychological
pathways through which these styles influence employee performance. As a result,
leadership styles are often used to explain behaviours rather than the opposite; as
behavioural inputs that shape employee’s performance (Van Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013

[15]).
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There are reviews that argue this style of research has limited explanatory precision and
contributed to overlapping constructs and mixed empirical findings (Hoch et al., 2021
[16]; Antonakis et al., 2026 [6]). At the same time, cross national differences in
leadership effectiveness are often described at the level of culture, with less attention paid
to how leadership behaviours may operate through motivationally relevant experiences
within specific institutional contexts (Eva et al., 2018 [9]).

As a result, there is a clear need for research that moves beyond style-based leadership
comparisons and investigates the effect of leadership style to the employee performance,
while also accounting for national and cultural context. This gap is especially important
in European organisations, where differences in authority, performance expectations, and
employee—manager relationships can vary significantly between countries such as
Greece and the United Kingdom.

1.3 Research Aim and Objectives

The primary aim of this study is to examine the impact of managerial leadership styles
on employee performance, with particular emphasis on authoritarian, transactional,
transformation and SDT based leadership behaviours and cross-national context.
Specifically, the study seeks to:

e Examine the relationships between authoritarian, transactional, transformational,

and SDT based leadership and employee performance.

e Compare leadership—performance relationships between Greece and the United

Kingdom in order to identify context specific patterns.

e Include the Culture parameter as motivator to understand if it impacts the findings.
By addressing these objectives, this study responds directly to current calls for leadership
research that is more precise, psychologically grounded, and sensitive to environment
(organisation and cultural, while still building on established leadership theory (Judge &
Piccolo, 2004 [7]; Van den Broeck et al., 2021 [12]; Antonakis et al., 2023 [6]).

1.4 Research Questions

To fulfil the stated aim, the study addresses the following research questions:

1. What is the relationship between different managerial leadership styles and
employee performance?

2. Do leadership—performance relationships differ between Greece and the United
Kingdom?

3. How the cultural parameters effect the research outcomes.

These research questions in full alignment with the study’s theoretical framework, data
analysis methodology and strategy. At the same time, ensure coherence between the
research design and the conclusions drawn.
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1.5 Significance of the Study

This study makes contributions to both leadership research and practice. Theoretically,
this study combines Self-Determination Theory with traditional leadership approaches,
helping to connect established leadership ideas with employee performance. It also
addresses recent concerns that existing leadership concepts can overlap and lack clear
explanations of the specific behaviours that drive performance. (Bass, 1985 [3]; Van
Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013; [15] Antonakis et al., 2023 [6]).

From a more practical point of view, this research findings offer evidence-based guidance
for managers and organisations seeking to enhance and improve employee performance
in diverse cultural contexts. By highlighting how leadership behaviours in authoritarian,
transactional, transformational and SDT based styles relate to performance across
national environments, the study provides a more context sensitive leadership
development and management practices.

Finally, the comparative focus on Greece and the United Kingdom adds clear empirical
value by showing how leadership—performance relationships can differ across European
organisational contexts, contributing to an area that remains underexplored in both
classic and contemporary leadership research. (Eva et al., 2021 [9]).

1.6 Structure of the Dissertation
The remaining parts of the dissertation is organised as below:

e Chapter 2: presents a critical review of the literature on leadership styles,
focusing on authoritarian, transactional, transformation and STD based. Also,
describes the employee performance and cultural context, which assisted in the
development of research hypotheses used in the research survey.

e Chapter 3: explains the research approach, including how the survey was
designed, how participants were selected, how key variables were measured, and
how the data were analysed.

o Chapter 4: presents the results of the study, including descriptive statistics,
reliability checks, correlation and regression analyses, as well as insights from
the open-ended responses.

e Chapter 5: discusses these findings in relation to existing leadership theories,
highlighting the study’s theoretical contributions and what the results mean in a
cross-national context.

e Chapter 6: concludes the dissertation by summarising key findings, outlining
managerial implications, acknowledging limitations, and proposing directions for
future research.

In summary, this structure moves clearly from theory to data and then to interpretation,

allowing for a thorough and coherent examination of how leadership relates to employee
performance in organisations in Greece and the United Kingdom.
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2 Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

Leadership and employee performance have long been in the focus within organisational
and management research. Early leadership studies initially focused on understanding in
a relatively stable way the actions and behaviours that might differentiate effective
leaders from less effective ones (Stogdill, 1948 [1]). Although this approach was the
beginning, quickly evolved into a style-based frameworks that influence the employee
performance—most notably transactional and transformational leadership (Burns, 1978;
[2] Bass, 1985; [3] Bass & Riggio, 2006 [4]). These classic frameworks used by
leadership to provide an important and useful tool through which organisations can shape
and monitor employee effort and performance. In parallel, these frameworks continue to
provide large data sets for both research and managerial practice (Bass & Riggio, 2006
[4], Yukl, 2013 [5], Antonakis et al., 2023 [6]).

Throughout the years many assumptions built into early leadership theory have become
harder to apply in modern workplaces. Nowadays, organisations increasingly adapt
digital way of work, more and new knowledge, cross cultural interaction, remote and
hybrid work, and continuous change. In this way, leadership effectiveness appears to be
related not only on what leaders do and how, but also on how leadership behaviours are
translated by the employees and embedded within organisational systems and day to day
work processes (Yukl, 2013 [5]; Antonakis et al., 2023 [6]). As a result, leadership
research has gradually moved beyond purely descriptive approaches and now focuses
more on clearly defined behaviours, the importance of context, and explaining how and
why leadership affects outcomes. (Antonakis et al., 2023 [6]).

At the same time, as psychology studies are evolving the understanding and interpretation
of employee performance has changed from a simple output measure to a behavioural
phenomenon (Antonakis et al., 2023 [6], Eva et al., 2021 [9]). Various studies emphasise
that performance often depends on discretionary, adaptive, and proactive behaviours that
cannot be fully prescribed or continuously monitored (Pulakos et al., 2000 [17]). Hence,
this leads to a practical and research relevant question: Which leadership behaviours are
associated with this broader term of performance, and do these relationships vary across
national contexts such as in Greece and the United Kingdom?

Based on the above, this chapter reviews:

(1) how employee performance is conceptualised and measured;

(2) leadership styles relevant to this study (authoritarian, transactional,
transformational, and SDT based leadership behaviours); and

(3) how cultural, cross-national and institutional context can shape leadership—
performance relationships.

The chapter concludes by integrating these strands into a clearly articulated research

gap that motivated the creation of the hypothesis and the empirical model tested in
later in this dissertation study.
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2.2 Conceptualising Employee Performance

Employee performance is widely recognised as a multidimensional construct rather than
a single outcome measure (Pulakos et al., 2000 [17]). Campbell, 1993 [18] presented
performance as behavioural items relevant to organisational goals. Also, he distinguished
performance from outcomes that may be affected by external factors such as market
conditions or resource limitations (Campbell, 1993 [18]). Based on this behavioural
view, Koopmans et al. [19] proposed a comprehensive framework comprising task
performance, contextual performance, and adaptive performance.

2.2.1 Task performance

The term Task Performance refers to the execution of the core job requirements and
technical activities that are set as goals to the employee (Griffin et al, 2001 [20]). These
goals are directly connected and contribute to the organisational objectives. It mainly
includes meeting role requirements as per the job description, delivering expected
outputs, and maintaining accuracy and efficiency in routine responsibilities (Griffin et al,
2001 [20]). Hence, because of the close connection of task performance to the formal job
descriptions, it is the aspect of performance most directly linked to traditional appraisal
systems and monitoring (Chernyshenko & Stark, 2005 [21]).

Past research has consistently demonstrated that increased levels of task performance are
strongly related by clarity of expectations, availability of resources, and effective
coordination across interdependent roles (Chernyshenko & Stark, 2005 [21]). tend to lead
to lower task performance and create inefficiencies, especially in situations where work
is complex and closely interconnected (Rizzo et al., 1970 [22]; Jackson & Schuler, 1985
[23]). In addition, there are evidence that further enhance that role stressors are reliably
and consistently related to reduced task performance outcomes, reinforcing the
importance and criticality of managerial activities that reduce ambiguity and conflicts
(Eatough et al., 2011 [24]).

Moreover, the job design and role structure effect directly employee’s behaviour during
work execution. This is impacting as a chain effect the task performance. As per Work
redesign theory (Hackman & Oldham, 1980 [25]), usable feedback and clear
responsibility help and guide employees to correct performance proactively during
execution rather than only after failure. More recent research of the field of job design
presents that modern roles do not limit only in task characteristics but also include social
and team player requirements, which can impact how reliably employee can perform and
successfully complete task work under pressure (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006 [26]).

Based on the above, task performance nowadays is not only limited in job description
requirements, but either include or impacted by psychological aspects. Hence, leadership
should understand and interpret this information and especially line managers, as they
often shape the practical experience of job design through everyday behaviours and
decisions about priorities, task interdependence, and feedback routines.

2.2.2 Contextual performance and organisational citizenship
Contextual performance refers to discretionary behaviours that go beyond formal job

requirements and help support team functioning and overall organisational effectiveness
(Williams & Anderson, 1991 [27]). This concept overlaps closely with organisational

Postgraduate Dissertation 16



citizenship behaviour (OCB), which refers to actions such as cooperation and helping
others, as well as behaviours that support a positive social and psychological work
environment (Williams & Anderson, 1991[27]; Organ et al., 2006 [28]). Borman and
Motowidlo, 1993 [29] argued that such behaviours contribute to effectiveness and
increase task performance by supporting the social and psychological environment in
which task performance occurs.

Another key implication is that contextual performance is difficult and less flexible to
direct control than task performance. These behaviours are discretionary and dependent
to the personality, they are very sensitive to leadership behaviours that influence fairness,
trust, and perceptions of the consistency of the established procedures. To emphasise this,
empirical research has demonstrated that leadership and work context factors that reduce
role stressors and support coordination are related with stronger OCB and other
contextual performance indicators influencing positively task performance (Podsakoff et
al., 2000 [30]; LePine et al., 2002 [31]).

Additional empirical research has shown that contextual performance is not a single
behaviour. Research distinguished between OCB directed toward individuals (OCB I;
e.g., helping, courtesy) and OCB directed toward the organisation (OCB O; e.g., civic
virtue, conscientiousness), and shows that these can provide different results based to
workplace conditions (Williams & Anderson, 1991[27]; Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996
[32]). Leadership can use this research outcome because some leadership behaviours may
be directed to influence for interpersonal cooperation (OCB I) while others may be tuned
more strongly to broader organisational engagement and diligent behaviour (OCB O)
(Williams & Anderson, 1991[27]; Van Scotter & Motowidlo, 1996 [32]).

2.2.3 Adaptive and proactive performance

Adaptive performance refers to an employee’s ability to respond effectively to change
and uncertainty. This includes learning new skills, dealing with unfamiliar situations, and
adjusting behaviour when conditions change (Pulakos et al., 2000[17]). Griffin et al.,
2007 [33] explained that adaptive performance is different from proactive behaviour.
While adaptive performance focuses on responding effectively to change, proactive
behaviour involves taking self-initiated actions to improve work processes and anticipate
future demands (Parker et al., 2010 [34]; Parker et al., 2019 [35]).

Nowadays, organisations face constat and continuous change, adaptive and proactive
performance have become critical determinants of effectiveness. Both behaviours are
difficult to understand if they exist to the employee in advance and often involve
uncertainty or risk. However, leadership behaviours that clarify priorities, support local
problem solving, and reduce any non-essential barriers have a significant impact in
enabling adaptation without continual managerial intervention (Yukl, 2013 [5]; Griffin
et al., 2007 [33]).

Finally, past empirical and scientific research has shown that adaptive performance is
sensitive to environments that allow experimentation and rapid correction (Edmondson,
1999 [36]; Pulakos et al., 2000 [17]), because adaptation often involves operating and
taking decisions under imperfect information and adjusting quickly. In this way,
leadership behaviours that encourage early issue escalation and constructive feedback to
mistakes support and increase adaptative performance by making easier for problems to
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be spotted and resolved early and before escalation (Edmondson, 1999 [36]; Pulakos et
al., 2000 [17]).

2.2.4 Leadership, work design, and the “conditions” for performance

In order to connect leadership to performance in a way to exclude unmeasured
psychological mediation, is to use the assumption that leaders are contributors to work
design. Hence, managers act in a way to clear the path so employees can perform. In
essence, influence how work is structured through decisions about task scope, decision
rights, workflow interdependence, handovers, and feedback mechanisms. As a result, this
can shape what employees can do and how reliably they can do their tasks.

In classic work redesign theory, it is evident that autonomy, feedback, and task identity
are key characteristics with quality, effectiveness of work behaviour and improved
performance (Hackman & Oldham, 1976 [37]; Hackman & Oldham, 1980 [25]). In
operation, managers apply these characteristics through everyday activities such as
allocating discretion over methods, setting stable priorities, and ensuring timely
information flow. This is supported by Grant and Parker (2009) [38] who argued that
performance increasingly depends on coordination quality, relational boundaries, and
opportunities for initiative in roles that are characterised by increased interdependence
and uncertainty. In modern job roles social and relational skills, like interdependence,
feedback from others, interaction outside the organisation is required as shown by studies
(Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006 [39]). This shape coordination requirements and learning
opportunities as presented in (Morgeson & Humphrey, 2006 [39]). These insights are
directly relevant to leadership—performance research because leadership behaviours
often determine whether interdependence produces coordination and learning, or
confusion and conflict.

2.2.5 Behavioural pathways from leadership to performance (without
mediation)

Leadership is strongly connected to performance through observable pathways such as
role clarity, coordination quality, and feedback usability. It is proven that lower role
ambiguity and role conflict are consistently associated with stronger task performance
and effectiveness (Rizzo et al., 1970 [22]; Jackson & Schuler, 1985 [23]; Eatough et al.,
2011 [24]). At the same time, clarity and coordination also support contextual and
adaptive performance (LePine et al., 2002 [31]; Griffin et al., 2007 [33]).

Feedback is the other behavioural pathway that connects leadership to performance.
Scientific research has shown that performance improves most reliably when feedback
is timely and specific, whereas poorly designed feedback can be ignored or even worse
can disrupt performance (Ilgen et al., 1979 [40]; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996 [41]).
Leadership could control both the availability and usability of feedback through everyday
performance management activities (e.g., how often feedback is given, whether it is
behaviourally specific, and whether it is linked to controllable actions).

2.2.6 Learning, error management, and performance behaviour
Another way that leadership and performance can be connected is on how organisations

handle errors, near misses, and routine process failures. Research in psychological safety
has shown that employees are more likely to report errors and speak up when

Postgraduate Dissertation 18



interpersonal risk is reduced (Edmondson, 1999 [36]; Edmondson & Lei, 2014 [42]). In
operational environments that work is interdependent and knowledge is distributed
within different departments, early problem identification is an asset because it allows
applying corrective actions faster, reduces the accumulation of small failures and
eventually cost.

Data in error reporting has shown that employees frequently are able to detect operational
issues first but may remain silent if disclosure the information is risky or perceived as
they would be blamed. Zhao and Olivera (2006) [43] presented that error reporting
involves detection, assessment, and a choice of behavioural response, and that leadership
can either support or not this choice. As per (van Dyck et al., 2005) [44], an error
management culture that encouraging rapid detection, communication, and correction of
errors is strongly associated with higher performance outcomes. As a result, it can be
concluded that leadership supports performance by shaping whether information about
errors and improvement opportunities flows upward and is acted upon promptly.

Detert and Burris, 2007 [45] also support the above, as they have shown that leader
openness is consistently related to improvement-oriented culture. In addition, Morrison,
2011 Error! Reference source not found. identified that voice is a discretionary
behaviour that has important implications for improvement and adaptation. To sum up,
the above findings support the view that leadership influences performance partly by
determining whether employees share performance relevant information that leaders
cannot observe directly.

2.2.7 Work design under digitalisation and hybrid work

Nowadays that digitalisation and hybrid work arrangements are getting more and more
applied within organisations, an additional layer to work design and leadership influence
is added. With more and more digital systems in workplaces, the need for informal
coordination is reduced and reliance on explicit routines increased. This help to better
define responsibilities, and to use well-designed communication channels. Wang et al.,
2021 [47] suggested that performance in hybrid work environments depends strongly on
how leaders manage availability, provide feedback, monitor work, and coordinate
activities.

As aresult, leadership influences performance in hybrid and remote work mainly through
practical decisions—such as how clearly roles are defined, how well feedback and
communication processes work remotely, and whether monitoring helps coordination
rather than creating friction or micro-management.

2.3 Authoritarian Leadership

The main characteristic of Authoritarian leadership is the centralised decision making,
strict behavioural control, and limited participation in decision making activities from
employees (Farh & Cheng, 2000 [48]). In general, authoritarian leadership has been
applied to highly controlled environments and is related with compliance to the
guidelines and efficiency. However, empirical research has identified that authoritarian
leadership model has a substantial behavioural cost to sustain that tight control (Farh &
Cheng, 2000 [48]).
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It is understood that controlling leadership reduces employee willingness to speak up and
constrains information flow. Studies consistently link authoritarian leadership to lower
levels of voice, helping behaviour, and adaptive performance, particularly in knowledge
based and uncertain environments (Schaubroeck et al., 2017[49]; Harms et al., 2021 [50];
Zhang et al., 2022 [51]). These findings are directly related to performance because they
reduce the likelihood that any problems are identified early and reduce the willingness
of the employees to contribute beyond minimum role requirements (Zhang et al., 2022

[51]).
2.3.1 Empirical evidence on performance and discretionary behaviours

Empirical findings have shown that authoritarian leadership is closer with compliance
type outcomes while contextual or adaptive performance if appears is very low. In some
cases, directive control can support short-term task execution in stable environments.
However, it tends to limit learning-oriented behaviour and initiative, particularly when
work requires judgement, coordination, and rapid adaptation (Kiazad et al., 2020 [52];
Zhang et al., 2022 [51]).

In addition, authoritarian leadership is connected with conditions that undermine
sustained discretionary performance, including higher stress and exhaustion, which as a
chain effect are linked to reduced performance and reduced willingness to help or speak
up (Harms et al., 2021 [50]). This pattern is consistent with existing research showing
that highly controlled environments can lead to risk-averse behaviour and reduce
employees’ willingness to go beyond their formal job requirements (Tepper, 2000 [53]).

Past research has shown that despite the strict structure of authoritarian leadership, this
does not mean that clarity and fairness is accepted as de-facto by employees. Employees
differentiate between legitimate structure and controlling micro-management, with the
latter constraining discretionary performance and limiting performance relevant
information flow (House et al., 2004 [54]; Farh & Cheng, 2000 [55]).

2.4 Transactional Leadership

Transactional leadership is the leadership style in which includes providing reward and
corrective monitoring, linking performance to specific expectations and feedback (Burns,
1978 [2]). Research in the topic have provided evidence showing that transactional
leadership—particularly contingent reward—is positively associated with employee
performance (Judge & Piccolo, 2004 [7]).

The strength of transactional leadership is that it can reduce ambiguity and direct effort
toward clearly specified objectives and goals. In this way, setting goals is an activity
requiring proper research and effort to ensure they are clear, achievable and strategic
[57]. Previous research has shown that setting clear goals and providing feedback can
improve task performance, particularly when tasks are stable, well defined, and easy to
measure (Locke & Latham, 2002 [56]).

24.1 Empirical evidence across performance dimensions
Evidence from past research indicated that transactional leadership is strongly associated

with task performance, particularly where performance criteria are explicit, achievable
and observable (Judge & Piccolo, 2004 [7]). Clarifying role expectations and linking
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rewards—such as pay, bonuses, or recognition—to the achievement of specific
objectives has been consistently shown to improve task performance (Judge & Piccolo,
2004 [7]). On the other hand, corrective monitoring actions, can become
counterproductive when seen as excessive or inconsistent (Judge & Piccolo, 2004 [7]).
In practical terms, corrective monitoring can be experienced as surveillance if applied
rigidly. This distinction supports careful interpretation of transactional leadership effects
in empirical models.

However, for contextual and adaptive performance evidence is weaker since as explained
previously those depend on discretion and learning. Several studies suggest that
transactional leadership can support reliability and compliance, but it does not
consistently predict adaptive or proactive behaviours. This limitation becomes more
apparent in uncertain environments or when work is difficult to monitor (Miao et al.,
2018 [58]; Breevaart & Zacher, 2022 [59]). This distinction is particularly important for
the present dissertation, as employee performance is treated as multidimensional and
includes behaviours that go beyond structured, target-based control.

Studies conducted in regulated and safety-critical environments show that transactional
leadership can support reliability and procedural compliance. However, maintaining or
improving performance over time often depends on complementary leadership
behaviours that encourage communication, reporting, and problem solving (Breevaart &
Zacher, 2022 [59]). This highlights that performance improvement relies not only on
structure and control, but also on effective information flow—especially in contexts
where small errors can escalate into larger operational problems (Zhang et al., 2022 [51]).

2.5 Transformational Leadership

Transformational leadership focuses on the vision, intellectual stimulation, and provide
support to develop new skills (Bass, 1985 [3]; Bass & Riggio, 2006 [4]). Previous
research has consistently linked transformational leadership to improved performance
outcomes across a wide range of sectors (Judge & Piccolo, 2004 [7]; Wang et al., 2011

[60]).

However, critiques have been made for transformation leadership highlighting that often
operates as a theoretical concept that include multiple positive behaviours without clearly
outlining how those combined behaviours effect on performance (Van Knippenberg &
Sitkin, 2013 [61]). The basis for this critique is important and cannot be ignored as by
combining positive behaviours from different leadership models there is overlap between
the different models, hence difficult to extract clear and safe results (Van Knippenberg
& Sitkin, 2013 [61]).

2.5.1 Empirical evidence on performance outcomes and incremental

validity

There is strong evidence from empirical research that show high relationship between
transformational leadership and performance (Judge & Piccolo, 2004 [7]; Wang et al.,
2011 [60]). However, once the research is more narrowed down to the actual parts that
describe transformational leadership, the overlapping criticism kicks in (Van
Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013 [61]). Hence, this suggest that transformational leadership
may capture a broad package of generally effective behaviours rather than breaking down
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to a distinct behavioural mechanism (as done in other leadership styles) (Banks et al.,
2016 [62]).

For the present study, this provides a clear rationale for examining transformational
leadership alongside other leadership approaches, including transactional and SDT based
behavioural leadership, within the same analytical framework.

2.6 Self Determination Theory Based Leadership as Behavioural
Practice

Self Determination Theory (SDT) suggests that employees can perform better when their
basic psychological needs of autonomy, competence, and relatedness are satisfied (Deci
& Ryan, 2000 [63]). In this dissertation, SDT based leadership is treated strictly as a
behavioural practice, focusing on observable managerial actions rather than motivational
mediation.

Previous research has shown that leadership behaviours supporting discretion, clear
structure, and respectful interaction are accompanied with increased task performance
(Slemp et al., 2018 [64]; Van den Broeck et al., 2021 [12]). This behavioural framing
supports comparison with transactional and transformational leadership within the same
empirical model, supported in this dissertation thesis.

2.6.1 SDT Based versus Transformational Leadership: A Behavioural
Comparison

Although, transformational and SDT based leadership is easy to confuse, however there
is distinguished difference. This is in how those styles operate. While transformational
leadership focuses mainly on how employees interpret leadership meanings and
perceptions (Bass, 1985 [3]; Van Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013 [15]), SDT focuses in what
employees can actually do (Deci & Ryan, 2000 [63]). Transformational leadership is
focused on creating inspiration and vision as the way to improve employee’s performance
(Bass, 1985 [3]; Van Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013 [15]). On the other hand, SDT based
leadership is focused on the design of work conditions that enable employees to perform
effectively (Deci & Ryan, 2000 [63]).

Another key distinction is related on how the effect of each style is explained in
performance. As described already, transformational leadership functions as a broad
umbrella construct that bundles multiple positive behaviours, which impact performance,
however measuring each behaviour’s impact in performance is difficult to explain due to
the overlap with other leadership styles (Banks et al., 2016 [62]). SDT-based leadership
focuses on a more specific set of observable behaviours—such as providing meaningful
autonomy, offering constructive and informational feedback, and avoiding controlling
practices—which allows for a more precise understanding of how leadership influences
performance (Deci & Ryan, 2000 [63]).

This distinction is important from a data analysis perspective. Transformational
leadership assumes that changes in internal states (e.g. inspiration, vision) influence
performance, whereas SDT based leadership explains performance through changes in
work design and behaviours. Hence, SDT based leadership is well suited to empirical
research models, such as in this work, that prioritise observable managerial practices and
performance outcomes over unmeasured psychological states.
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2.7 How Leadership Styles Handle Feedback

Differences between leadership styles are especially visible in how feedback is delivered
and used.

Authoritarian leadership tends to use feedback as a mechanism to control employees
(Farh & Cheng, 2000 [48]). Feedback is often evaluative on the performance, present
required corrective actions that the employee should take, and comes from the
management to the employee (Farh & Cheng, 2000 [48]). In addition, it is mainly focused
on identifying deviations from expected behaviour. While such leadership ways may
work effectively and efficiently (or even required) in environments that compliance is
critical. Moreover, this can be useful for error correction in routine tasks. Nevertheless,
it can discourage open dialogue between employees and management and reduce the
likelihood that employees seek or share performance relevant information (Schaubroeck
et al., 2017[49]; Harms et al., 2021 [50].

In transactional leadership, feedback is mainly used as part of an exchange process.
Feedback clarifies performance standards and reinforces desired behaviour through
contingent reward or corrective action (Judge & Piccolo, 2004 [7]). In this approach, task
performance is monitored where criteria are explicit, but feedback is typically focused
for actions happened in the past and is limited in its capacity to support adaptation (Judge
& Piccolo, 2004 [7]).

In transformational leadership, feedback is presented as developmental and encouraging
and often given by inspirational communication (Judge & Piccolo, 2004 [7]; Wang et al.,
2011 [60]). Feedback is used to reinforce employee’s confidence and commitment to
goals, but specific guidance can be inconsistent. As a result, feedback may motivate effort
while providing limited concrete direction for improvement, especially when tasks are
complex or evolving (Judge & Piccolo, 2004 [7]; Wang et al., 2011 [60]).

In SDT based leadership, feedback is used as informational rather than controlling.
Feedback is specific, timely, and oriented toward helping employees adjust behaviour
and improve competence (Deci & Ryan, 2000 [63]). Feedback is clear, usable and non-
threatening, hence SDT based leadership reduces the interpersonal cost of reporting
errors and mistakes, while at the same time supports learning-oriented behaviour. Finally,
from a performance perspective, this approach links feedback to continuous learning and
improvement, rather than using it simply as a tool for evaluation (Slemp et al., 2018 [64];
Van den Broeck et al., 2021 [12]).

2.8 Cultural Context and Leadership Effectiveness

Culture influences how leadership behaviours are interpreted and experienced by
employees, rather than directly affecting performance outcomes (House et al., 2004 [54]).
Differences across countries can be explained by variations in expectations of authority,
organisational structures, and everyday work practices.

For example, in contexts where hierarchical authority is more accepted, such as Greece
(Hofstede 2001 [90]), leadership behaviours that emphasise structure, direction, and
control may be more aligned with employee expectations. In such environments,
autonomy-supportive and participative behaviours may still be beneficial, but their
impact on performance is expected to be less pronounced.
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In contrast, in contexts such as the United Kingdom (Hofstede 2001 [90]), where
autonomy and participation are often embedded in standard organisational practices,
these behaviours align with expectations of independence and involvement in
decision-making and are therefore more likely to increase motivation and contribute
positively to performance.

Based on this, it can be expected that leadership styles that emphasise autonomy,
participation, and inspiration—such as transformational and SDT leadership—will show
stronger relationships with employee performance in contexts like the United Kingdom,
compared to more hierarchical environments like in Greece.

More broadly, this means that the same leadership behaviour can be experienced and
interpreted differently depending on the environment. Employees do not respond only to
what leaders do, but also to how those behaviours fit with their expectations, work
systems, and organisational norms. As a result, cross-national differences in leadership
outcomes reflect not only the behaviours themselves, but the context in which they are
enacted (Eva et al., 2021 [9]; Antonakis et al., 2023 [6]). In simple terms, culture shapes
how leadership is “received” because it influences what employees expect from their
leaders and how they interpret their actions. Leadership does not operate in isolation; it
is filtered through these expectations and experiences, which explains why the same
behaviours can lead to different outcomes across countries.

2.8.1 Empirical evidence on voice, learning, and performance across
different cultures

Voice and learning behaviours are key to performance improvement in complex work
environments because they spot and escalate operational risks and improvement
opportunities that are otherwise invisible to leadership. Past research has shown that
leader openness is consistently associated with error reporting, and learning behaviours
that support adaptation (Detert & Burris, 2007 [45]; Edmondson & Lei, 2014 [42];
Newman et al., 2017 [65]). These behaviours are performance relevant not only to the
employee but to the organisation, as they improve error detection, and process reliability.

Moreover, Van Dyck et al.,, 2005 [44] further demonstrated that organisational
behaviours that support rapid communication and correction of errors are related to
higher performance. This evidence suggests that leadership and organisational context
jointly shape whether performance relevant information is shared or suppressed.

However, reviews of employee voice emphasise that this is not evenly distributed across
contexts: employees are highly concerned with the perceived risk of speaking up and the
likelihood of leader respond in a non-expected way when the provided information
requires taking actions (Morrison, 2011 [46]; Detert & Burris, 2007 [45]).

Importantly, research shows culture affects how comfortable people feel about speaking
up. In places where authority is stronger, employees may hesitate to question decisions.
In places with less hierarchy, speaking up is more normal and accepted (House et al.,
2004 [54]).

As a result, this means that the impact of voice and learning behaviours on performance

depends not only on leadership, but also on the cultural and organisational context. This
helps us understand why leadership—performance relationships differ between countries.

Postgraduate Dissertation 24



2.8.2 Work design salience and the Greece—UK comparison

Work design is a practical way to connect culture and performance. Studies between
different countries has shown that differences in authority norms (as understood by each
country) can influence the importance of discretion, clarity, and consistency in leadership
behaviours without suggesting that culture as a parameter is a key factor (House et al.,
2004 [54], Mayrhofer et al., 2019 [91]). In addition, comparative research in several
Human Resources departments and Institute of Human Resource Management showed
that context is important. Organisations are influenced by national systems, local culture,
and management practices. This means leadership does not work on its own, but within
a work environment that influences what employees expect and how they respond
(Mayrhofer et al., 2019 [91]; Brewster et al., 2020 [93]; Sanders & Cieri, 2021 [94].

This is relevant in a comparison between Greece and the United Kingdom. Based on
Hofstede, 2001 [90], Greece is characterized by higher Power Distance and higher
Avoidance, while United Kingdom is characterized by lower Power Distance and higher
Individualism. Hence, it is expected that in Greece hierarchy, role separation and formal
authority are more tolerated than in the United Kingdom that emphasise autonomy and
individual responsibility.

In work environments that autonomy is by default limited, hierarchy is more accepted
and uncertainty is less tolerated, leadership behaviours that expand discretion within
clear boundaries may have a stronger behavioural impact because they remove burden
and help employees to resolve problems locally. By providing employees with some
flexibility but at the same time maintaining structure, can help to reduce uncertainty,
support local problem-solving, and encourage taking initiative to changing demands.
This does not mean that authoritarian leadership is automatically effective, but it does
suggest that some of its structured elements—such as clear direction and role definition—
may be interpreted as functional under certain conditions. This is in alignment with
previous research on voice and learning, which showed that behaviours such as feedback,
participation, and clear communication are more likely to be acknowledged when
employees experience both clarity and support. (Detert & Burris, 2007 [45]; House et al.,
2004 [54] ; Edmondson & Lei, 2014 [42]).

On the other hand, in environments with lower power-distance and more individualistic
environments such as the UK, employees are in general more used to participation,
delegation and self-direction. Hence, in these environments authoritarian leadership may
be more likely to clash with employee expectations, as directive control is more likely
to be seen as unnecessary restriction rather than helpful action. This is why comparative
IHRM research stresses that effective leadership depends not only on cultural values, but
also on how organisational systems distribute autonomy, accountability, and managerial
support in practice (Mayrhofer et al., 2019 [91]; Brewster et al., 2020 [93]).

Previous empirical cross-cultural research supports that national context influences what
employees expect from leadership without showing a direct connection between culture
and performance. In addition, cross-national research has provided evidence that it is
more beneficial to look on the actions of leadership to help with day-to-day work rather
than treating culture as an explanatory label (Taras et al., 2010 [66]; House et al., 2004

[54]).
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From this point of view, the Greece and the United Kingdom comparison, is not about
stating that one country prefers a strict and the other prefers a “flexible” leadership.
Instead, it means that the same leadership style can impact differently due to different
inherent workspace environments. In places where clear structure and guidance are more
important, more direct leadership involvement might be useful, while lack of leadership
can cause problems. In contrast, in environments where autonomy is already applied,
controlling leadership may be resisted, and performance may depend more on how well
leaders support coordination, fairness, and performance management.

In summary, these perspectives highlight that leadership effectiveness is closely related
to the interaction between work design and the applied environment. Hence, rather than
treating culture as a direct explanatory mechanism, it is more useful to understand how
cultural and organisational conditions affect the work environment and, in turn, influence
which leadership behaviours are most relevant for performance.

2.9 Hpypotheses

Based on the theoretical framework developed above, the following hypotheses were
specified:

H1: Managerial leadership style has a significant impact on employee performance in
both Greece and the United Kingdom.

This hypothesis is based on past research that showed that the way managers lead is
related to employee performance outcomes (Burns, 1978 [2], Bass, 1985 [3], Bass &
Riggio, 2005 [4]). Leaders shape the goals and targets for employees, access to resources
and day-to-day work environment, hence it is reasonable to expect that leadership will
impact performance in both Greece and the United Kingdom.

H2: The relationship between leadership style and employee performance differs
significantly between Greece and the United Kingdom.

This hypothesis is based on the theory that leadership effectiveness is related to how
behaviours are interpreted by the employees (House et al., 2004 [54]; Taras et al., 2010
[66]). Hence, cultural factors and organisational environments can impact work-related
relationships. Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that the leadership-performance
relationship will not be the same in Greece and the United Kingdom.

H3: Transformational leadership is positively associated with employee performance in
both Greece and the United Kingdom.

This hypothesis is based on transformational leadership that is focused on providing
vision, inspiration and individualised support to employees (Bass, 1985 [3]; Bass &
Riggio, 2006 [4]). This can increase engagement and relate to positive performance.
Also, past research has shown that transformational leadership has shown evidence of
positive impact in performance (Bass & Riggio, 2005 [4]). Therefore, it is reasonable to
expect that transformational leadership will have a positive impact in performance in
both Greece and the United Kingdom.

H4: Transactional leadership is positively associated with employee performance, but
its effect is weaker than transformational leadership in both countries.
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This hypothesis is based on transactional leadership that is focused in providing clarity
in expectations and linking outcomes to reward (Judge & Piccolo, 2004 [7]). These
behaviours are expected to have a positive relationship with performance because they
provide structure and reinforce goal achievement. However, transformational leadership
theory provides a vision and employee development (Bass & Riggio, 2005 [4]).
Transformational behaviours are more closely linked to discretionary effort,
engagement, and higher-order performance outcomes, which extend beyond formal role
requirements. As a result, it is expected that employees will have discretionary
contribution, hence increasing further performance. Therefore, it is reasonable to expect
that transformational leadership model will have a higher impact on employee
performance compared to transactional.

HS5: Authoritarian leadership is negatively associated with employee performance in
both Greece and the United Kingdom.

This hypothesis is based on authoritarian leadership theory that is focused on control
and obedience (Farh & Cheng, 2000 [48]). In modern workplace environments, this can
reduce psychological safety and not allow to employees to speak up or even learn and
grow. These factors are important for performance, particularly in roles that involve
problem-solving, collaboration, and continuous improvement. Past research has shown
evidence that authoritarian leadership can has a negative impact in factors effecting
performance (Ling, 2025 [92]).

This Hypothesis is assumed to apply in both Greece and the United Kingdom, although
the effect or mechanisms may differ. In higher power-distance environments such as in
Greece, directive leadership might be more accepted, but can restrict employee
participation and learning, which are required for sustained performance. In lower
power-distance environments such as in the United Kingdom, authoritarian leadership
can conflict with expectations of autonomy, leading to frustration and reduced
performance and engagement. Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that authoritarian
leadership will have a negative impact on employee performance in both Greece and the
United Kingdom, despite cultural context.

H6: Self-Determination Theory (SDT) need-supportive leadership is positively
associated with employee performance and well-being in both countries.

This hypothesis is based on SDT-based leadership that is focused on leaders supporting
employees’ autonomy and competence (Deci & Ryan, 2000 [63]). Then, employees can
function better and provide better and increased outcomes, hence increasing
performance (Slemp et al., 2018 [64]; Van den Broeck et al., 2021 [12]). Therefore, it is
reasonable to expect that SDT-based leadership will have a positive impact on employee
performance in both Greece and the United Kingdom.

H7: The positive effect of transformational leadership on employee performance is
stronger in the United Kingdom than in Greece.

This hypothesis is based on past research in cross-national environments. It has been
found that in environments that are characterised by lower acceptance of hierarchy and
emphasis in autonomy, leadership styles with focus in vision and inspiration tend to fit
better (Hofstede, 2001 [90]). Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that transformational
leadership may show a stronger relationship to performance than in Greece.
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HS: The negative effect of authoritarian leadership on employee performance is stronger
in the United Kingdom than in Greece.

. As discussed above in previous sections in this study, in environments with low
acceptance of hierarchy, leadership styles that support the employees more tend to fit
better (Hofstede, 2001 [90]). Hence, when in such environments an authoritarian
leadership model is applied it is expected that the drop in performance will be more
noticeable. Therefore, since the workplace environment in the United Kingdom is
assumed to be more open, the impact of an authoritarian leadership style model is
expected to be more negative that in Greece.

H9: SDT need-supportive leadership has a stronger positive impact on employee
performance in the United Kingdom compared to Greece.

This hypothesis is based on SDT leadership theory that proposes that autonomy, and
competence is related to improved employee performance (Deci & Ryan, 2000 [63]). In
environments associated with higher individualism and lower hierarchy acceptance, this
can lead to stronger performance. Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that SDT-based
leadership will have a higher impact on performance in the United Kingdom compared
to Greece.

H10: Transactional leadership is more effective in Greece than in the United Kingdom
due to cultural preferences for structure and hierarchy.

This hypothesis is based on transactional leadership theory provides a more structured
and monitoring framework (Judge & Piccolo, 2004 [7]); hence it is expected to be more
effective in work environments that have higher hierarchy acceptance. From a cross-
national perspective, research Human Resources Management suggested that
organisational practices are influenced by institutional and cultural contexts, which
influence how leadership behaviours are interpreted and valued (Mayrhofer et al., 2019
[91]; Brewster et al., 2020 [93]). In Greece, which is typically associated with higher
levels of hierarchy acceptance and stronger need for structure, employees may rely more
on leadership behaviours that provide clear guidance, reduce ambiguity, and ensure
consistency in performance expectations. Therefore, it is reasonable to expect that
transactional leadership will be more effective in Greece compared to the United
Kingdom.

2.10 Research Gap and Chapter Summary

Despite extensive research in the field of leadership, gaps remain as this is an evolving
topic. Gaps are mainly identified in overlap between different leadership theories,
making difficult in many cases to explain the incremental added value of each model.
This dissertation examines authoritarian, transactional, transformational, and SDT based
leadership behaviours as predictors of employee performance within a comparative
design between Greece and the United Kingdom.

By focusing on observable leadership practices rather than motivational mediation and
treating culture as contextual influence, the purpose of this study is to provide a clearer
and more robust data of how leadership affects performance in practice.
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3 Methodology

3.1 Research Philosophy and Methodology Orientation

In this study, a post-positivist research philosophy is followed, as this is common among
leadership and organisational psychology research (Habib, 2021 [67]). In simple terms,
post positivism assumes that social phenomena can be examined using data, while also
recognising that findings are never perfectly objective or universally true. As a result,
research findings are treated as inherently probabilistic, context dependent, and subject
to real word complexity and measurement error and limitations (Creswell & Creswell,
2018 [68]; Phillips & Burbules, 2000 [69]; Saunders et al., 2019 [70]). Knowledge is
seen as something that can change and improve over time, rather than something fixed
and final.

This approach is very suitable for leadership research because human behaviour in
organisations is complex and takes place in real working environments, not in controlled
laboratory settings. Leadership behaviours are shaped by hierarchy, organisational
structures, formal roles, and the national context. These factors create meaningful
differences in how leadership works, rather than simply being random variation (Bryman,
2016 [71]). A post positivist philosophy therefore provides a balanced foundation that
acknowledge these variations but also enables hypothesis testing. Hence, analysis can be
performed on the data without assuming that leadership effects are fixed or universally
applicable.

Moreover, it is important to mention that post positivism aligns with contemporary
leadership research, which is increasingly understand the importance of context.
Leadership behaviours are now widely understood to difference in relevance and
effectiveness depending on organisational environment, institutional arrangements, and
national context (House et al., 2004 [54]; Antonakis et al., 2023 [6]). This view is critical
to this study, which explicitly examines leadership—performance relationships within
Greece and the United Kingdom, rather than assuming that leadership follow the same
operational model across countries.

Following this approach, a deductive research approach [72] is applied in this study. This
involves establishing hypothesis from the leadership theories (authoritarian,
transactional, transformational and SDT) (Saunders etal., 2019 [70]; Van den Broeck
etal., 2021 [12]) and testing them using quantitative data that have been collected via
survey. This study mechanism is dominant in leadership and organisational behaviour
research. The hypotheses presented later in this chapter are extracted directly from the
literature reviewed in Chapter 2, ensuring a coherent connection between literature
review and empirical analysis.

3.2 Research Design

In this study, a quantitative, cross sectional survey design is used. All data have been
collected from participants at a single point in time. This type of design is widely used in
leadership research because it allows researchers to examine relationships between
leadership behaviours and employee perspective within real organisational environments
(Bryman, 2016 [71]; Creswell & Creswell, 2018 [68]).
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This design is appropriate for several reasons. Firstly, leadership is experienced and
understood by employees through everyday interactions, which makes employee
self-reports a valid and widely used source of data. Employees are well positioned to
evaluate the behaviours of their line managers and to reflect on their own task, contextual,
and adaptive performance. Secondly, the cross-sectional survey allows for a direct
comparison between national samples using the same measurement tools, which is
critical for the Greece—United Kingdom comparison. Thirdly, the current design supports
theory-based hypothesis testing using established statistical techniques such as
correlation and regression analysis. Finally, fully controlled experimental designs are
rarely feasible in leadership research because leader-follower relationships are embedded
in the organisations and is difficult to test without practical or ethical constraints

Nevertheless, there are limitations in cross-sectional research and are acknowledged in
this study. Data are collected at a single point of time, a firm conclusion about the
leadership and performance is difficult. In addition, only relying on data collected from
the same reporters may increase the common method variance (CMV) (Podsakoff et al.,
2003 [73]). In line with best methodological practice, these limitations are addressed
through careful survey design choices, clear separation construct, and cautious
interpretation of findings.

3.3 Sampling Strategy and Participants

3.3.1 Target Population and Unit of Analysis

The target population for this study was focused on full time employees working under
direct managerial supervision in organisations based in Greece and the United Kingdom.
This population was selected because the research questions focus on how employees
receive and interpret leadership behaviours and how their side is related with self-
reported performance. This criterion is consistent with established leadership research
practice (Harms et al., 2018 [74]).

The unit of analysis in this study is the individual employee. In this way, leadership is
recorded from the point of view of followers rather than as a fixed term reported by
leaders. Treating leadership in this way help to understand the effects as those are
received by the followers. Prior research has shown that follower (employee) rated
leadership behaviours are strongly linked to attitudinal and behavioural outcomes and is
often a more robust predictor of performance than leader self-ratings (Judge & Piccolo,
2004 [7]). As aresult, employee perceptions often provide a theoretically and empirically
robust ground for examining relationship between leadership and employee performance.

3.3.2 Sampling Method

A non-probability convenience sampling approach (Golzar et al., 2022 [75]) was used
due to practical constraints related to limited access to different organisations, time
availability, and proximity of the participants to the researcher. Although is known that
probability-based sampling would enhance statistical generalisability, convenience
sampling is a widely used and accepted alternative in organisational and leadership
research. This is approach mainly appropriate for studies that focus on theory testing
rather than making conclusions on whole population, provided that its limitations are
clearly stated (Bryman, 2016 [71]; Saunders et al., 2019 [70]).
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To mitigate risk of sampling bias, efforts were made to include responses from employees
from a range of industries, organisational sizes, and job roles. Although the final sample
is not statistically representative of national workforces in Greece or the United
Kingdom, it has enough diversity to test relationship between leadership behaviours and
employee performance across various organisational environments. This level of
heterogeneity is suitable for testing theory-driven research. Especially when the main
goal is to assess whether theoretical relationships hold under different conditions rather
than making claims about the entire workforce population.

3.3.3 Sample Size Considerations

The final sample consisted of 137 respondents, with 58 participants based in Greece and
79 participants based in the United Kingdom. In leadership research, samples exceeding
100 observations are considered sufficient for correlational analysis, while multiple
regression models are commonly justified using 10—15 cases per predictor (Cohen, 1992
[76]; Hair et al., 2019 [77]). The primary regression model in this study included four
leadership predictors, a requirement that is comfortably met by the overall sample.
Subgroup sample per country (Greece and UK) is smaller. However, analysis in these
subgroups focuses on the direction, magnitude and consistency of effects, rather than on
marginal levels of statistical significance. This approach is described as best practice for
those types of research (Bryman, 2016 [71]; Saunders et al., 2019 [70]).

Although a larger sample would increase statistical power and estimate precision, the
achieved sample size is comparable to prior cross national leadership studies and is
sufficient for the analytical techniques employed in this study and. The results are
interpreted carefully, ensuring that conclusions are appropriate to the available evidence,
especially when comparing different subgroups.

3.3.4 Sampling Limitations and Generalisability

Several limitations related to the sampling strategy should be acknowledged. First, the
use of convenience sampling limits the extent to which the findings can be generalised
to the wider working population in Greece and the United Kingdom. Participation to this
study was voluntary, hence respondents self-selected into the study. Hence, there is a risk
to introduce selection bias if individuals with particularly strong leadership experiences
were more motivated to participate in this study (Bryman, 2016 [71]).

Second, the heterogeneous nature of the sample limits the ability to isolate sector specific
leadership dynamics. While participants from a wide range of industry sectors reduces
the risk that results are driven by a single industry, it also means that industry specific
effects cannot be examined in detail. Third, the cross-national comparison is based on
independent national subsamples rather than matched organisational pairs operating
across both countries. Hence, this means that observed differences between Greece and
the United Kingdom reflect aggregate tendencies rather than tightly controlled
institutional contrasts (House et al., 2004 [54]).

These limitations by no means undermine the validity of the study but define clear
boundaries. Findings are therefore interpreted as theoretically informative and
contextually indicative, contributing to understand leadership-performance relationships
rather than offering population level generalisations. In the same way, any Greece—

Postgraduate Dissertation 31



United Kingdom differences are treated as contextual patterns rather than as deterministic
cultural effects.

3.4 Research Instrument and Measurement

3.4.1 Questionnaire Design and Structure

Data were collected using a structured, self-administered online questionnaire having
four sections: (1) demographic characteristics, (2) employee perceptions of leadership
behaviour, (3) self-reported employee performance, (4) employee perception on culture
and (5) small number of open-ended qualitative questions. The questionnaire was
designed to support theory-driven hypothesis testing by converting established leadership
and performance theories into measurable survey questions (Bass, 1985 [3]; Gagné &
Deci, 2005 [78]; Koopmans et al., 2014 [19]).

Survey questions were written in clear, behaviourally specific language and framed
neutrally as possible to minimise ambiguity and to mitigate the risk of socially desirable
responding. Related questions were grouped by theme, and the same response scale was
used throughout the questionnaire to make survey completion as easy as possible. These
design choices are consistent with best practice in organisational survey research
(Saunders et al., 2019 [70]).

3.4.2 Demographic Characteristics

Participants were required to provide:

e Country of work

o Age

e Gender

e Education

e Job level

e Time with the organisation
e Time under the current manager
e Employment type

e Sector

e Organisation size

e Work arrangements

e Average weekly hours

These variables are commonly used in leadership and performance research. The primary
purpose of collecting these variables was to characterise the sample and to enable
subgroup comparisons between the United Kingdom and Greece. Hence, country of work
has been used as a control variable in supplementary analysis. Summary statistics of
demographic variables are shown in Chapter 4.

The decision to focus only on subgroup comparisons between the United Kingdom and
Greece is aligned with the main research objective, which specifically focuses on
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examining cross-national differences in leadership—performance relationships. Other
demographic variables (such as age, job level, or sector) were not analysed as separate
comparison groups. This was due to two main reasons:

- The available sample size would result in relatively small group sizes if split across
multiple categories, reducing statistical reliability.

- Analysing multiple subgroups would go beyond the focus of the study and risk to
reduce the clarity of the comparison between Greece and the United Kingdom.

3.4.3 Leadership and Performance Constructs

This research is focused on four well-established but different leadership styles:
Authoritarian, Transactional, Transformational and SDT. These styles cover a wide range
of ways that leaders influence employees, ranging from control to inspirational influence.
autonomy and support. They have been chosen as there is extensive literature and their
usefulness for extracting meaningful variation in managerial behaviour. All study
constructs have been measured via a multi-item Likert-type scales (Koo & Yang, 2025
[79]) that have been drawn from well-established leadership and performance research.
In order to ensure clarity and relevance, items were lightly adapted to follow a consistent
“line manager” reference, while maintaining the original construct meaning. The average
score of the questions for each leadership type has been calculated that is in line with
leadership research. Reverse coding was not required, as all items were directionally
consistent, with higher scores indicating greater enactment of the respective leadership
behaviour.

Authoritarian leadership items were captured as controlling and directive managerial
behaviours, as per past research (Farh & Cheng, 2000 [48]). Transactional leadership
items were focused on contingent reward and corrective monitoring that follows the past
research and exchange-based processes according to Bass, 1985 [3] and Judge & Piccolo
2004 [7]. Transformational leadership items were focused on inspirational motivation
and intellectual stimulation, as per the transformational leadership theory according to

[4].

SDT leadership items were focused on autonomy and competence support, which is
aligned with past research that describes leadership as a package of observable
behaviours as per Slemp et al., 2018 [64] and Gagné & Deci, 2005 [78]. As described in
Chapter 2, for this study SDT-based leadership is treated as behaviourally rather than
motivationally.

Employee performance was captured as a multidimensional construct, including task
performance, contextual performance and adaptive performance, as proposed by
Koopmans et al. [19]. In this way, performance is a construct that extends above and
beyond core task execution to accommodate discretionary behaviours and adaptability,
which describe current organisations. Performance was captured via self-report due to
practical reasons and because it is assumed that employees are well positioned to evaluate
their own work.

The full item wording, response scales, and any changes made are shown in Table 1
below:
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Table 1: Leadership and Performance constructs

. . Item
Indicative source / .
Construct . . S Question
theoretical basis used

My manager
makes
decisions
without
consulting
employees.

My manager
expects strict
compliance
with rules.

My manager

Authority-centred/directive discourages
Authoritarian control conceptualisation 5 questioning
leadership (Lewin et al., 1939 [80]; items authority.

Farh & Cheng, 2000 [48]) Mv manage
y manager

rarely
explains the
reasons
behind
decisions.

My manager
discourages
employee
input in
decision-
making.

My manager
rewards
employees
for meeting

Contingent reward and goals.

Transactional corrective monitoring 5 My manager
leadership (Bass, 1985 [3]; Judge & items pyonitors
Piccolo, 2004 [7]) performance
closely.

My manager
intervenes
only when
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Scoring

Mean of items
(higher = more
authoritarian)

Mean of items
(higher = more
transactional)
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Transformation

al leadership

SDT-based
leadership

Vision/inspiration/intellectu
al stimulation (Bass &
Riggio, 2006 [4])

Need-
supportive/autonomy-
supportive leadership
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5
items

items

problems
occur.

My manager
provides
clear
expectations
and
performance
standards.

My manager
uses rewards
as the main
way to
motivate
employees.

My manager
communicate
s a clear
vision for the
future.

My manager
encourages
creative

thinking.

My manager
treats
employees as
individuals
with unique
needs.

My manager
inspires me
to see the
bigger
picture of my
work.

My manager
encourages
me to
challenge old
ways of
doing things.

My manager
gives me
autonomy in

Mean of items
(higher = more
transformationa

D

Mean of items
(higher = more
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Employee
performance

(Gagné & Deci, 2005 [78];
Slemp et al., 2018 [64])

Individual work
performance framework
(Koopmans et al., 2014

[19])
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7
items

how I do my
work.

My manager
provides
constructive
feedback to
improve my
skills.

My manager
shows
genuine care
for my well-
being.

My manager
allows
flexibility in
how I
complete
tasks.

My manager
supports my
professional
development
goals.

I complete
tasks
efficiently
and on time.

I produce
high-quality
work.

I actively
seek ways to
improve my
work

performance.

I feel
motivated to
go beyond
my job
requirements

need-
supportive)

Mean of items
(higher = higher
self-reported
performance)
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I contribute
to team
success.

I adapt well
to changes in
my work
environment.

I feel
confident in
my ability to
meet job
challenges.

3.4.4 Cultural Orientation Constructs (Moderators)

In addition to leadership and performance measures, individual level cultural orientations
were assessed to capture contextual variation in how leadership behaviours are
interpreted and evaluated by employees. Culture was conceptualised as a contextual
moderator, rather than as a fixed national attribute, reflecting contemporary perspectives

that emphasise within country cultural heterogeneity and individual differences (House
et al., 2004 [54]).

Three cultural dimensions were used at the individual level that are accordance to House
et al., 2004 [54]:

- Power Distance (PD): reflecting acceptance of hierarchy and authority

- Individualism (IND): reflecting preference for individual versus teams’ participation;
and

- Autonomy Orientation (AUTO), capturing the extent to which individuals value
autonomy and freedom in their work.

These dimensions were chosen because they:

align with established cross-cultural frameworks (House et al., 2004 [54])
are conceptually linked to the leadership behaviours tested in this study
are observable at the individual level, allowing them to be used in moderation analysis

The full item wording, response scales, and any changes made are shown in Table 2
below:

Table 2: Culture constructs (Moderators)

Construct Indicative source/ Items Question Scorin Dimension
theoretical basis used g

Culture Moderator: A I prefer clear Higher = PD
variable that hierarchical higher
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changes the strength structures at acceptance

or direction of the work. of
effect of leadership hierarchy)
on performance. - .
(House et al., 2004 I believe Higher = PD
[54]) ’ managers higher
should have acceptance
the final say in  of
decisions. hierarchy)
I am . _ PD
comfortable Higher =
challenging my lower
, acceptance
manager’s .
o of hierarchy
decisions.
6
items I Vglqe Higher = IND
individual )
. higher
achievement
acceptance
over group
harmony of autonomy
I prefer . Higher = IND
working in
lower
teams rather
than acceptance
individually, ~ °f autonomy
I value Higher = AUTO
personal higher
freedom in my  acceptance
work tasks. of autonomy

Reverse coding was required for questions 3 and 5, as those items were directionally
inconsistent; higher scores indicated lower acceptance of the respective culture.

Composite scores for Power Distance, Individualism, and Autonomy Orientation were
computed as the mean of the relevant items for each respondent.

344.1 Moderation Analysis Strategy

In order to understand the culture as moderator, interaction terms and multiple regression
models were applied as shown in Aiken & West, 1991 [87] and Cohen et al., 2003 [88].

Prior to creating the interaction terms, all predictor and moderator values were mean
centered to minimize the effect of multicollinearity as per Aiken & West, 1991 [87] and
Cohen et al., 2003 [88]. Based on the theoretical framework and the developed
hypotheses in Chapter 2, three interaction terms were investigated in this study in the
overall sample:

- Power Distance x Authoritarian Leadership
- Power Distance x Transformational Leadership
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- Autonomy Orientation x SDT-Based leadership

In each of the above moderation models, employee performance was a dependent
variable with the leadership, culture and the interaction variables tested simultaneously.
Moderation then was investigated by assessing statistical significance, that is a typical
approach to test directly if the culture effect the relationship between leadership and
employee performance.

Finaly, although individualism is an important cultural factor, it was not included as a
moderator in this analysis for mainly two reasons. First, this study is mainly focused on
factors such as autonomy that is better captured by Power Distance and Autonomy
Orientation (Mayrhofer et al., 2019 [91]; Brewster et al., 2020 [93]). Second, the addition
of more interaction variables would increase model complexity, without guaranteeing
reliable results.

3.4.5 Scale Format and Response Properties

All constructs were measured using a five-point scale, Likert type scale, where 1 means
“strongly disagree” and 5 means “strongly agree”. Responses were coded numerically so
that 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree, and this coding was applied consistently
across all leadership models, the employee performance and culture scale. Likert type
scales are widely used in organisational research because they are easy and prompt for
respondents, support reliable measurement, and are suitable for parametric analysis when
assumptions are reasonably met (Field, 2018 [81]).

All questionnaire items were carefully checked against their original validated sources to
ensure consistency and validity (DeVellis, 2017 [82]). Also, an informal pre-review
process was performed to ensure the questions were clear, easy to read and understand
and overall flow of the questionnaire was smooth. This step was particularly important
given the participants were from different backgrounds and ethnicity, hence helping to
minimise ambiguity and ensure that items were interpreted in the same way across
cultural settings. These steps align with recommended practice for postgraduate survey
research and reduce the likelihood of errors in collected data (Saunders et al., 2019 [70]).

3.4.6 Cross-national administration and measurement equivalence

In order to perform this study, participants from the United Kingdom and Greece
provided responses. Hence, careful consideration was given to how the questionnaire
would be interpreted in a comparable way in both countries. The questionnaire was in
English for all participants, as this is the professional language. There was no translation
to avoid any potential loss of the meaning, but there were wording adjustments to ensure
clarity. Also, the theory behind each leadership style was applied independently of the
country.

Given the above, cross-national comparisons are interpreted cautiously and taking under
consideration of contextual influences. Hence, rather than treating culture as a source of
measurement error, the study adopts the view that national context is used to understand
which leadership behaviours are perceived and evaluated.
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3.5 Open-Ended Questions and Exploratory Qualitative Insight

In addition to the constructs that were described in above sections about leadership,
performance and culture, the questionnaire included seven open-ended questions.
Responders could describe freely leadership behaviours and workplace experiences in
their own words. These questions were included to provide context and insight, rather
than to support a separate and standalone qualitative analysis or theory development.

Responses were analysed using a descriptive content-mapping approach, which
recurring themes and patterns appeared in a size related to the frequency of the response.
The purpose of this was to support and help the interpretation of quantitative findings,
offering texture and explanatory context (Saunders et al., 2019 [19]).

3.6 Data Collection Procedure and Ethical Considerations

Data were collected online using a secure survey platform via MS Forms. The
participation link was shared with participants, as well as an information sheet outlining
the purpose of the study, the voluntary nature of participation, and assurances that the
survey is anonymous. During this study, no data collected that could identify any of the
participants that is common with this type of studies (Podsakoff et al., 2003 [73]).

Also, participants provided their consent in advance, and they were informed they could
withdraw at any stage without any issues or penalty, as all the data collection process
was conducted in accordance with ethical guidelines for social science research
(Creswell & Creswell, 2018 [68].

3.7 Reliability, Validity, and Analytical Rigour

The contents of this research and the questionnaire are based in well-established theory
and previous research to ensure validity and reliability [83]. Construct validity was
supported through clear separation between leadership styles, performance and culture.

Cronbach’s alpha was assessed for data reliability. In general, values of 0.7 and above
are deemed as acceptable in social science research, however Crobach’s alpha is
sensitive and might be lower when a subgroup of data is shorter (Tavakol & Dennick,
2011[84]). Hence, in this study all reliability coefficients are reported, however for cases
with lower that 0.7 alpha, findings are treated with caution and further explanation is
provided.

Potential threats to validity, as an example Common Method Variance (CMV) has
already been addressed in section 3.2 through procedure explanation rather than
statistically. In more detail, there were the right assurance to the participants for their
anonymity and confidentiality. In addition, questions were phrased describing the tested
behaviours per leadership style, targeted to measure specific and observable managerial.
Based on the above and the fact that research findings were interpreted conservatively,
this study does not post statistical corrections for CMV (Podsakoff et al., 2003 [73]).

Finally, the findings in this study have been interpreted as analytically, hence was

targeted to provide knowledge about the leadership theory and understanding of
performance, rather than drawing generalised conclusions about the wider workforce
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population in Greece and the United Kingdom (Bryman, 2016 [71]; Saunders et al., 2019
[70]).

3.8 Data Analysis Strategy

Data analysis was performed using Microsoft Excel, selected for its accessibility, user
familiarity, and suitability for datasets of this study’s size. Before conducting any
analysis, the raw survey data were carefully reviewed, cleaned, and coded to ensure
consistency and accuracy. Responses on the five-point scale (Strongly Disagree to
Strongly Agree) were converted into numeric values to be ready for statistical analysis.
Reverse coding was required only for cultural constructs as described in section 3.4.4.,
while the rest constructs for leadership and performance were already aligned in the
same direction. This pre-process stage helped to ensure the analysis would be clear and
with reduced the risk of coding error.

The analytical process followed a structured workflow. First as described already, data
screening was undertaken to identify missing values or errors. Descriptive statistics were
used to summarise the key variables for leadership and performance. Internal
consistency was tested using Cronbach’s alpha, followed by Pearson correlation analysis
to examine the relationships between leadership behaviours, cultural dimensions, and
employee performance. Finally, multiple linear regression analysis was applied to
understand the combined and relative contribution of leadership behaviours to
performance, in line with the study’s theory-testing hypotheses (McDonald, 2014 [85];
Saunders et al., 2019 [70]).

Culture was incorporated into the analysis as a moderating variable, in order to enhance
this study’s interest in understanding the effectiveness of leadership behaviours in
different cultural backgrounds. Both national and individual cultural constructs were
tested as contextual moderators. Prior to the moderation analysis, predictor variables
were mean-centred to reduce multicollinearity and to support clearer interpretation of
interaction terms as per Shieh, 2011 [86]. Interaction variables were then created by
multiplying centred leadership behaviour scores with centred cultural variables. Three
scenarios were tested. Results are presented in Chapter 4.

Moderation effects were tested using multiple linear regression models that included
main effects (leadership behaviour and culture) followed by interaction terms
(leadership x culture). A statistically meaningful interaction term was interpreted as
evidence that the relationship between leadership behaviour and employee performance
differs depending on cultural context. These analyses were interpretative and aimed to
identify patterns of differences rather than to establish cause-and-effect relationships.

In addition to the moderation analysis, separate analyses were performed for the Greek
and the United Kingdom subsamples. This allowed to examine relationships between
leadership behaviours and performance within each national context, providing further
insight into cross-national similarities and differences. These subgroup analyses were
exploratory and were used to support contextual interpretation, rather than to formally
test hypotheses, in line with common practice in comparative leadership research (House
et al., 2004).

Where Excel’s built-in analytical tools were used, including the Analysis ToolPak for
correlation and regression analysis, the outputs were saved to ensure transparency and
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allow the analysis to be reviewed later if needed. Overall, the data analysis approach
followed a practical and theory-driven process that focus on clear interpretation and
consistency while recognising the limitations of using cross-national, self-reported
survey research.

3.8.1 Assumptions of Regression Analysis

Regression assumptions were assessed in a pragmatic way. Linearity and
homoscedasticity were evaluated via scatterplots. Normality was assessed using
inspection of residual histograms and normal probability plots. Independence of errors
was considered acceptable given the survey-based design and the use of individual
participants as the analysis unit.

Multicollinearity was assessed using variance inflation factors (VIFs). VIF was
L Thisis according to Field, 2018 [81] and Hair

1-R%’
et al., 2019 [77] and values above 5 indicated potential warning. There were no missing
data that identified in the data collection. Outliers were screened using standardised
residuals and leverage diagnostics available from regression output, without showing
any extreme cases that influenced the analysis results and conclusions.

calculated using the formula: VIF =

3.9 Chapter Summary

This chapter presented the research methodology, including the questionnaire design,
sampling approach, measurement methods, ethical considerations, and data analysis
processes used in this study. A post positivist, deductive, cross sectional survey design
was used for examining leadership—performance relationships across Greece and the
United Kingdom. Findings are analysed within clearly defined methodological
boundaries (e.g., self-report measurement, convenience sampling). Chapter 4 presents
the results following the statistical analysis.

4 Results

In this chapter the findings and results from statistical analysis are presented. Also, the
developed hypotheses in Chapter 3 are evaluated using descriptive statistics, Pearson
analysis, and linear regression analysis. These methods help to assess the relationships
between the variables and the contribution of different leadership styles to employee
performance when examined simultaneously.

This chapter is focused on clear and accurate reporting of statistical analysis results and
indicating if each hypothesis is supported, partially supported, or not supported based
on the available statistical evidence. Interpretation of results and integration with
leadership theory are intentionally presented in Chapter 5.

4.1 Sample Characteristics

The final sample comprised 137 respondents, with 58 participants based in Greece
(42%) and 79 in the United Kingdom (58%) as shown in Figure 1. This distribution
provided a sound basis for cross national comparison while maintaining sufficient
statistical power for correlational and regression analyses.
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1. Country of employment

Greece

@ United Kingdom

58

79

Figure 1: Country of employment results

4.1.1 Demographic and work-context profile

Table 3 shows the demographic and work-context data of the participants to the
questionnaire, providing context about both the responders but also the organisational
environments that this study on leadership—performance relationships were observed.
Although this information is not directly used in further statistical analysis, reporting
this information assist to provide transparency and helps define the interpretation
boundaries of the research outcome.

58%

Table 3: Demographic and Work-Context Profile of Respondents (N = 137)

Characteristic

Country of employment

Age

Gender

Highest education level

Postgraduate Dissertation

Category
Greece

United Kingdom
Under 25

25-34

35-44

45-54

55+

Man

Woman

High school diploma

Bachelor’s degree

n

58

79

23

87

18

85

52

41

43

%

42

58

17

64

13

62

38

30

42%



Employment type
Average  weekly
hours

Job level

Organisation size

Work arrangement

Postgraduate Dissertation

working

Master’s degree
Doctorate (PhD)
Full-time
Part-time
Contract

< 20 hours

20-29 hours

30-39 hours

40—49 hours

> 50 hours

Junior

Mid-level professional
Manager

Senior management
Small (1-50 employees)

Medium
employees)

(51-250

Large
employees)

(251-1,000

Very large (1,001+

employees)
On-site
Hybrid

Fully remote

66

22

122

46

73

13

71

41

19

22

14

36

65

56

64

17

44

48

16

&9

34

53

52

30

14

16

10

26

47

41

47

12



Tenure with current <1 year 12 9

organisation
1-3 years 51 37
4-6 years 29 21
7-10 years 19 14
> 10 years 26 19

Tenure with current manager < 6 months 17 12
6 months — 1 year 26 19
1-3 years 64 47
4-6 years 22 16
> 6 years 8 6

As mentioned above in Figure 1, the final sample had 137 respondents, with 58
participants located in Greece (42%) and 79 in the United Kingdom (58%). Most of the
were in the age between 35 and 44 years (64%), followed by those aged 25-34 (17%),
45-54 (13%), and 55 years or above (7%). No respondents were found to participate in
this research under the age of 25 as shown in Figure 2.

2. Age

7%
17%

13% Wil
® Under2s 0 , \

@ 25-34 23
& 3544 a7
& 45-54 18
@ 55+ 9

64%
Figure 2: Age of the participants in this study

In terms of gender, 62% of respondents identified as men (n = 85) and 38% as women
(n = 52) as shown in Figure 3. There were not respondents opting for the non-binary or
“prefer not to say” options. The sample had been found highly educated as nearly half
of participants held a Master’s degree (48%), while a further 30% held a Bachelor’s
degree and 16% held a doctorate. Only a small proportion of 6% was found to have high
school as their highest qualification as shown in Figure 4.
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3. Gender

® Woman 52
& Man 85
® MNon-binary 0
62% Woman
@ Prefer not to say 1}

® 52 (38%) '

Figure 3: Gender of the participants in this study

4, Highest education level

6%
16% L
@ High School Diploma &8 ‘

@ Bachelor's Degree 41
@ Master's Degree 66
& Doctorate (Ph.D.) 22

48%

Figure 4: Education level of the participants in this study

The sample was mainly mid-career, as more than half of the participants reported this
option (52%) as shown in Figure 5. Managers were found to be the next major subgroup,
with an amount of 30% of this sample. Then, 14% of the participants in this research
were found in the Senior Management level, followed by the smallest group of 4% for
Junior level positions.

5. Job level

o
4% 4%

’.
@ Junior ]

® Mid-Level Professional 7

® Manager 41 I0%

@ Senior Management 19

Figure 5: Job level of the participants in this study

With respect to length of time under the organisation, the vast majority of the
participants shown that spend at least 1 year, as only 9% selected the less that 1 year
option as shown in Figure 6. Over one-third had worked in their current organisation for
one to three years (37%), while 21% reported four to six years, 14% seven to ten years
and 19% more than ten years. More importantly for leadership assessment, nearly half
of respondents (47%) had worked with their current line manager for between one and
three years, with a further 16% reporting four to six years as shown in Figure 7. This
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suggests that the majority of the participants had sufficient exposure to their managers
to have an informed and stable understanding and opinion of leadership behaviours.

%. Length of time with your current organization

9%

19% ‘
@ Less than 1 year 12 /
@® 1-3 years 51
® 4-5years 20

¥ 14% ( 379

® 7-10years 19
@ More than 10 years 26 \

21%

Figure 6: Length of time under the current organisation of the participants in
this study

%. Length of time under your current manager

6% 19
@ Less than 6 months 17 16% -\
® 6 months - 1 year 26 195
@ 1-3 years 64
® 46 years 22
® More than 6 years 8
4%
Figure 7: Length of time under the current manager of the participants in this

study

Most respondents were found to be employed full-time (89%), with considerably smaller
proportions working part-time (7%) or on a contract basis (4%) as shown in Figure 8. In
addition, most participants were mainly coming from larger organisations as shown in
Figure 9. Very large organisations employing more than 1,001 employees accounted for
nearly the half (47%) of the sample, followed by large organisations at 26%, small
organisations at 16%, and medium-sized organisations at 10%.

8. Employment type

@ Full-time 122
@ Part-time 9
® Contract 6

Figure 8: Employment type of the participants in this study
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9. Organization size

16%
® S5Small (1-30 employees) 22 ‘
_ 10%
@ Medium (51-250 employees) 14 47% ‘
® Large (251-1,000 employees) 36
@ \Very Large (1,001+ employees) &5
26%

Figure 9: Organisation size of the participants in this study

Nearly half of the participants worked in a hybrid work arrangement (47%), followed
by on-site roles (41%) and fully remote roles (12%) as shown in Figure 10. In terms of
weekly working hours as shown in Figure 11, participants reported a relative demanding
work pattern, with the majority reporting 40—49 hours per week (53%) followed by 30—
39 hours (34%). Also, a further 9% reported working 50 hours or more per week,
indicating substantial work intensity for a minority of the sample, but overall, most of
the research sample was found to spend more than 40 hours working weekly.

10. Work arrangement

12%
@ On-site 56 41%
@ Hybrd 64
@® Remote 17

4T%
Figure 10: Work arrangement of the participants in this study

11. Average weekly working hours

9%
@ Less than 20 hours 1
@ 20-29 hours - 34%
@ 30-39 hours 46
@ 40-49 hours 73
@ 50 hours or more 13 53%

Figure 11: Average weekly working hours of the participants in this study

Overall, the sample reflected a well-educated, experienced, and predominantly full-time
workforce that is working largely within medium-to-large organisational environments.
These characteristics provide a credible basis for examining perceived leadership
behaviours and self-reported performance across the two countries.
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4.2 Reliability Analysis (Measurement Validation)

As described in Chapter 3, the internal consistency of all constructs was examined using
Cronbach’s alpha (o) before proceeding to hypothesis testing and show in Table 4 and
Figure 12. As a general guide, alpha values above 0.70 are often considered acceptable
in applied organisational research. The constructs were authoritarian, transactional,
transformational, SDT and performance. Assessing reliability at this stage is important,
as weaker internal consistency increases random measurement error and can limit the
strength and clarity of observed relationships in correlation and regression analyses [84].

Table 4: Cronbach's a for overall sample

Construct Cronbach’s a
Authoritarian leadership 0.687
Transactional leadership 0.582
Transformational leadership 0.858

SDT-based (need-supportive) leadership 0.827

Employee performance 0.746

Cronbach’s Alpha (a)

0.9

0.8

0.7
06
0- B Cronbach’s Alpha (a)
0.
0.
0.
0.
0

Authoritarian Transactional Transformational SDT_Leadership Performance

w

IS

w

S

ey

Figure 12: Cronbach's a for overall sample

At the level of the overall sample, the transformational leadership scale showed the
highest degree of internal consistency (a = 0.85), followed by the SDT-based leadership
measure (o~ 0.82) and performance (a = 0.74). All demonstrated satisfactory coherence
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between items, indicating that respondents understood the items within these scales in a
broadly consistent way [84], supporting their use in the subsequent analysis.

Authoritarian leadership was borderline the minimum threshold for acceptability (a =
0.69). This is in line with previous research indicating that more controlling or strict
leadership constructs often show lower internal consistency, as controlling behaviours
are difficult to measure and are not interpreted the same way in every situation (Nunnally
& Bernstein, 1994 [83]; DeVellis, 2017; Yukl, 2013 [5]). In contrast, the transactional
leadership scale exhibited weaker internal consistency (o = 0.58) and lower that the
lower limit of 0.70. This is indicative of a higher degree of measurement error; however,
this value is acceptable of applied organisational research with the warning that treated
more cautiously and are interpreted with explicit recognition of this limitation. In
addition, this weaker consistency, might be coming from the fact that the transactional
leadership behaviours are not interpreted uniformly by the employees, hence strongly
endorsing some, while rejecting other.

When the country subgroups of Greece and the United Kingdom were investigated, the
similar pattern was identified as shown in Figure 13. This provided some additional
reassurance that the measures functioned in a reasonably consistent manner across
countries. Table 5 show the alpha values per each country

Comparison of Cronbach’s Alpha by Country

0.9

0.8

0.7

0.6

0.5 M Cronbach’s Alpha (a) GR

M Cronbach’s Alpha (a) UK
0.4

0.3
0.2

0.1

Authoritarian Transactional Transformational ~ SDT_Leadership Performance

Figure 13: Comparison of Cronbach’s alpha per country

Table 5: Cronbach's a per country

Construct Greecea UKa
Authoritarian leadership 0.664 0.683
Transactional leadership 0.637 0.538
Transformational leadership 0.853 0.865
SDT-based (need-supportive) leadership 0.829 0.820
Employee performance 0.796 0.845
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Overall, transformational leadership, SDT-based leadership, and employee performance
demonstrated sufficient internal consistency for the analyses undertaken. Authoritarian
leadership was borderline. Transactional leadership was kept in the analysis due to its
theoretical relevance and because used in past research, but its weaker reliability is
clearly acknowledged when discussing results. Same trend was followed when data from
Greece and the United Kingdom subgroups were investigated.

4.3 Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics were used as an initial overview of the leadership styles and
employee performance, prior moving to further statistical analysis.

Across the overall sample, SDT based leadership recorded the highest mean score of M
~ 3.78, followed by transformational leadership of M = 3.56 and transactional leadership
of M = 3.16. Authoritarian leadership exhibited the lowest mean of M = 2.84, indicating
that controlling behaviours are less experienced in this sample group. Employee
performance scores were consistently high across the sample (M =~ 4.04), with relatively
low variation among responses. Results are shown in Table 6 and in Figure 14.

Table 6: Mean scores for overall sample

Authoritaria  Transactiona Transformation SDT- Performanc
n 1 al Leadership e
Average 2.84 3.16 3.56 3.78 4.04
S
Standard 0.67 0.58 0.79 0.71 0.47
deviatio
n
CoV 23% 18% 22% 19% 12%

Mean Scores of Leadership Styles and Employee
Performance

5.00

4.50

4.00
3.50
3.00
2.50
2.00
1.50
1.00

Authoritarian Transactional Transformational SDT_Leadership  Performance

Figure 14: Mean scores for overall sample

This pattern suggests that participants generally experienced a supportive than
controlling behaviour from their managers, with authoritarian style rated below the
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midpoint of the measured data. At the same time, the comparatively high mean for
employee performance indicates that potentially participants rated themselves relatively
highly. This is a common feature of self-report performance measures and can reduce
observed variability and potentially can affect the observed corelations and regression
coefficients (Podsakoff etal., 2003[73]). For this reason, the interpretation of the
measured is focused on comparative patterns between leadership styles and countries
rather than the absolute values.

Considering the Coefficient of variance alongside the means was found higher for
leadership styles compared to employee’s performance; leadership CoV values ranged
from approximately 18% to 23%, compared to around 12% for performance. This is
indicative that employees interpret managerial behaviours more differently compared to
their own performance.

4.3.1 Expanded descriptive detail (overall vs. Greece vs. UK)

Country level data were investigated as well and demonstrated a similar trend to the
overall sample. Values for Greece and United Kingdom are shown in Table 7 and Figure
15.

Table 7: Mean scores for each subgroup of Greece and the United Kingdom

Variable Greec Greec Greec UK U UK
e eSD e Mea K Co
Mean CoV n SD \%
M) (M)
Authoritarian 3.03 0.68 23% 2.70 0.6 23
leadership 2 %
Transactional 3.18 0.64 20% 3.15 0.5 17
leadership 4 %
Transformatio 3.50 0.83 24% 3.61 0.7 21
nal leadership 6 %
SDT-based 3.64 0.76 21% 3.87 0.6 17
leadership 6 %
Employee 4.01 0.52 13% 4.06 0.4 11
performance 3 %
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Comparison of Leadership Styles and Employee
Performance by country

4.5

3.
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Figure 15: Comparison of mean scores for each subgroup of Greece and the
United Kingdom

The country comparison presented that authoritarian leadership is more evident in
Greece with and average M=3.03 compared to the United Kingdom, with M=2.70,
showing that employees in Greece face more controlling behaviours than in the United
Kingdom. Transactional leadership was also higher in Greece with M=3.18 compared
to the United Kingdom with M=3.15. However, SDT based leadership was more evident
in the United Kingdom with a M=3.87 compared to Greece with M=3.64 that is
consistent with a stronger emphasis on autonomy-supportive and need-supportive
leadership behaviours. Transformational leadership followed the same trend, showing
higher average in the United Kingdom M=3.61 compared to Greece with M=3.64.

In both sample subgroups employee performance presented the higher mean values
compared to leadership constructs. Employees in the United Kingdom got a marginally
higher mean value of M=4.06 relative to Greece with M=4.01.

In Greece, leadership constructs showed a moderate variation (CoV = 20-24%), while
self-reported performance showed less variation (CoV = 13%). In the United Kingdom,
leadership variability was slightly smaller (CoV = 17-23%), and employee performance
exhibited the lowest relative variability of all three samples (CoV = 11%). This pattern
is consistent with wider evidence that self-reported performance measures tend to cluster
toward the upper end of Likert scales, as respondents generally rate their own
performance positively (Podsakoff et al., 2003[73]). As explained in the overall sample
descriptive statistics, because the employee performance ratings were higher and with
less variation compared to leadership constructs, this might underestimate the true
influence of the leadership, without this meaning that leadership data is weak.

In total, the presentation of the descriptive statistics showed three key items:

- The purpose of presenting these differences is to get a first impression of the
collected data and help conceptualise subsequent correlation and regression analysis.
- Importance to focus on relative patterns compared to get an absolute effect value.
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- Highlights the importance of requirement for further statistical analysis, such as
regression, which is going to give more detail about the unique contribution of
specific leadership behaviours.

4.4 Correlation Analysis (Bivariate Hypothesis Testing)

Pearson correlation analysis was used to understand for any relationships between
leadership styles and employee performance in the overall sample. Correlation
coefficients indicate if leadership styles are related to performance, but do not control
for overlap among leadership styles (Field, 2018 [81]).

At the overall sample level, leadership behaviours have been found to be associated with
employee performance, supporting Hypothesis 1 (Managerial leadership style has a
significant impact on employee performance in both Greece and the United Kingdom).
SDT-based leadership had the strongest positive correlation with performance (r =
0.366), supporting Hypothesis 6 (Self-Determination Theory (SDT) need-supportive
leadership is positively associated with employee performance and well-being in both
countries). Transactional leadership (r = 0.334) showed the second strongest positive
correlation with performance, providing partial support to Hypothesis 4 (Transactional
leadership is positively associated with employee performance, but its effect is weaker
than transformational leadership in both countries). Transformational leadership
presented a marginally lower correlation (r = 0.312) that is consistent with Hypothesis
3 (Transformational leadership is positively associated with employee performance in
both Greece and the United Kingdom). In contrast, authoritarian leadership had a weak
negative relationship with employee performance (r = —0.093), supporting Hypothesis
5 (Authoritarian leadership is negatively associated with employee performance in both
Greece and the United Kingdom).

Table 8: Correlation of leadership styles to employee performance for overall sample

Leadership style Correlation with employee performance (r)
Authoritarian leadership —0.093

Transactional leadership 0.334

Transformational leadership 0.312

SDT-based leadership 0.366

Based on the corelation analysis presented above, there are indications that supportive
leadership styles are positively associated with higher self-reported performance,
whereas authoritarian indicated the opposite. However, correlations show only
information about the general relationships between leadership styles and performance
but cannot isolate the effect of each individual leadership style (Field, 2018 [81]; Hair
etal., 2019 [77]). Hence, the above results are presented as an initial test of the hypothesis
that can be used as contextual groundwork for the regression analysis reported in the next
sections of this thesis.
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Correlation with Employee Performance
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Figure 16: Correlation of leadership styles to employee performance for overall
sample

4.4.1 Cross-National Comparison of Bivariate Relationships (Greece vs
United Kingdom)

In order to support the study’s comparative focus between Greece and the United
Kingdom, correlation analyses were also conducted separately for each subgroup of the
research sample. Results in Table 9 indicated that Hypothesis 2 (The relationship
between leadership style and employee performance differs significantly between Greece
and the United Kingdom) is supported, as values are different between Greece and the
United Kingdom.

In the Greek sample (n = 58), SDT-based leadership showed a strong positive correlation
with employee performance (r = 0.497) following the same trend as the overall sample
and supporting Hypothesis 6 (Self-Determination Theory (SDT) need-supportive
leadership is positively associated with employee performance and well-being in both
countries). Transformational leadership (r = 0.454) showed the second strongest value,
supporting Hypothesis 3 (Transformational leadership is positively associated with
employee performance in both Greece and the United Kingdom). Transactional
leadership showed a moderate correlation with performance (r = 0.329), supporting
Hypothesis 4 (Transactional leadership is positively associated with employee
performance, but its effect is weaker than transformational leadership in both countries).
However, authoritarian leadership exhibited a weak negative association (r = —0.165),
supporting Hypothesis 5 (Authoritarian leadership is negatively associated with
employee performance in both Greece and the United Kingdom).

In the UK sample (n =79), transactional leadership showed the strongest correlation with
employee performance (r = 0.343), partially supporting Hypothesis 4 (Transactional
leadership is positively associated with employee performance, but its effect is weaker
than transformational leadership in both countries). SDT-based leadership followed with
r = 0.226, supporting Hypothesis 6 (Self-Determination Theory (SDT) need-supportive
leadership is positively associated with employee performance and well-being in both
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countries). Transformational leadership also showed a positive, but weaker, relationship
with performance (r = 0.171), supporting Hypothesis 3 (Transformational leadership is
positively associated with employee performance in both Greece and the United
Kingdom). Authoritarian leadership correlation was borderline negative and effectively
unrelated to performance (r = —0.003), providing a weak support to Hypothesis 5
(Authoritarian leadership is negatively associated with employee performance in both
Greece and the United Kingdom).

Table 9: Comprarison of Correlation analysis for each subgroup

Leadership style Greece United Kingdom A (Greece —
() () UK)
Authoritarian leadership —0.165 —0.003 -0.162
Transactional leadership 0.329 0.343 -0.014
Transformational 0.454 0.171 0.282
leadership
SDT-based leadership 0.497 0.226 0.271

Country-Level Correlation

06
0.5
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0.2
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Figure 17: Country level correlation

The largest differences between Greece and the United Kingdom were found for
transformational leadership (Ar = 0.282) and SDT-based leadership (Ar = 0.271), both of
which showed stronger relationships with employee performance in Greece.
Transactional leadership displayed very similar correlation magnitudes across the two
countries, while authoritarian leadership was weakly negative or negligible in both
contexts.
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This pattern provide support to Hypothesis 2 (The relationship between leadership style
and employee performance differs significantly between Greece and the United
Kingdom), as presented earlier. Additionally, these differences provide an initial
indication to Hypothesis 7-10 (H7: The positive effect of transformational leadership on
employee performance is stronger in the United Kingdom than in Greece; HS: The
negative effect of authoritarian leadership on employee performance is stronger in the
United Kingdom than in Greece; H9: SDT need-supportive leadership has a stronger
positive impact on employee performance in the United Kingdom compared to Greece;
H10: Transactional leadership is more effective in Greece than in the United Kingdom
due to cultural preferences for structure and hierarchy). However, no further comments
can be extracted from Correlation analysis, and a more rigorous regression analysis is
going to be presented in the following sections for this thesis.

A (Greece - UK)
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-0.05
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Figure 18: Country level Correlation differences

4.5 Regression Analysis (Multivariate Hypothesis Testing)

Multiple linear regression analysis was performed to test hypotheses and understand if
the different leadership styles provide information and explain the employee
performance. Correlation analysis only compares simply relationships in pairs. However,
regression analysis benefit of the relative contribution of each leadership style to be
examined while accounting for overlap of the various leadership styles. Hence,
regression analysis results are considered the primary basis for evaluating hypothesis for
acceptance or rejection.

Employee performance was specified as the dependent variable. Authoritarian,
transactional, transformational, and SDT leadership were entered simultaneously as
independent variables. Regression models were estimated for the overall sample and for
the Greek and United Kingdom subsamples, supporting evaluation of hypotheses
concerning differences in leadership—performance relationships for each subgroup.
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4.5.1 Model fit and diagnostic notes for overall sample

Model fit was assessed using R? and overall model significance tests. Multicollinearity
was also tested, as might be overlap between the different leadership styles. This was
tested using variance inflation factors (VIFs) for each leadership style to test the size of
the overlap, which could make the regression results unstable (Field, 2018 [81]; Hair
etal., 2019 [77]). Higher VIF values indicate greater overlap, with VIF = 5 usually seen
as a point of concern. For the overall sample, VIFs are presented in Table 10 below:

Table 10: Variance Inflation Factors (VIF) for Overall Sample Regression Predictors

(N=137)
Predictor VIF
Authoritarian leadership 1.794
Transformational leadership 2.045
Transactional leadership 4.359

SDT need-supportive leadership 3.611

VIF values indicated low-to-moderate overlap between leadership styles, with the highest
overlap observed between transactional and SDT-based leadership styles. However, the
important observation was that all VIF values remained below the commonly cited
threshold of concern (= 5). This is indication that multicollinearity was not severe enough
to affect model stability or invalidate measured coefficients (Field, 2018 [81]; Hair et al.,
2019 [77]).

Subgroup models (Greece and the UK) are interpreted cautiously due to smaller sample
sizes. In addition, the weaker internal consistency of the transactional leadership scale (o
~ 0.58) is acknowledged as a potential source of instability for the regression analysis.
Hence, regression results involving transactional leadership are interpreted
conservatively, with emphasis placed on overall patterns.

4.5.2 Overall Sample

The multiple regression model for the overall sample was statistically significant, as
Significance F < .005 as shown in Table 11. Also, the R? was found to be 0.174, which
means that leadership styles explaining approximately 17.4% of the variance in employee
performance.

Table 11: Regression for overall sample

SUMMAR
Y OUTPUT

Regression Statistics
0.4168
Multiple R~ 72667
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0.1737
R Square 82821
Adjusted R 0.1487

Square 45936
Standard 0.4354
Error 37718
Observation
S 137
ANOVA
Signific
df SS MS F ance F
5.26427 13160 6.9410 4.2079
Regression 4 5901 68975 72179  8E-05
25.0279 0.1896
Residual 132 9283 06006
30.2922
Total 136 6873
Coeffi  Standar P- Lower Upper Lower Upper

cients dError tStat  value 95% 95% 95.0% 95.0%

2.3439 0.41224 5.6859 7.9830 1.5285 3.1594 1.5285 3.1594
Intercept 99451 7141 08329 8E-08 33859 65042 33859 65042

Authoritaria  0.1275 0.07484 1.7047 0.0905 0.0204 0.2756 0.0204 0.2756

n 85977 2832 18717 99425 60543 32497 60543 32497
Transaction 0.1077 0.08514 1.2650 0.2080 0.0607 0.2761 0.0607 0.2761
al 14196 7685 27893 90024 1634 44733 1634 44733
Transformat 0.0166 0.08601 0.1932 0.8470 0.1535 0.1867 0.1535 0.1867
ional 26583 4445 99895 21227 18491 71657 18491 71657
SDT Leade 0.2478 0.10084 2.4576 0.0152 0.0483 0.4473 0.0483 0.4473
rship 39385 2307 92522 80081 63333 15436 63333 15436

In this regression analysis, leadership styles were tested simultaneously. However, only
SDT-based leadership identified as statistically significant predictor of employee
performance (p = 0.015 < 0.05). In addition, SDT-based leadership presented the highest
positive coefficient, indicating that higher perceived need-supportive leadership was
associated with higher self-reported employee performance, even when the areas
overlapping with the other leadership styles were removed. This finding provides support
for Hypothesis 6 (Self-Determination Theory (SDT) need-supportive leadership is
positively associated with employee performance and well-being in both countries) when
tested in the overall sample.

Authoritarian leadership showed the smallest positive coefficient (B = 0.128) that is
marginally on the positive side, indicating that authoritarian behaviours improved
employee performance almost negligible. The p value was greater than the standard cut-
off value of 0.05 (p = 0.091). Therefore, the authoritarian leadership was statistical
insignificant. Hence, Hypothesis 5 (Authoritarian leadership is negatively associated
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with employee performance in both Greece and the United Kingdom) that predicted a
negative association with performance was not supported.

Transactional leadership was also not a significant predictor (p =0.208 > 0.05), as a result
Hypothesis 4 (Transactional leadership is positively associated with employee
performance, but its effect is weaker than transformational leadership in both countries)
was not supported by the regression multivariate model in the overall sample. In the same
way, transformational leadership was also not a significant predictor p = 0.847),
indicating that its positive bivariate association that presented in correlation analysis with
performance was not followed into the multivariate level analysis. As a result, Hypothesis
3 (Transformational leadership is positively associated with employee performance in
both Greece and the United Kingdom) is not supported in the overall regression model.

Regression analysis was checked to assess the suitability of the model. Visual inspection
of the normal probability plot of standardised residuals and the residual histogram did
not indicate any substantial departures from normality. Together with earlier diagnostic
checks on VIF, this indicate that the regression assumptions were met and results are
valid and can be used for this thesis.

NormalProbability Plot

Performance
w

0 20 40 60 80 100 120

Sample Percentile

Figure 19: Normal probability plot for the overall sample
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Regression Coefficients Predicting Employee Performance (Overall
Sample)
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Figure 20: Regression coefficients for overall sample

Overall, although the initial findings demonstrated that leadership styles were related to
employee performance at the bivariate level (when examined separately), only SDT
need-supportive leadership presented statistically significant results once leadership
styles overlaps were considered.

4.5.3 Greece

For the Greek subsample (N = 58), the multiple regression model was statistically
significant as p = 0.0016. Given R? = 0.276, this multiple regression model explains
approximately 27.6% of the variance in employee performance in Greece, which is
significant proportion as almost one-third of performance differences are based in
Leadership in this model.

Table 12: Regression for the Greek subsample

SUMMARY
OUTPUT
Regression
Statistics
0.5257
Multiple R 3
0.2763
R Square 92
Adjusted R 0.2217
Square 8
Standard 0.4603
Error 47
Observatio
ns 58
ANOVA
Signific
df SS MS F ance F
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429009 1.07 5.06 0.00157
Regression 4 9 2525 1009 5
11.2317 0.21
Residual 53 2 1919
15.5218
Total 57 2
Coeffi  Standard P- Lower  Upper Lower  Upper
cients Error  tStat  value  95% 95%  95.0%  95.0%
2.1455 0.59737 359 0.00 0.94736 3.3437 0.9473  3.3437
Intercept 41 1 1639 0719 6 16 66 16
Authoritari  0.1321  0.11791  1.12  0.26 - 03687 0.1043  0.3687
an 96 8 1087 7305 0.10432 09 2 09
Transactio 0.0350 0.13230 0.26  0.79 - 02303 0.3004 0.2303
nal 6 6 497 2061 0.30043 15 3 15
Transform 0.1155 0.11744 0.98 0.32 - 03510 0.1200 0.3510
ational 16 4 3586 9788 0.12005 79 5 79
SDT Lead 0.3224 0.15536 2.07 0.04 0.6340  0.0108  0.6340
ership 29 4 5322 2826 0.01081 49 1 49

As in the overall sample regression analysis, SDT need-supportive leadership was found
as the only statistically significant predictor of employee performance (p = 0.043). In
addition, SDT-based leadership presented the highest positive coefficient, indicating that
higher perceived need-supportive leadership was associated with higher self-reported
employee performance, even when the areas overlapping with the other leadership styles
were removed. This finding provides support for Hypothesis 6 (Self-Determination
Theory (SDT) need-supportive leadership is positively associated with employee
performance and well-being in both countries) when tested in the Greek subsample.

Authoritarian (p = 0.267), transactional (p = 0.792) and transformational (p = 0.330)
leadership styles were not a significant predictor of employee performance. As a result,
Hypothesis 3 (Transformational leadership is positively associated with employee
performance in both Greece and the United Kingdom), 4 (Transactional leadership is
positively associated with employee performance, but its effect is weaker than
transformational leadership in both countries) and 5 (Authoritarian leadership is
negatively associated with employee performance in both Greece and the United
Kingdom) were not supported in the Greek subsample at the multivariate level.

Regression diagnostics were examined to assess model suitability. Visual inspection of
the normal probability plot of standardised residuals and the residual histogram did not
indicate substantial departures from normality, suggesting that the assumptions
underlying ordinary least squares regression were adequately met in the Greek model.
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Figure 21: Normal probability plot for the subsample in Greece

Regression Coefficients Predicting Employee Performance for Greece
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Figure 22: Regression coefficients for subsample in Greece

Overall, the Greek regression analysis results mirrored the pattern that was observed in
the overall sample, as only SDT need-supportive leadership presented statistically
significant results once leadership styles overlaps were considered. These findings
provide a comparison basis for comparison with the United Kingdom subsample that is

presented in the next section.

4.5.4 United Kingdom

For the United Kingdom subsample (N = 79), the multiple regression model was
statistically significant as p = 0.0103. Given R? = 0.162, this multiple regression model
explains approximately 16.2% of the variance in employee performance in the United

Kingdom.
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Table 13: Regression for the United Kingdom subsample

SUMMARY
OUTPUT
Regression
Statistics
0.4019
Multiple R 18
0.1615
R Square 38
Adjusted R 0.1162
Square 16
Standard 0.4078
Error 88
Observatio
ns 79
ANOVA
Signific
df SS MS F ance F
0.59 3.56 0.01029
Regression 4 237195 2987 4207 3
12.3115 0.16
Residual 74 9 6373
14.6835
Total 78 4
Coeffi  Standard P- Lower  Upper Lower  Upper
cients Error  t Stat  value 95% 95%  95.0%  95.0%
2.3528 0.58950 3.99 0.00 1.17823 3.5274 1.1782 3.5274
Intercept 45 1 125 0153 9 51 39 51
Authoritari  0.1475 142 0.15 - 0.3539 0.0589 0.3539
an 12 0.10361 3721 873 0.05894 6 4 6
Transactio 0.2957 0.11578 2.55 0.01 0.06507 0.5264 0.0650 0.5264
nal 81 3 4622 2686 9 83 79 83
Transform  0.1079 0.81 0.41 - 0.3729
ational 7 0.13298 191 9445 0.37294 0.157 4 0.157
SDT Lead 0.1988 1.42 0.15 - 04774 0.0798 0.4774
ership 07 0.13985 1573 9351 0.07985 64 5 64

In contrast to the overall sample and Greek subsample regression, transactional
leadership was found as the only statistically significant predictor of employee
performance (p = 0.0103). In addition, transactional leadership presented the highest
positive coefficient, indicating that higher perceived transactional leadership was
associated with higher self-reported employee performance, even when the areas
overlapping with the other leadership styles were removed. This led to the outcome that
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Hypotheses 1 (Managerial leadership style has a significant impact on employee
performance in both Greece and the United Kingdom) and 2 (The relationship between
leadership style and employee performance differs significantly between Greece and the
United Kingdom) are supported on a pattern basis. Additionally, Hypothesis 4
(Transactional leadership is positively associated with employee performance, but its
effect is weaker than transformational leadership in both countries) is partially supported,
as transactional leadership is positively associated with performance, but no data to
support if it’s weaker or not to transformational leadership.

Authoritarian (p = 0.159), transformational (p = 0.419) and SDT (p = 0.159) leadership
styles were not a significant predictor of employee performance. As a result, Hypothesis
3 (Transformational leadership is positively associated with employee performance in
both Greece and the United Kingdom) and 5-10 (H5: Authoritarian leadership is
negatively associated with employee performance in both Greece and the United
Kingdom; H6: Self-Determination Theory (SDT) need-supportive leadership is
positively associated with employee performance and well-being in both countries; H7:
The positive effect of transformational leadership on employee performance is stronger
in the United Kingdom than in Greece; H8: The negative effect of authoritarian
leadership on employee performance is stronger in the United Kingdom than in Greece;
H9: SDT need-supportive leadership has a stronger positive impact on employee
performance in the United Kingdom compared to Greece; H10: Transactional leadership
is more effective in Greece than in the United Kingdom due to cultural preferences for
structure and hierarchy) were not supported in the United Kingdom subsample at the
multivariate level.

Regression diagnostics were examined to assess model suitability. Visual inspection of
the normal probability plot of standardised residuals and the residual histogram did not
indicate substantial departures from normality, suggesting that the assumptions
underlying ordinary least squares regression were adequately met in the United Kingdom
model.

NormalProbability Plot
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Figure 23:: Normal probability plot for the subsample in the United Kingdom
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Regression Coefficients Predicting Employee Performance for United
Kingdom
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Figure 24: Regression coefficients for subsample in the United Kingdom

Overall, the United Kingdom regression analysis results did not follow the pattern that
was observed in the overall sample and Greek subsample, as only Transactional
leadership presented statistically significant results once leadership styles overlaps were
considered. A comparative interpretation of these patterns is developed in Chapter 5.

4.6 Cultural Orientation Profiles

4.6.1 Contextual Description

Cultural orientation items were analysed descriptively to provide contextual insight for
interpreting leadership—performance relationships. Table 14 shows item-level means for
Greece and the United Kingdom alongside simple mean differences. Greece showed
somewhat higher values of authority- and hierarchy-consistent statements compared to
the United Kingdom. In the same way, Greece showed preference for teamwork
compared to the United Kingdom. On the other hand, responders in the United Kingdom
presented higher values for personal freedom. The item “Comfortable challenging
manager” presented marginal difference between the two countries, with responders in
the United Kingdom agreeing less.

Table 14: Cultural item level mean scores for Greece and the United Kingdom

Culture item Greece mean | UK mean | pifference (GR - UK)
Hierarchy preference 3.862 3.608 0.254

Managers’ final say 3.483 3.266 0.217

Comfortable challenging manager | 3.845 3.835 0.009

Individual achievement 3.845 2.557 1.288

Preference for teamwork 3.845 3.430 0.414

Personal freedom 3.845 4.329 —0.484
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Comparison of Cultural Orientation by Country
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Figure 25: Comparison of Cultural Orientation by Country

Table 15 shows the compiled orientations for Power Distance, Individualism, and
Autonomy. Greece presented higher score in Individualism and Power Distance — higher
acceptance of hierarchical authority.
Table 15: Cultural orientation per country
Cultural orientation (composite) Greece mean UK mean

Power Distance 3.730 3.570
Individualism 3.845 2.994
Autonomy 3.845 4.329

Cultural Profile Comparison: Greece and United Kingdom

4.5
4
3.5
3 M Greece
05 m UK
2
15

Authority Individualism Autonomy

Figure 26: Cultural profile comparison

The above descriptive data demonstrated there are difference between Greece and the
United Kingdom on authority and autonomy related cultural orientations, but also share
similarities, as the values did not present massive differences. The purpose of presenting
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this data is for contextual comparison. The role of cultural orientations as moderators are
investigated further in the next section.

4.6.2 Moderation of Leadership—Performance Relationships by Cultural
Orientation

The role of culture as moderator was examined by creating interaction terms in
regression models using mean-centred values, in line with methodology in section
3.4.4.1. The below interactions were tested:

- Power Distance x Authoritarian Leadership
- Power Distance x Transformational Leadership
- Autonomy Orientation x SDT Leadership

4.6.2.1 Power Distance x Authoritarian Leadership
For each regression model, the statistical significance of the interaction term was tested.

The interaction between power distance and authoritarian leadership was not found
statistically significant (p=0.56) as shown in Table 16. Hence it was not possible to
identify relationships between power distance and authoritarian leadership.

Table 16: Regression for the interaction Power Distance x Authoritarian Leadership
SUMMARY
OuTPUT

Regression Statistics

0.1079
Multiple R 40908
0.0116
R Square 5124
Adjusted R 0.0106
Square 42341
0.4744
Standard Error 55178
Observations 137
ANOVA
Signific
df SS MS F  anceF
0.35294 0.11 0.52 0.6674
Regression 3 2485 7647 2628 55
29.9393  0.22
Residual 133 2625 5108
30.2922
Total 136 6873
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P-

Coeffic Standar t valu Lower Uppe Lower Upper

ients  d Error  Stat e 95% r95% 95.0% 95.0%

4.0457 0.04112 98.3 42E 3.9644 4.127 3.9644 4.1270

Intercept 47554 1254 858 -126 11 084 11 84
Mean centered  0.0152 0.07534 0.20 0.84 0.1642 0.133 0.1642 0.1338
PD 13964 3618 193 0282 4 813 4 13
Mean centered  0.0607 0.06196 0.98 0.32 0.1833 0.061 0.1833 0.0618
Authoritarian 60516 4179 057 8583 2 802 2 02
0.0650 0.11150 0.58 0.56 0.2856 0.155 0.2856 0.1554

PDxA 9452 995 376 0374 6 468 6 68

To further support the analysis, Power Distance x Authoritarian Leadership interaction
plot was produced in Figure 27. Interaction plot was made using predicted values of
employee performance at low (-1 x Standard Deviation), mean and high (1 x Standard
Deviation) of authoritarian leadership, indicating no real difference between the lines
and being consistent with the non-statistically significant interaction in the regression

analysis.

Predicted Employee Performance

Interaction between AuthoritarianLeadership and Autonomy

Orientation

Authoriatarian Leadership (Low to High)

o | oy Autonomy

@ High Autonomy

Figure 27: Interaction between Power Distance and Authoritarian Leadership

4.6.2.2 Power Distance x Transformational Leadership

The interaction between power distance and transformational leadership was not found
statistically significant (p=0.096) as shown in Table 17. Hence it was not possible to

identify relationships between power distance and transformational leadership.

Table 17: Regression for the interaction Power Distance x Transformational
Leadership

SUMMARY
OUTPUT

Postgraduate Dissertation

69



Regression Statistics

0.3413
Multiple R 97893
0.1165
R Square 52522
Adjusted R 0.0966
Square 25135
0.4485
Standard Error 7023
Observations 137
ANOVA
Signific
df SS MS F  anceF
5.84
1.17 886 0.0008
Regression 3 3.53064 688 1 77
0.20
26.7616 121
Residual 133 3 5
30.2922
Total 136 7
P- Uppe
Coeffic Standar  t valu  Lower r Lower  Upper
ients d Error  Stat e 95% 95% 95.0% 95.0%
103.
4.0311 786 3.8E 3.9542 4.107 3.9542 4.1079
Intercept 17474 0.03884 6 -129 93 942 93 42
0.21 0.83
Mean centered 0.0152 0.07147 374 107 0.156 - 0.1566
PD 77751 6 7 1 -0.1261 654 0.1261 54
Mean centred 3.89  0.00
Transformationa 0.1923 0.04941 197 015 0.0945 0.290 0.0945 0.2900
1 1822 4 4 7 79 057 79 57
- - 0.09 - -
PDxTransformat 0.1292 0.07701 1.67 572 0.2815 0.023 0.2815 0.0231
ional 17001 3 785 4 5 112 5 12

To further support the analysis, Power Distance x Transformational Leadership
interaction plot was produced in Figure 28. Interaction plot was made using predicted
values of employee performance at low (-1 x Standard Deviation), mean and high (1 x
Standard Deviation) of transformational leadership, indicating no real difference
between the lines and being consistent with the non-statistically significant interaction
in the regression analysis.
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Figure 28: Interaction between Power Distance and Transformational Leadership

4.6.2.3

Autonomy x SDT Leadership

The interaction between autonomy and SDT leadership was not found statistically
significant (p=0.069) as shown in Table 18. Hence it was not possible to identify
relationships between power distance and transformational leadership.

Table 18: Regression for the interaction Autonomy x SDT Leadership

SUMMARY
OUTPUT

Regression Statistics

0.4447
Multiple R 78
0.1978
R Square 28
Adjusted R 0.1797
Square 34
Standard 0.4274
Error 39
Observations 137
ANOVA
Signific
df SS MS F ance F
5.99265 199 109 1.82E-
Regression 3 2 7551 3327 06
242996 0.18
Residual 133 2 2704
30.2922
Total 136 7
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Coeffi  Standar P- Lower  Upper Lower  Upper
cients d Error tStat value  95% 95%  95.0%  95.0%
4.0242 0.03774 106. 1.1E 3.94956 4.098 3.9495 4.0988
Intercept 22 3 6224 -130 8 876 68 76
Mean
centered 0.1787 0.05960 2.99 0.00 0.06088 0.296 0.0608 0.2966
AUTO 83 8 9326 3231 1 685 81 85
Mean 0.1916  0.05373 3.56 0.00 0.08536 0.297 0.0853 0.2979
centred SDT 56 7 6588 0503 7 945 67 45
0.1274  0.06950 1.83 0.06 - 0.264 0.0099 0.2649
AUTOxSDT 81 3 4174 8863 0.00999 955 9 55

To further support the analysis, Autonomy x SDT Leadership interaction plot was
produced in Figure 29. Interaction plot was made using predicted values of employee
performance at low (-1 x Standard Deviation), mean and high (1 x Standard Deviation)
of SDT leadership, indicating no real difference between the lines and being consistent
with the non-statistically significant interaction in the regression analysis.

Interaction between SDT Leadership and Autonomy Orientation

o

Predicted Employee Performance

SDT Need-Supportive Leadership (Low to High)

| ow Autonomy

=== High Autonomy

Figure 29: Interaction between Autonomy and SDT Leadership

4.6.3

Culture variables in support to hypotheses

As presented in the previous section, the interaction between power distance and
authoritarian leadership was not statistically significant, hence hypothesis 8 (The
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4.7.1

negative effect of authoritarian leadership on employee performance is stronger in the
United Kingdom than in Greece) was not supported.

In terms of power distance and transformational leadership, again it did not achieve
statistical significance. However, the interaction was positive, which partially support
hypothesis 7, although this interpretation should be treated cautiously.

Finally, the interaction between autonomy and SDT leadership was again positive but
not statistically significant. Again, this provided partial support to hypothesis 9, but this
interpretation should be treated cautiously as if lacks sufficient statistical strength.

4.7 Hypothesis Evaluation Summary

Overall, the hypothesis results showed a clear difference between simple correlations and
regression results, as well as between individual cultural effects and differences between
Greece and the United Kingdom.

In the correlation analysis, all supportive leadership styles—transactional,
transformational, and SDT need-supportive leadership— showed positive relationships
with employee performance, while authoritarian leadership showed a weak negative
relationship. These findings provide initial support for several of the study’s hypotheses.

At the regression level, the pattern changed. SDT-based leadership was the only
consistent predictor of employee performance in the overall sample and in Greece, while
transactional leadership was the only statistically significant predictor in the United
Kingdom subsample. This suggest that leadership effects vary depending on context and
environment they are applied, supporting the comparative aim of the study.

Moderation analyses provided limited support for culture as a moderator. Interaction
terms involving power distance and autonomy orientation did not reach statistical
significance, although some effects were directionally consistent with expectations,
providing partial support to hypotheses. This suggested that cultural orientation showed
a weak influence on leadership—performance relationships. providing partial support to
hypotheses. This suggested that cultural orientation showed a weak influence on
leadership—performance relationships.

Summary of hypotheses verdict is shown in

Table 19.
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Hypothesis

H1

H2

H3

H4

HS

Hé6

H7

HS8

H9

H10

Table 19: Summary of Hypotheses verdict

Prediction

Managerial leadership style
has a significant impact on
employee performance

Leadership—performance
relationships differ between
Greece and the UK

Transformational
leadership positively relates
to performance

Transactional leadership
positively relates to
performance but is weaker
than transformational

Authoritarian leadership
negatively relates to
performance

SDT leadership positively
relates to performance

Transformational effect
stronger in UK than Greece

Authoritarian negative
effect stronger in UK than
Greece

SDT effect stronger in UK

vs Greece

Transactional leadership
more effective in Greece

Postgraduate Dissertation

Key Evidence

Regression: Overall

model significant (p <

.001)

Regression: Different
unique predictors
(GR: SDT; UK:
Transactional)

Correlation: Positive;
Regression: not
significant

Correlation: Positive;
Regression: only
significant in UK

Correlation: weak
negative; Regression:
not significant

Correlation:
strongest positive;
Regression:
significant overall &
GR

Regression: not
significant in either
sample

Moderation: PD x
Authoritarian not

significant

Regression: stronger

in Greece; interaction

weak

Regression:
transactional only
significant in UK

Verdict

Supported

Supported
(descriptively)

Partially

supported

Partially

supported

Not supported

Supported

Not supported

Not supported

Not supported

Not supported
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4.8 Qualitative Insights from Open-Ended Responses

To complement the quantitative findings, responses to open-ended survey questions were
analysed using word frequency visualisation to identify recurring themes in how
employees perceive leadership behaviours and their impact on performance.

4.8.1 What leadership behaviours most help you perform well in your role?

The most frequently occurring word among the 23 respondents was “trust” as shown in
Figure 30. In addition, most of the words appeared were around trust, support, clear
vision and feedback. These responses indicate that employees are looking for trust-based
relationships, open communication and psychological safety that compliments SDT
based leadership style.

23 respondents (19%) answered Trust for this question.

dear aoals Clear directions trust and support level of trust
° Sl e work constructive feedback

Trust and security Supportive TI'I.I Stsupported Honest and trust

Communication and trust manager team T e

trust and autonomy leadership behaviour open communication Clear vision

Figure 30: Response to open-ended question 1

4.8.2 How does your manager’s leadership style affect your motivation and
performance?

The most frequently occurring word among the 11 respondents was “good” as shown in
Figure 31. In addition, most of the words appeared were around motivation, perform
better, guidance and support. These responses indicate that employees are interpreting
leadership style as motivation to offer above and beyond the minimum requirements.
Motivation was not investigated further in this study.

11 respondents (10%) answered good for this question.

motivation and performance

guidance and support decisions company Eerme perform better
try harder Work gOOd mot'Vat|0n leadership style
values e .
. ositively makin
BEER supported impact manager Clearp Y J
work better best work

Figure 31: Response to open-ended question 2

4.8.3 What leadership behaviours make it harder for you to perform
effectively?

The most frequently occurring word among the 21 respondents was “micromanagement”
as shown in Figure 32. In addition, most of the words appeared were around lack of
clarity, lack of acknowledgement and poor communication. These responses indicate that
controlling behaviours are related with lower performance. In addition, employees
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understand micromanagement as lack of respect, lack of trust that negatively affects the
performance. This pattern is in line with the previous analysis shown in this study.

21 respondents (18%) answered Micromanagement for this question.

Lack of interest  lack of acknowledgment

Lack of respect Lack of transparency

poor communication Lack of communication

. LaCk Lack of focus
oty [Mlicromanagement Lack of experience
feedback
work decision Micro management Lack of trust

micro-managing Lack

of flexibility Lack Micromanagement or indifference

of gratitude

Figure 32: Response to open-ended question 3

4.8.4 How does your manager support your motivation and engagement at
work?

The most frequently occurring word among the 7 respondents was “regular” as shown
in Figure 33. In addition, most of the words appeared were around regular interaction.
These responses indicate that ongoing communication is helping employee performance.
These results compliment the transactional, transformation and SDT leadership
quantitative analysis results.

7 respondents (6%) answered regular for this question.

clear direction flexibility at work L
longer termClear goals Managers SE =
check ins hEIp
oot oo t€AM regular work " e mecings
new challenges solutions decision v . task SuU pport

Figure 33: Response to open-ended question 4

4.8.5 What changes in leadership approach would improve your
performance and well-being?

The most frequently occurring word among the 12 respondents was “clear’ as shown in
Figure 34. In addition, most of the words appeared were around better communication.
These responses indicate that employees value clarity and actions that reduce ambiguity.
These results compliment the transactional, transformation and SDT leadership
quantitative analysis results.

12 respondents (11%) answered clear for this question.

clear instructions
Better communication clear goals

Better listening decision Clear better

Better decisions
trust team
better hierarchy better balance

Better organisation project management

rewards clear communication

Regular better storytelling

consistent communication better assignment

Figure 34: Response to open-ended question 4
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4.8.6 Share an example of a situation where your manager’s leadership positively
influenced your performance.

The most frequently occurring word among the 14 respondents was “work” as shown in
Figure 35. In addition, most of the words appeared were around support, help, team and
feedback. These responses indicate that employees value managerial support. These
results compliment the transactional, transformation and SDT leadership quantitative
analysis results.

14 respondents (16%) answered work for this question.

support and time

return to workteam positive feedback big project .
project
result of my work su ppOrtEd Work manager work team
project milestone helped tasks better SUPPOrt and my Manager
work life hard work Appreciation of my work

work output
Figure 35: Response to open-ended question 5

4.9 Chapter Summary

In this chapter all the findings of the study were presented and evaluated the hypotheses
using a combination of descriptive statistics, correlation analysis, and multiple regression
models.

At a descriptive level, employees reported that their performance is higher when SDT
need-supportive and transformational leadership are applied, while authoritarian leadership
was rated lower. Self-reported performance was consistently high across the whole sample.
The correlation analysis showed that supportive leadership styles were positively related to
performance, with stronger relationships usually observed in the Greek subgroup.

When leadership styles were tested simultaneously in the regression models, the results
changed. SDT-based leadership was the only leadership that consistently predicted
performance in the overall sample and in Greece, while transactional leadership was the
only statistically significant predictor in the United Kingdom subsample.

The results of all hypotheses were summarised with findings showing that while leadership
is clearly related to employee performance, only certain leadership behaviours maintain
their influence when overlap between styles is considered. The interpretation of these
patterns and how related leadership styles and cross-cultural differences, are explored in
Chapter 5.

5 Discussion

In this chapter the findings presented in Chapter 4 are discussed in relation to this study’s
research objectives and the theoretical foundations outlined in Chapter 2. The central aim
of the study was to explore how different managerial leadership styles relate to employee
performance, and whether these relationships vary between Greece and the United
Kingdom.

Overall, three key findings were identified:
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- SDT need-supportive leadership was the predictor of employee performance, both
in the overall sample and in the Greek subsample

- Transactional leadership was the only predictor of employee performance for the
United Kingdom subsample

- The relationship between leadership and performance was stronger in Greece than
in the United Kingdom

5.1 Authoritarian Leadership

In general, the authoritarian leadership style showed weak and inconsistent relationships
with employee performance across the various analyses. At the correlation level, it was
slightly negatively related to performance, especially in the Greek subsample. In the United
Kingdom, it was the negative value was so marginal that essentially unrelated to
performance. This provided partial descriptive support for Hypothesis 5 (Authoritarian
leadership is negatively associated with employee performance in both Greece and the
United Kingdom), which predicted a negative relationship, although the magnitude of this
association was almost negligible. On the other hand, Hypothesis 8 (The negative effect of
authoritarian leadership on employee performance is stronger in the United Kingdom than
in Greece) was not supported at all.

In regression models, authoritarian leadership was not statistically significant on
performance in any of the samples. Although the coefficient was slightly positive in the
overall and country subgroups, these effects were weak and not significant When the other
three leadership styles were considered. As a result, Hypothesis 5 (Authoritarian leadership
is negatively associated with employee performance in both Greece and the United
Kingdom) was not supported at the multivariate level, indicating that authoritarian
leadership did not explain unique variation in employee performance.

Based on these findings, the authoritarian leadership has limited to negligible value for
enhancing performance in the examined scenarios. Even in Greece, in which descriptive
cultural results indicated a higher acceptance of hierarchy, this did not translate into a
positive relationship with performance. This is in accordance with House et al., 2004 [54]
in which is noted the difference between cultural acceptance of authority and the
effectiveness of controlling leadership behaviours.

Furthermore, the moderation analysis showed that the interaction between power distance
and authoritarian leadership was not statistically significant. In this way, Hypothesis 8 (The
negative effect of authoritarian leadership on employee performance is stronger in the
United Kingdom than in Greece), which predicted that the negative effect of authoritarian
leadership would be stronger in the UK, was not supported. Hence, this indicated that
individual-level cultural differences in power distance cannot affect the relationship
between authoritarian leadership and performance.

From a theoretical perspective, these findings are consistent with research suggesting that
highly directive and controlling leadership can minimise employee voice and reduce
initiative (Bryman, 2016 [71]; Yukl, 2013 [5]). As a result, leadership styles that focus on
control than autonomy may be less effective in modern environments that employee
engagement and adaptability are critical to performance.
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Overall, this reinforces the broader view that leadership effectiveness is not only dependant
to the structural authority, but on how employees interpret leadership behaviours in their
day-to-day work (Van den Broeck et al., 2021 [12]; Deci & Ryan, 2000 [63]).

5.2 Transactional Leadership

Transactional leadership demonstrated a moderate positive relationship with employee
performance at the correlational level, which remained consistent across both Greece and
the United Kingdom. This provided support for Hypothesis 4 (Transactional leadership is
positively associated with employee performance, but its effect is weaker than
transformational leadership in both countries) when the relationship was between two
variables at a time. This suggests that behaviours such as setting clear expectations,
monitoring performance, and linking results to rewards lead to higher self-reported
performance. These findings are in alignment with previous leadership research, which
showed that transactional leadership can be effective in maintaining performance standards
and ensuring role clarity (Bass & Riggio, 2006 [4]; Judge & Piccolo, 2004 [7]).

However, the above pattern was not followed when leadership styles were examined
simultaneously in the regression models. Transactional leadership did not demonstrate a
significant unique effect in the overall sample or in Greece subsample, indicating that its
influence at the correlational level overlaps with other leadership behaviours. In contrast,
transactional leadership was the only statistically significant predictor of performance in the
United Kingdom subsample, providing partial support for Hypothesis 6 (Self-Determination
Theory (SDT) need-supportive leadership is positively associated with employee
performance and well-being in both countries). Hence, for the United Kingdom subsample,
transactional behaviours contributed uniquely to explaining differences in employee
performance.

A possible explanation of this analysis outcome is that transactional leadership may be
particularly effective in environments where performance systems are structured and
employee’s outcomes are clearly defined. Under this situation, employees may benefit from
leaders who provide explicit goals, measurable and achievable expectations, and consistent
feedback. This interpretation is in line with research suggesting that contingent reward and
performance monitoring can be effective under conditions of goal clarity and formal
accountability (Judge & Piccolo, 2004 [7]; Yukl, 2013 [5]).

In the Greek subsample, transactional leadership was not a statistically significant predictor
when tested simultaneously with other leadership styles. The contrast between Greece and
the United Kingdom therefore provides partial support for Hypothesis 10 (Transactional
leadership is more effective in Greece than in the United Kingdom due to cultural
preferences for structure and hierarchy), as there is a difference between Greece and United
Kingdom subsamples, without though a clear result on its effectivity.

An important point to consider, is the low reliability for the transactional leadership dataset
(o= 0.58). This suggests that there may be some measurement error that can make it hard
to detect statistically significant relationships (Cohen et al., 2003 [88]). However,
transactional leadership was the still the only statistically significant predictor in the United
Kingdom regression model, suggesting that it likely is a real and meaningful performance
measurement, despite these limitations. In any case, this finding should be treated cautiously
and may be useful for future research to examine transactional leadership in more detail,
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such as separating contingent reward and management behaviours, to better isolate and
understand their effects.

Overall, the findings indicated that transactional leadership is reliably associated with
performance at a general level. In this study, its unique contribution was only observed in
the United Kingdom subsample, supporting the broader conclusion that leadership does not
work the same in every environment. In places that are expectations are clear and structured,
performance-focused leadership behaviours may become more obvious.

5.3 Transformational Leadership

Transformational leadership showed a positive relationship with employee performance at
the correlational level, particularly in the Greek subsample, where the correlation was
relatively strong. This provides support for Hypothesis 3 (Transformational leadership is
positively associated with employee performance in both Greece and the United Kingdom)
at the correlational level and is consistent with previous research showing that
transformational leadership style—in example communicating a clear vision, inspiring
employees, and providing employee tailored support—can increase performance (Bass &
Riggio, 2006 [4]; Judge & Piccolo [7], 2004).

However, the above pattern did not hold when multiple leadership styles were examined
simultaneously in the regression models. Transformational leadership was not statistically
significant neither in the overall sample nor the country-specific models. As such,
Hypothesis 3 (Transformational leadership is positively associated with employee
performance in both Greece and the United Kingdom) was not supported at the multivariate
level. Similarly, Hypothesis 7 (The positive effect of transformational leadership on
employee performance is stronger in the United Kingdom than in Greece) was not
supported, as the assumed stronger effect in the United Kingdom was not observed. This
result indicates that some of the performance benefits related to the transformational
leadership overlap with other leadership behaviours, hence their input cannot be assessed
individually.

In other words, and as shown in past research (Bryman, 2016 [71]; Van Knippenberg &
Sitkin, 2013 [15]), transformational leadership appears to function as an “umbrella” of
positive leadership behaviours, rather than as a distinct driver of performance on its own
without clearly isolating the mechanisms through which performance is influenced.

The comparison of the subgroups in Greece and the United Kingdom further supported this
interpretation. At the correlation level, transformational leadership was more strongly
related to performance in Greece than in the United Kingdom, suggesting that inspirational
and tailored support behaviours may fit better in certain environments. However, this effect
was not identified in the regression model, when other leadership styles were simultaneously
considered. Hence, this reinforces the idea and the criticism that transformational leadership
may overlap conceptually with other supportive leadership behaviours rather than operate
independently (Bryman, 2016 [71]; Van Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013 [15]).

These findings were also reflected in the open-ended responses, where most employees
mentioned themes such as support, feedback, trust, and teamwork. Only a few responses
explicitly mentioned “inspiration” or “vision”. Hence, this suggest that employees mainly
reported items that are indirectly related to transformational leadership, rather than its core
characteristics. As a result, the responses focused on practical support and communication
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in day-to-day work, rather than broader inspirational aspects. This observation also supports
existing critiques of transformational leadership (Bryman, 2016 [71]; Van Knippenberg &
Sitkin, 2013 [15]).

Overall, the findings show that transformational leadership plays an important role in
shaping general perceptions of leadership effectiveness, but its unique contribution to
performance was difficult to understand and interpret in this is study. The evidence used by
researchers to criticise transformation leadership style have been seen in this study.

5.4 SDT-Based Leadership

This dissertation did not model motivation or well-being as mediators for SDT-based
leadership, so the results should not be interpreted explaining how SDT leadership improves
performance. Data demonstrated maybe the strongest message among the other leadership
styles in explaining employee performance. Both in correlation analysis and regression
models, SDT showed strong results, particularly in the overall sample and in Greece
subsample. Specifically, SDT leadership was a statistically significant predictor in the
overall regression model and remained significant in the Greek sub model, supporting
Hypothesis 6 (SDT leadership is positively related to performance). In SDT terms, leaders
have the power to shape performance through the everyday working conditions they create
for employees’ autonomy, competence (informational feedback and guidance), and
relatedness (respectful, trustworthy interaction) (Deci & Ryan, 2000 [63]; Gagné & Deci,
2005 [78]). In contrast, SDT leadership was positive but not statistically significant in the
United Kingdom regression sub model, which means Hypothesis 9 (SDT stronger in the UK
than Greece) is not supported by the performed analysis.

This interpretation was reinforced—not challenged—by the open-ended responses. Across
these responses, employees repeatedly mentioned trust, support, clear communication,
feedback, and autonomy, while micro-management and lack of clarity were seen as barriers
to positive performance. These responses align with SDT-based leadership: trust and
respectful interaction relate to relatedness, personal freedom to autonomy, and feedback to
competence (Deci & Ryan, 2000 [63]; Van den Broeck et al., 2021 [12]). This is important
because the performance in this study is not limited to routine task completion; it includes
contextual and adaptive behaviours (Koopmans et al., 2014 [19]). SDT-based leadership fits
well with these broader aspects of performance, as it supports initiative, learning, and
sustained effort over time (Gagné & Deci, 2005 [78]; Van den Broeck et al., 2021 [12]).

Overall, the findings show that transformational leadership plays an important role in
shaping general perceptions of leadership effectiveness. SDT-based leadership appears to
be the most consistent unique predictor overall (supporting Hypothesis 6), but the UK results
show that transactional structure can become uniquely important in certain contexts. This
pattern reinforces the broader cross-cultural leadership argument that there is unlikely to be
a single universally “best” style, and that what matters most depends on context (House et
al., 2004 [54])

5.5 Understanding the Difference Between Correlation and Regression
Results

A key aspect of interpreting the findings in this study is understanding the difference
between bivariate correlations and multivariate regression results. At first glance, several

Postgraduate Dissertation 81



leadership styles appear positively related to employee performance. However, when these
styles were tested simultaneously in a regression model, only a smaller subset remained
statistically significant. This is not a contradiction but rather reflects the way different
leadership behaviours overlap in practice.

A helpful way to understand this is to distinguish between the two analysis methods.
Correlations capture simple relationships between two variables (leadership style compared
to performance), meaning each leadership style is examined in isolation. At this stage,
multiple leadership styles, such as transformational, transactional, and SDT-based
leadership, show similar relationships with performance because they often overlap. For
example, a manager who inspires employees (transformational) may also support
(transformational and SDT) them, involve them in decisions (SDT), and provide
constructive and helpful feedback (transformational and SDT). As a result, employees may
rate different leadership styles in a similar way, leading to similar correlation results.

At the same time, overlap can also be due to the way these leadership styles are measured
in the questionnaire. Although the questions were targeted to capture different styles, the
examined items involve related behaviours, such as providing support or giving constructive
feedback. Hence, respondents may give similar ratings across multiple leadership styles,
affecting the final measurements. Therefore, it is reasonable to mention that the overlap
observed at the correlation analysis does not only reflect the real similarities between
leadership behaviours, but also the fact that the questionnaire captured items that are related
among leadership styles.

Regression analysis, however, examines all leadership styles simultaneously. In doing so, it
effectively forces them to “compete” with one another, allowing the analysis to identify
which behaviours explain performance after shared variance is removed (Cohen et al., 2003
[88]). In this way, only the behaviours of each leadership style retain statistical significance
in regression. As a result, correlations capture the general “good leadership” package,
whereas regression highlights the behaviours that remain most unique when directly
compared with others.

In this study, this difference is clearly reflected in the results. While multiple leadership
styles had a positive relationship with performance in correlation analysis, only two
remained statistically significant in regression analysis. SDT-based leadership was the only
statistically significant predictor in the overall and Greek models, while transactional
leadership was the only significant predictor in the United Kingdom model.

This indicates that the behaviours mostly related to performance vary depending on the
context, supporting Hypothesis 2 (The relationship between leadership style and employee
performance differs significantly between Greece and the United Kingdom) and
highlighting the importance of considering leadership within its broader organisational and
national setting (House et al., 2004 [54]).

5.6 Cultural Orientation: Descriptive Patterns and Moderation Effects

The cultural orientation was investigated in this study both descriptively and as a potential
moderator of leadership—performance relationships. As presented in Chapter 4, the
differences between Greece and United Kingdom subsamples were modest. Greek
respondents reported slightly higher hierarchy-related items, whereas United Kingdom
respondents reported higher levels of personal freedom at work. This followed the pattern
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that there are differences between the different working environments, while also
highlighting that differences are small rather than extreme.

When tested through interaction models, it was not possible to extract a safe conclusion.
None of the interaction terms (Power Distance x Authoritarian, Power Distance X
Transformational, or Autonomy x SDT leadership) were statistically significant, although
some effects were directionally consistent with expectations. This is an indication that while
cultural values matter descriptively, this was not mirrored in the regression analysis.

This apparent contrast between descriptive differences and weak statistical moderation is
important for interpretation. It suggests that although there are cultural differences between
Greece and the United Kingdom, this not mirrored at individual level. As a result, the overall
environment people work in is that shapes how leadership style affects performance rather
than their personal values (House et al., 2004 [54]).

The qualitative results from the open-ended questions also support this interpretation.
Employees mainly mentioned trust, communication, support, and autonomy as key factors
for increased performance, while micro-management and lack of clarity were seen as
barriers. These responses were consistent across both countries, even though it is known
that there are cultural differences between them.

To sum up, these findings indicate that cultural orientation is best understood in this study
as a contextual lens, supporting Hypothesis 2 (The relationship between leadership style and
employee performance differs significantly between Greece and the United Kingdom) rather
than a direct explanatory mechanism to explain performance with leadership style.

5.7 Cross-National Differences: Greece and the United Kingdom

The purpose of this study is about the cross-national comparison between Greece and the
United Kingdom. Results show that leadership—performance relationships differ
meaningfully between Greece and the United Kingdom. Overall, leadership effects were
stronger in Greece than in the UK, as reflected in (a) higher bivariate correlations for
SDT-based and transformational leadership and (b) greater explained variance in the Greek
regression model (R? = 0.276) compared to the UK model (R? = 0.162). These results
indicated that leadership behaviours account for a larger share of performance variation in
the Greek context.

The country-specific correlation results help to explain this difference. In Greece, the
relationship between leadership and performance was stronger for SDT-based leadership (r
= 0.497) and transformational leadership (r = 0.454) compared to the United Kingdom (r =
0.226 and r = 0.171, respectively). In contrast, transactional leadership showed similar
relationships in both countries (Greece r = 0.329; UK r = 0.343). This suggested that the
difference between Greece and the United Kingdom is not about whether transactional
leadership can work or not- it works in both cases. Instead, the difference is based on how
much the performance depends on supportive and inspirational leadership behaviours; as
these types of leadership are more important in Greece than in the United Kingdom.

In addition, the regression results reinforced this difference. In Greece, SDT-based
leadership was the statistically significant of performance, whereas in the United Kingdom,
transactional leadership was the only statistically significant leadership style. This pattern
provides clear support for Hypothesis 2, confirming that leadership—performance

Postgraduate Dissertation 83



relationships differ by national context. Hence, the differences in leadership styles become
important regarding to the situation; as there is no universally applied style that can be
applied efficiently and effectively everywhere.

The cultural orientation profiles also offered useful descriptive results. Greece showed
higher levels of hierarchy-related items, while the UK showed higher endorsement of
personal freedom at work. Importantly, when considered together with the moderation
results from Section 5.6, these findings suggest that cultural differences influence leadership
effectiveness indirectly through the work environment, rather than directly through
individual attitudes.

In the Greek context, hierarchical authority appeared to be more accepted, hence leadership
behaviours that introduce autonomy, invite employee input, and provide supportive
feedback may be experienced more distinctive. As a result, need-supportive behaviours are
likely to stand out more clearly because of the employees’ day-to-day experience. This helps
explain why SDT-based leadership shows stronger relationships with performance in
Greece.

In the UK, by contrast, higher reported levels of personal freedom suggest that autonomy is
likely to be already applied as a baseline feature in the work environment. In this context,
autonomy-supportive leadership are likely to not stand out as much or explain differences
in performance. Instead, differences in performance may depend more on how clearly
leaders set goals, provide feedback, and link outcomes to rewards. This helps to explain why
transactional leadership was the only predictor in the UK regression model.

These findings support cross-cultural leadership theory and past research, which emphasised
that leadership should not be viewed as universal as it does not work the same way
everywhere (House et al., 2004 [54]; Van den Broeck et al., 2021 [12]). Rather than being
one “best” leadership style, the results of this study showed that different leadership
behaviours depend on the institutional and cultural environment in which they are applied.

However, the results of this study suggest a more specific outcome. Rather than leadership
simply depending on cultural or institutional context, leadership appeared to have a stronger
influence when it provides behaviours that are less present in the existing work environment.
Hence, employees respond more positively to leadership behaviours that improve their day-
to-day work experience, rather than to behaviours that are already available in the
workplace.

For example, in Greece, where autonomy and participation may be less available in
workplace, SDT-based leadership stands out and improve further the performance. As a
result, employees seem to value more these behaviours as it’s outside the normal workplace
environment. On the other hand, in the United Kingdom, where autonomy is common in
workplace, transactional behaviours that provide clarity on expectations, constructive
feedback appear to be valued more in explaining the differences in performance.

Overall, the cross-national comparison reinforces a central conclusion of the study: while
leadership is clearly related to employee performance there are two parts that should be
taken under consideration. Firstly, on which behaviours matter most—and how strongly
they matter—varies with the applied institutional and cultural environment. Secondly, the
effectiveness of leadership behaviours is also dependent on how those behaviours
complement of extend employees’ experience in their workplace.
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6 Conclusions

6.1 Conclusions

This dissertation examined how different leadership styles (authoritarian, transactional,
transformational and SDT-based) relate to employee performance, and the role of cross-
national context. By combining a theory-driven approach with a comparison between
Greece and the United Kingdom, this study’s main outcome that leadership should be both
more accurate, clear and depended on the environmental context that is applied.

The findings show that leadership matters, but it does not work in the same way everywhere.
When leadership styles were examined together (regression analysis), SDT-based leadership
was the most consistent predictor of performance in the overall sample and in Greece. In
contrast, transactional leadership was the only leadership style that was statistically
significant in the United Kingdom model. This highlights a key insight: the leadership
behaviours most strongly linked to performance are context-dependent rather than universal.

These differences are not just due to the different country, but is highly related and depended
to the work environment that employees expect from leadership. In Greece, where hierarchy
is more applied, leadership actions that offer support and freedom stand out more and have
a higher impact on performance. In the United Kingdom, where autonomy is already
normality, performance is more affected by leadership behaviours that provide clarity in
requirements and direction.

The comparison between Greece and the UK reinforces this conclusion. Leadership—
performance relationships were generally stronger in Greece, as the model explained more
variance (R? = 0.276) than in the United Kingdom (R? = 0.162). This means that leadership
in Greece has a stronger effect on performance. In the same way, SDT-based leadership
stood out in Greece, whereas in the UK transactional leadership appeared more important.
These results suggest that leadership should be understood within the context this should be
applied, rather than as a fixed “best practice” that is transferrable everywhere. Therefore,
the main conclusion of this study is that leadership depends on the work environment; it is
more effective when it adds something new that is missing in employee’s day to day work.

6.2 Managerial Implications

The findings of this study can offer practical and useful guidance for managers working in
different environments. A key takeaway is that effective leadership is a combination of
supportive behaviour within the environment that is applied.

6.2.1 Greece

In Greece, where SDT-based leadership was the strongest statistically predictor, managers
should focus on behaviours that:

- support employee autonomy, while keeping clear boundaries
- provide constructive and clear feedback
- build trust and strong working relationships
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These behaviours are especially important in environments where hierarchy is more
accepted, as they help balance organisational structure with flexibility.

6.2.2 United Kingdom

In the United Kingdom, where transactional leadership emerged as the key predictor,
managers should focus on:

- setting clear expectations, measured and achievable goals
- providing consistent feedback
- linking performance to recognition and rewards

It should be noted that this does not mean that autonomy support is unimportant, but rather
that it may already be expected. As a result, clarity and consistency in performance
management become more visible when looking for performance outcomes.

6.2.3 Organisational Leadership Development

At an organisational level, the findings suggest moving beyond simple “leadership style”
training. Instead, organisations should get or develop leaders who can:

- combine supportive and motivational behaviours (SDT-based), which are linked to
engagement, development, and long-term performance

- set clear expectations and rewards (transactional), which support structure and
performance consistency

- avoid overly controlling behaviours (authoritarian leadership), which may reduce
employee voice, motivation, and development

apply inspirational behaviours (transformational leadership) appropriately, recognising that
their impact may vary depending on the work environmentIn addition, leaders should be
able to adjust and apply these behaviours depending on the work environment,
organisational processes and cultural/national context. This research has clearly
demonstrated that same leadership behaviours do not have the same effect everywhere but
is more effective when meets employees needs. Hence, leaders should be able to be flexible
and adaptive, and organisations should invest in developing leaders with these skills.

This supports a more flexible and practical approach to leadership development (Antonakis
et al., 2023 [6]; Howard et al., 2017 [89]).

6.2.4 Global Leadership Management

For organisations that operate in many and different countries, these results are also
important for global leadership and managers working abroad.

A key lesson from this study is that leadership works best when it fits the local work
environment the branch is operating. This means that organisations should avoid using the
same leadership style everywhere. Instead, leaders need to understand how work practices
and employee expectations differ between countries to lead people efficiently (House et al.,
2004 [54]; Tsai, 2022 [95]).
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For managers working abroad, this means adapting their leadership style to the local
requirements (Brewster et al., 2020 [93]; Lessle et al., 2020 [96]). For example:

- In environments with more hierarchy and structure, leaders should focus on giving clear
direction, guidance, and coordination.

- In environments where employees already have more freedom, leaders should focus more
on fairness, consistency, and clear performance feedback.

Organisations should also invest in preparing managers before international assignments.
This preparation should not only focus on understanding culture, but also on understanding
how employees work and what they expect from leadership in their daily jobs (Brewster et
al., 2020 [93]; Lessle et al., 2020 [96]).

More generally, organisations should not try to teach one “best” leadership style. Instead,
they should develop leaders who can:

- understand different work environments
- recognise what employees already experience
- and adjust their behaviour to provide what is most needed

6.3 Limitations

This study has several limitation that should be mentioned clearly. First, this study used a
cross-sectional design; hence it is not possible to extract cause and effect conclusions, but
only relationships between variables can be identified.

Second, the use of self-reported data introduces the possibility of common method bias
(Podsakoff et al., 2003 [73]). Although steps were taken in the questionnaire design to
reduce this risk, no formal statistical test (such as Harman’s single-factor test) was
conducted. As seen already, performance scores were generally high, suggesting a restricted
range and may have reduced the strength of observed relationships between leadership and
performance. Using a convenience sample also limits how widely the results can be
generalised, and the country-specific analyses are based on relatively small size.
Measurement limitations should be noted, as transactional leadership showed lower
reliability (o = 0.58), which may have reduced the strength of the observed effects.

Finally, although the same questionnaire was used in both Greece and the United
Kingdom, no formal tests were conducted to measure equivalence, hence
cross-national comparisons should be treated with caution and seen as indicative
rather than conclusive.

6.4 Recommendations for Future Research

This study provided several findings that future research could strengthen and extend. First,
future studies could incorporate objective or multi-source performance measures, such as
organisational performance data. In this way, limitations observed with self-reported data,
such as the relative high-performance scores might be reduced.

Second, future research could examine transactional leadership sub-components (e.g.,
contingent reward vs monitoring) that may affect performance differently in more detail.
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This could address the mixed findings in this study, in which transactional leadership was
statistically significant only in the United Kingdom regression model.

Third, future studies could formally test measurement equivalence across countries to ensure
that survey items are understood in the same way in different cultural contexts. This is
important for cross-national comparisons, due to the different cultural background of the
participants.

Furthermore, future research could include measuring motivation as context that influences
performance. This is a suggestion following the strong findings on relationship of SDT-
based leadership and employee performance in this study. Hence, future studies can
incorporate in their research measures of intrinsic motivation, engagement, or psychological
need satisfaction to investigate the linkage of any underlying mechanisms for leadership and
performance.

Finally, future research could further explore how cultural context influences leadership
through both individual values and organisational systems. This study has shown that
contextual factors, such as work environments and organisational processes may have a
stronger impact than individual employee’s cultural background. Future studies could
investigate this relationship more directly, for example, by using data about employees
together with data about their workplace.
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* Required

Section A: Demographic Information

Helps to understand your background to contextualize your responses.

1. Country of employment *

O Greece

O United Kingdom

3. Gender *
(O woman
(O Man
(O Non-binary

O Prefer not to say

4. Highest education level *
O High School Diploma
O Bachelor's Degree
O Master's Degree

O Doctorate (Ph.D.)
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5. Job level *

O Junior

O Mid-Level Professional

O Manager

O Senior Management

®. Length of time with your current organization

Less than 1 year
1-3 years

4-6 years

O O O O

7-10 years

O

More than 10 years

¥. Length of time under your current manager

*

Less than & months

6 months — 1 year

1-3 years

46 years

O O O O O

More than 6 years

8. Employment type *

O Full-time
O Part-time
O Contract
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9. Organization size *
O Small (1-50 employees)
O Medium (51-250 employees)
O Large (251-1,000 employees)

Q Very Large (1,001+ employees)

10. Work arrangement *
O On-site
O Hybrid
O Remote

11. Average weekly working hours *

O Less than 20 hours
O 20-29 hours
O 30-39 hours
O 40-49 hours

O 50 hours or more

Section B: Leadership Style Assessment

Evaluate your manager's leadership behaviors based on your experience.
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12. Rate each statement from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree) *

Strongly Disagree Disagree MNeutral Agree Strongly Agree

My manager

communicates
a clear vision O O f— O (N

for the future

My manager

expects strict — - —
compliance O O (vl O \—
with rules

My manager

gives me

autonomy in C) .C) C"} C) C“)
how | do my ) ) i ) §
work

My manager

rewards — —
employees for O O v O J
meeting goals

My manager
encourages me
to challenge old
ways of doing
things

O
O
O
O
O

My manager

discourages - - - - §
questioning (_) CJ (_3 C) (_J
authority

My manager

provides

constructive -

feedback to C/ O
improve my

skills

O
O.
O
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My manager
monitors
performance O

closely

My manager

rarely explains )
the reasons

behind ()
decisions

My manager

treats

employees as

individuals with O
unigue neeads

My manager

uses rewards as

the main way to O
motivate

employees

My manager

shows genuine

care for my Cj’
well-being

My manager

discourages

employee input

in decision- O
making

Strongly Disagree

My manager

provides clear

expectations

and O
performance

standards

My manager

inspires me to

see the bigger (_)
picture of my

work

My manager

allows flexibility

in how | ()
complete tasks

My manager

intervenes only ~
when problems C/
occur

My manager

makes

decisions

without O
consulting

employees

My manager
supports my

professional
development O

goals

My manager

encourages
creative O

thinking
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O

Disagree

O

O

O

O

-
—

O

O

MNeutral

/
ks

)
)

O

O

O

Agree

O

O

R

O

Q

O

O

Strongly Agree

O

O

O
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Section C: Employee Performance

Reflect on your own motivation, engagement, and performance at work.

13. Rate each statement from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree) *

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree
| complete tasks
efficiently and () .C) C;’\ C) C)
on time ) ) - ) )
| produce high- —~ - ~
quality work O O / O S/
| actively seek
ways to
mprove my O O O O e
work
performance
| feel motivated
to go beyond - — —
my job O O J O (-

requirements

| contribute to

team success O O O O O

| adapt well to

changes in my ~ —~ —~
work C) O vy O \—
environment

| feel confident

in my ability to — —~
meet job O O S O e
challenges

-
-
.
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Section D: Workplace Culture

Reflect on the cultural context best describes your work environment

14. Rate each statement from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree) *

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agres Strongly Agree

| prefer clear

hierarchical ~ = =
structures at C) O vy O A
work

| believe

managers

should have the () .’) '®) () ()
final say in
decisions

lam

comfortable ) i i i
challenging my O O O C) O
manager's

decisions

| value

individual

achievement O O
over group

harmony

O
O
O

| prefer working

in teams rather

than O O O O O
individually

| value personal

freedom in my C) 'C) () () C}

work tasks
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Section D: Single-Word Response Prompts

Use one or two words to describe key aspects of your work experience.

15. What leadership behaviors most help you perform well in your role?

16. How does your manager’s leadership style affect your motivation and performance?

17. What leadership behaviors make it harder for you to perform effectively?

18. How does your manager support your motivation and engagement at work?

19. What changes in leadership approach would improve your performance and well-being?

20. Share an example of a situation where your manager's leadership positively influenced your
performance.
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Appendix B: Analysis spreadsheet

oY
Leadership Style &
Employee Performar
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