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Abstract  

This study presents an approach to investigate the relationship between the leadership 

style of a supervisor and work satisfaction of the subordinate. The Participants were 142 

pairs of supervisors and their subordinates from different industries and at different lev-

els all over Germany. Results were examined using the Pearson Correlation Coefficient. 

The outcome shows that there is a positive relationship between an employee-centered 

leadership style rate by the subordinate and the work satisfaction of the subordinate. A 

weaker, but still positive relationship was also found between a production-centered 

leadership style rated by the subordinate and the work satisfaction of the subordinate. 

However, no relationship was found between the two leadership behaviors self-rated by 

the supervisor and the work satisfaction of the subordinate. Also, the difference of self- 

and other-rated behavior was investigated for both leadership behaviors and showed 

significant differences. Results show that overall supervisors rated themselves better 

than they got rated by their subordinates. Overall results indicate that the two leadership 

behaviors should not be separated and an effective leader should consider aspects from 

both concepts. Moreover, results point out the importance of feedback within an organi-

zation and especially for employees in leading positions.  
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1. Introduction 

The present Bachelor Thesis is part of the research project “Interaction Between super-

visors and subordinates” at the Berlin School of Economics and Law in cooperation 

with the University of Mannheim.  Nine bachelor students participated in the project 

with each investigating a different leadership style in combination with other variables. 

The aim of this project was to collect a high amount of data from supervisors and their 

subordinates, asking different questions about leadership styles and the relationship to-

wards each other. Within this, the following thesis concentrates on the relationship of an 

employee-centered and production-centered leadership style and subordinates´ work 

satisfaction.  The first chapter will introduce the topic and its relevance, the definition of 

the problematic and the objective of this thesis. 

 

1.1 Relevance of the topic 

 

“Great leadership matters—from the front line of any organization to the CEO’s office. 

It is the most important competitive advantage that any company can have. This is as 

true for organizations of all types—in politics, sport, government and business.” (Ed-

dington, 2016, p.V) 

This quote by Sir Rod Eddington shows a first insight into the importance of leadership 

and its dimensions within an organization. The topic of leadership is highly relevant in 

today’s economies and has been subject of several research projects in the last years as 

well as over the past decades. But not only is the leader in the focus of the research but 

also his or her subordinates. Without its employees, a company could not exist, be suc-

cessful or even operate. In today´s fast changing and uncertain markets organizations 

see themselves in a competitive world that is stronger than ever. Organizations are in 

competition not only when it comes to products and market shares, but also for their 

workforce (Keskes, 2014). These surroundings call for leaders with strong qualities, 

which inspire their employees and lead a company to success. Companies are suggested 

to put an effort into supporting their employees and bring out their capabilities in order 

to be successful. Considering this, they must pay attention to factors like motivation, 

work satisfaction and effective internal organizational communication. It has been prov-

en that effective leadership can have a positive influence on the performance of an or-
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ganization and on archiving goals while ineffective leadership in reverse can have a 

negative influence (Hussain & Hassan, 2016). 

The recently published “Gallup engagement index“ shows alarming results when look-

ing at leadership behavior. The German company provides a yearly published study that 

looks at employee engagement and their current situation within their company. Look-

ing at this study, the leadership behavior appears to be an important factor concerning 

how employees feel about their current position and if they put a high effort in their 

work. Along with some other factors, the leadership behavior turns out to be one of the 

elements that shows the highest gap between the leadership behavior that employees 

would wish for and the reality. This results in dissatisfactions and that a high amount of 

employees will not feel related to the company they are working in, a lot of them even 

thinking about leaving their current position (Nink, 2017). The relevance of the topic 

can also be supported by looking at recent newspaper articles. The German newspaper 

“Spiegel” currently published an article on Travis Kalanick, the former CEO of Uber. 

Kalanick was criticized for his aggressive and growth focused leadership style. Inves-

tors demanded for him to step down, for the well-being of the company. (Spiegel 

Online, 2017) 

But not only leadership behavior is in the focus of recent newspaper articles. The man-

agement Magazine Harvard Business Review recently published an article on looking 

into what satisfies employee most within their workplace. While factors such as money 

got rated as the least important, the organizational culture, leadership quality as well as 

opportunities for development got rated as the most important predictors of work satis-

faction. This not only underlines the importance of work satisfaction but also links it to 

leadership as an important predictor. (Chamberlain, 2017) 

 

1.2 Problem definition and objective of the Thesis 

While the main points of the relevance of leadership behavior have already been men-

tioned, the aim of this bachelor thesis is to investigate how an employee-centered or 

production-centered leadership behavior is related to work satisfaction of subordinates. 

The definition of leadership has changed over time. While before, it has been seen as 

characteristics of the leading person, a behavioral approach has been developed over 

past decades looking at specific behavior of successful leaders. People in leading posi-

tions have the important role of being responsible for the achievement of organizational 
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goals as well as for the workforce and their well-being. Moreover, they build important 

relationships and influence the workforce towards the achievement of these goals. For 

this to be successful, they need show certain behaviors and it is their responsibility to 

find a suitable balance of their focus in order to suit desired needs and motivate their 

subordinates, while also working towards the effective operation of the organization 

(Pierce & Newstrom, 2011). 

As mentioned before a leaders behavior can have an important impact on their subordi-

nates.  There have been several studies done on the topic of leadership behavior as well 

as on work satisfaction. However, results show different outcomes.  Research groups in 

the past have already found out that an employee-centered and production-centered 

leadership style is related to certain variables. (Ueberschaer, 2014) The main aim of this 

paper is to investigate how these two leadership behaviors are related to the work satis-

faction of the subordinates. Recent studies have mostly been done based on the ratings 

of the subordinates. The present study will take a closer look at the different perspec-

tives of a leader’s behavior and its relation to subordinates work satisfaction. Also, there 

will be an attempt to compare the different views and make assumptions on why they 

might differ. Considering these points, the central research topic is this thesis is: The 

relationship between an employee-centered and production-centered leadership style 

and work satisfaction.  

 

1.3 Structure of the Thesis 

The present bachelor thesis is divided into five chapters. Following the introduction, the 

second chapter will give a theoretical introduction into the relevant literature about the 

employee- and production-centered leadership styles and work satisfaction. This part 

will also give a summary of previous research that has been done on the topics. After 

the literature review the derivation of the hypothesis will follow in this second chapter. 

The third chapter will start with an outline of the empirical study starting with the data 

collection and procedure (3.1) and followed by giving information about participants 

(3.2) and measures (3.3) that have been used. The forth chapter then presents the results 

and main findings starting with a descriptive analysis (4.1) of the main findings of the 

relevant topics and followed by the hypothesis testing (4.2). The fifth and final chapter 

presents the discussion part including the main findings and interpretation of results on 
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the research question (5.1). This is followed by the limitations of the study (5.2), theo-

retical and practical implications (5.3), and further research suggestions (5.4). 
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2. Literature Review and Derivation of the Hypotheses 

The following chapter serves the purpose of a theoretical foundation for the present 

study. It will introduce the relevant concepts and explain the basic structures of the 

leadership styles that are the focus of this paper. This will prepare for calculations and 

interpretations that will follow later within this thesis. The theoretical part of this thesis 

is divided into three different parts. The first part gives an introduction into the employ-

ee-centered and production-centered leadership style, while the second part gives an 

understanding of the term work satisfaction. The aim of the third part is the derivation 

of the hypothesis where both concepts will be seen in relation to each other. 

 

2.1 Employee- and Production-Centered Leadership 

In the mid-twentieth century the view on leadership changed. Until then, leadership was 

often defined with specific characteristics leaders do or should have. This so called trait 

approach was only looking at existing characters when selecting leaders and there was a 

strong focus on the person and his or her kind of being (Schriesheim & Brid, 1979). It 

now became more common to look at leadership as a process that is way more complex 

and complicated. A leader could not only be defined as such by having defined charac-

teristics (Çoğaltay, 2015). When research in the trait approach started to fail, scientists 

decided to take a look at the behavior of successful leaders and if this behavior can also 

be a result of training. (Robbins & Judge, 2015) 

In the late 1940s several research studies concerning the behavior of leader were made 

in different universities especially in the United States. Two of the most important ones 

include the studies done at the University of Michigan in the 1950s (Likert, 1961) and 

the Ohio State University in the 1940s to 1960s (e.g. Fleishman, 1953). Both of them 

looked into different behaviors leaders would show and tried to categorize those behav-

iors (Pierce & Newstorm, 2011). The research groups distinguished two main leadership 

behaviors that leaders would show within organizations. A lot of leadership studies 

done afterwards were followed by their approaches, which is, what makes them mean-

ingful until present times (Yukl, 2010). Although the studies were made independently 

they drew similar conclusions. They categorized leadership into two different catego-

ries: the employee-centered leadership style and the production-centered leadership 

style. Both dimensions will be topic of the following sections.  
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2.1.1 Employee-centered leadership behavior 

One of the two leadership styles found in Ohio and Michigan was the employee-

centered leadership style. Researchers of the Ohio State Studies called this kind of lead-

er behavior “consideration”, while at the University of Michigan it was called “rela-

tions-oriented behavior”. However, in their findings both research projects came to sim-

ilar conclusions. For the purpose of consistency the following will continue with the 

term of employee-centered leadership. 

An employee-centered leadership style describes a leaders´ behavior with a high con-

cern on his or her employees and interpersonal relationships. The manager is supportive 

and friendly and cares for the feelings and needs of his or her employees. The relation-

ship between the leaders and their subordinates is characterized by respect, trust and 

caring for each other. Also, the leader stays open to employees’ suggestions, lets them 

participate in the decision making process, accepts critics and treats them as equal 

(Lowin, Hrapchak & Kavanagh, 1969). Leaders applying this approach pay a lot of at-

tention to the needs of their employees, value them as human beings and empower them 

(Judge, Piccolo & Ilies, 2004). 

2.1.2 Production-centered leadership behavior 

The second leadership style found in the studies was the production-centered leadership 

style. This kind of leader behavior is referred to as “initiating structure” in the Ohio 

state studies and as “task oriented behavior” at the University of Michigan. Since both 

studies had similar outcomes the following will continue with the term of production-

centered leadership.  

The focus in the production-centered leadership behavior lies on accomplishing tasks 

and goals of the organization. Within this, the leader usually defines tasks precisely and 

implements a specific structure or order for everyone to work towards defined goals 

(House, Filley & Kerr, 1971). The leader outlines responsibilities for every role and 

schedules the work activities. Supervisors following this also prefer to follow standard 

procedures. They attach importance to deadlines and criticize unsatisfactorily work of 

employees. (Yukl, 2010) Leaders applying this approach usually have a clear hierarchy, 

seeing themselves in a higher position, not doing the same work as their subordinates. 

They see their task in planning and structuring the tasks for their team, providing 
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equipment, and setting specific goals and deadlines. To work effectively they try to set 

high but realistic goals for their subordinates. (Schreyögg & Koch, 2010) 

 

2.1.3 Robert Blake and Jane Mouton – the leadership Grid 

In the 1960s Robert Blake and Jane Mouton went further with research, based on the 

two orientations that were found at Ohio State University and the University of Michi-

gan and developed a well know concept: The Managerial Grid, also known as the Lead-

ership Grid (Brolly, 1967). They developed a two-dimensional concept considering the 

two directions leaders could follow (Schreyögg & Koch, 2010). 

Blake and Mouton (1964) assumed that leaders can show both behaviors that were 

found in the studies but at different degrees. They invented a 9x9 matrix with the two 

dimensions ´concern for production´ and ´concern for people´. Both behaviors can be 

rated on a scale of one to nine, with one representing a low concern and nine a very high 

concern for production or people. On the horizontal axis they put ´concern for produc-

tion´ and on the vertical axis ´concern for people´ as shown in Figure 1 (Brolly, 1967).  

Their theory suggests that effective leadership is based on maximization towards both 

directions and through this showing a high concern for production as well as for people. 

They suggest that leaders should set certain goals within their organization and for their 

subordinates, while also building good relationships and interacting with their employ-

ees (Bernardin & Alvares, 1976). 

Blake’s´ and Moutons´ leadership grid shows a practical illustration combining the two 

leadership concepts that have been developed in the previous mentioned research pro-

jects in the United States. It was developed for training and development and is used as 

a consulting tool for different organizations all over the world until today (Northouse, 

2010).  
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Measurement of leadership behavior 

In order to measure the tendency towards the two dimensions the researchers at Ohio 

State developed two questionnaires that enabled them to measure the behavior of lead-

ers: The Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) and the Leader Opinion 

Questionnaire (LOQ). The LBDQ measures a leader’s behavior rated by a subordinate. 

The LOQ is a self-rated questionnaire filled out by the leader him- or herself. The in-

cluded items of the scales cover specific situations giving a good opportunity to meas-

ure ones behavior (Templer, 1973). In 1963 Stogdill published a revised form of the 

questionnaire, the LBDQ Form XII. A further description of the LBDQ XII will follow 

in a later part of this thesis. An alternative measuring scale is the Supervisory Behavior 

Description Questionnaire (SBDQ), which has been developed before the LBDQ during 

the Ohio State Studies (Fleischman, 1957). 

Studies and current state of research 

During the Ohio State Studies, a lot of different questionnaires and surveys were devel-

oped in order to find out how a leaders behavior is related to certain variables like work 

satisfaction and performance of employees (Bass & Stogdill, 1990). The strongest find-

ings based on early research were that there is a positive relationship between the em-

Figure 1: Blake and Mouton´s Leadership Grid 

Source: Çoğaltay, 2015, p.7 
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ployee-centered leadership style and work satisfaction of subordinates. The findings 

with the production-centered leadership style, however, were not as clear. There was no 

clear relationship found with this kind of leadership and employee satisfaction and stud-

ies showed different results (Yukl, 2010). An early study was done by Fleishman and 

Harris (1962). They investigated in an international harvester company, questioning the 

subordinates of 57 supervisors, using the SBDQ. They took a special look at the number 

of complaints written as well as people who left their jobs voluntarily during a time 

frame of 11 months. The research showed that leaders that showed a high concern for 

their employees had less grievances and a lower turnover within their teams than the 

ones that showed a low concern. In the leadership style with a focus on production it 

was the opposite. Managers showing this kind of leadership behavior had more griev-

ances as well as a higher turnover. 

There have been several other studies related to the two leadership behaviors and their 

relationship and influence with different variables. Lok and Crawford (2003) examined 

the effects of leadership and organizational culture on work satisfaction and organiza-

tional commitment. Participants were Managers from Hong Kong and Australia. The 

study revealed that an employee-centered leadership style in combination with a sup-

portive and innovative culture had a positive influence on work satisfaction and em-

ployees commitment. The production-centered leadership style on the other hand had a 

negative influence on work satisfaction in the same combination. 

Another study was done by Tabernero, Chambel, Curral and Arana (2009). They looked 

at the impact that employee-centered and production-centered leadership behaviors have 

on normative contracts and overall group performance. Participants were 72 people split 

into 24 groups. One member of each group was trained as a group leader towards one of 

the two leadership styles. The outcome showed that groups who had a production-

oriented leader had higher group efficiency and group members were more positive 

about their work. Groups that had an employee-oriented leader showed a strong cohe-

sion within the group; however, there was no significant impact found on the group pro-

cess. The same was found in the relation to performance. Production-oriented leaders 

managed to have a higher level of accomplishment of tasks, while there were no differ-

ences found in the other groups. 

A study done by Judge, Piccolo and Ilies (2004) questioned the validity of the two lead-

ership styles and their overall impact. For this they analyzed several correlations that 
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have been found in previous research on the two leadership styles. The results showed 

that both leadership styles had a reasonable strong relation to overall leadership out-

comes. It revealed that an employee-centered leadership style has a positive contribu-

tion towards subordinates work satisfaction as well as leader satisfaction. It also showed 

a positive influence on motivation and effectiveness. A production-centered leadership 

style on the other hand was more related to the job performance of the leader as well as 

the group-organizational performance. 

In 2012 Gregersen. Kuhnert, Zimber and Nienhaus published a paper on the current 

research state of leadership behavior and its influence on the health and well-being of 

employees. They searched on base of a database including 42 publications on the topic. 

According to the research, leadership behavior can be seen as a resource for an organi-

zation as well as a source of pressure and stress causing health issues such as exhaustion 

and burnout. One of the leadership styles that was considered favorable towards em-

ployees health is the employee-centered leadership style. However, they pointed out that 

there is still a lack of explanation of how specifically the leadership behavior has an 

influence on the health of employees. It might include factors such as working condi-

tions or sympathy. The paper points out that there is proof that an employee-centered 

leadership behavior has a positive influence on work satisfaction as well as health, 

stress and sick time of employees. Also, there are studies that show that there is a nega-

tive relationship of a production-centered leadership style and a low focus on employ-

ees´ health conditions such as burnout. It also states that not all studies on these leader-

ship styles have consistent results. Some did not find proof that there is a relationship 

between production-centered leadership and burnout or stress. Also, there was a study 

that found a positive relationship between the production-oriented leadership behavior 

and work satisfaction even though it was less strong than in combination with an em-

ployee-centered behavior. 

The presented concepts and research give a first impression on the importance of the 

two leadership behaviors and their impact on various variables. The following will in-

troduce the second variable that will be investigated in this paper. 
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2.2 Work Satisfaction 

Work satisfaction is one of the most popular and most researched topics in organiza-

tional psychology (Spector, 1997). There has been a lot of research on the topic of work 

satisfaction within different areas like psychology, sociology, economics and others. 

Locke (1976) counted that there were more than 3000 research studies on work satisfac-

tion already in the 1970s, with the number growing until today. All studies looked at 

different aspects of the topic trying to find out which circumstances and variables lead 

to work satisfaction and how it can be used in organizations. As an example, work satis-

faction was found to be an important indicator when it comes to job switching. It is es-

sential information organizations can use in order to keep valuable employees in the 

company and to provide a working environment in which employees feel comfortable 

and effectively work to complete their tasks (Wnuk, 2017). 

Although the term “work satisfaction” is subject of various science subjects there is no 

universal definition and the term comes along with different definitions and explana-

tions. Experts believe that work satisfaction has an impact on productivity and the labor 

market, absence and resignations as well as on effort employees put into their work 

(Parent-Thirion, Macías, Hurley & Vermeylen, 2007). 

The most used and cited definition of work satisfaction is the one of Locke (1976) who 

describes it as “a pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal of 

one's job or job experiences” (p. 1300). A similar definition was done by Cranny, Smith 

and Stone in 1992, who had a clear consensus on who to define job satisfaction as see 

Table 1. Their definition insists that work satisfaction looks at the differences between 

how the working conditions should be or are desired to be and how they really are. 

Within this definition the term can be seen as a result of a cognitive process of compari-

son. If the two states of working conditions are the same, work satisfaction appears. In 

return if there is a difference and the working conditions are worse than one would wish 

for the result is work dissatisfaction (Gebert & von Rosenstiel, 2002). 

The definition of Robbins and Judge (2015) as shown in Table 1 appears to be a quite 

broad definition, however, they also explain that there are several aspects that are in-

cluded within work satisfaction and therefore need to be considered when talking about 

the term. Work not only includes the kind of work and remuneration, but also the inter-

action and relationship with co-workers and supervisors as well as certain company pol-
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icies, rules and standards. According to them work satisfaction is ones´ own judgement 

of all of these aspects and result in satisfaction or dissatisfaction caused by these sur-

roundings (Robbins & Judge, 2015). 

Table 1: Sample of Work Satisfaction definitions 

Source: Own illustration 

Definition Reference 

“an affective (that is, emotional) reaction 

to one’s job, resulting from the incum-

bent’s comparison of actual outcomes 

with those that are desired (expected, de-

served, and so on.)’’ 

Cranny, Smith and Stone (1992, p.1) 

“a positive feeling about a job resulting 

from an evaluation of its characteristics” 

Robbins and Judge (2015, p.105) 

"…job satisfaction is simply how people 

feel about their jobs and different aspects 

of their jobs. It is the extent to which peo-

ple like or dislike their jobs. As it is gen-

erally assessed, job satisfaction is an atti-

tudinal variable.” 

Spector (1997, p.2) 

“…job satisfaction is a positive (or nega-

tive) evaluative judgement one makes 

about one´s job or job situation” 

Weiss (2002, p.175) 

 

Weiss (2002) criticizes that in most literature and definitions of work satisfaction re-

searchers use the terms ´satisfaction as an affect´ and ´satisfaction as an attitude´ synon-

ymously. He states that they must be seen as inconsistent. In his definition (2002), as 

seen in table 1, he refers to work satisfaction of being a personal judgment of an em-
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ployee. He states that although work satisfaction includes a cognitive as well as an af-

fective component, it is not to be seen the same as an affective reaction (Weiss, 2002). 

An Example is the definition made by Spector (1997), as seen in Table 1, who uses the 

two terms as synonymously.   

Early research and important development related to work satisfaction has been done by 

Maslow (1943) and Herzberg (1968). In Maslow´s hierarchy of needs, for example, he 

points out that all people have multiple needs that must be considered. He puts them in 

hierarchical order to show that there are certain needs that must be fulfilled first in order 

to satisfy needs that are in a higher order. Basic needs like physiological needs and safe-

ty needs need to be satisfied first (Maslow, 1943). Applying this theory to a workplace, 

one can say that first of all the bottom needs have to be fulfilled. Examples of bottoms 

needs include the working place or office space, salary, a secured working place and 

relationships to colleagues. After these factors are given, other things can be addressed 

towards the employees that include his or her self-esteem or actualization and goals. 

Another well-known theory was developed by Herzberg. In his “Two- Factor Theory” 

he states that there are two factors when it comes to a person’s needs and that different 

elements within the working environment have specific influence on the satisfaction of 

them. These two factors are the hygiene factors and the motivators. Hygiene factors 

include elements outside the actual job such as working conditions, remuneration, rules 

and policies, the leadership or supervision as well as security factors (Herzberg, 

Mausner & Snyderman, 1993). These factors usually do not cause work satisfaction but 

if they are not met can cause work dissatisfaction (Gardner, 1977). Motivators on the 

other hand include factors such as opportunities for development, recognition and 

growth as well as given responsibilities. These factors are intrinsic motivators to the 

actual work done (Herzberg et al., 1993). In the case of an absence of these motivator 

factors, employees show a neutral attitude towards their work. In return, they show a 

high motivation and work satisfaction when motivators are given. Herzberg points out 

that the best way to keep employees motivated and a high level of work satisfaction is 

to increase the intrinsic motivation, for example, by giving challenges and opportunities 

to grow within the job (Akinyele & Taiwo, 2007). Although these theories appear to be 

quite old, they are still relevant and get used and taught in present projects and studies.   
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As mentioned before there are several explanations and definitions of work satisfaction. 

For the aim of this thesis the definition of Robbins and Judge (2015) will be the one to 

continue with.  

Measurement of Job Satisfaction 

There are different approaches on how to measure work satisfaction. The single global 

rating only asks one question e.g.: “All things considered, how satisfied are you with 

your job?”. People questioned then must give their answer on a scale from one to five, 

from highly satisfied to highly dissatisfied. Another approach to measure work satisfac-

tion is more demanding and asking several questions. This approach looks at different 

dimensions of the job such as its nature, pay, opportunities for promotions, the man-

agement and the relationship and interaction with co-workers (Spector, 1997). During 

past decades, several of these scales have been developed to measure work satisfaction. 

Two of the most used and much validated scales are the Job Descriptive Index (JDI) and 

the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) (Judge & Klinger, 2008). Another 

commonly used and validated scale that has also been used for the present study is the 

one developed by Brayfield and Rothe (1951). The original scale consists of 18-item, 

asking positive and negative stated questions about ones´ satisfaction with their current 

work. A more detailed description will be given in the method part of this thesis.  

 

Studies on work satisfaction 

In the past years there have been several research projects on work satisfaction. Within 

these, work satisfaction has been investigated as a dependent as well as independent 

variable. Neog and Barua (2015) did a research project in the automobile industry trying 

to find factors that have a direct influence on work satisfaction. In their results they 

place salary as the factor with the strongest influence on work satisfaction. Other factors 

that were found to also have a direct influence were supervisor support, the working 

environment, work-life balance, opportunities for promotions, training and develop-

ment, and work security.  

Hong, Abd Hamid and Salleh (2013) also looked for factors that influence work satis-

faction. Participants were factory employees in Malaysia. Seeing work satisfaction as 

the dependent variable, results showed that the working environment, salary and oppor-

tunities for promotions had a positive correlation with employees work satisfaction. 

Surprisingly a factor like fairness did not contribute towards it. 
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Also, there have been studies that took a closer look on the influence of person-

organization fit as well as person-job fit as an indicator of work satisfaction. Nur Iplik, 

Kilic and Yalcin (2011) have found that person-organization fit and person-job fit were 

important indicators and had a positive influence on work satisfaction. Their study was 

done by about 158 hotel managers in Turkey. This research can be supported by a study 

done by Narayanan and Sekar (2009) that came to the same conclusion when doing a 

study among teachers at a college. They looked into the influence of person-

organization fit and its impact on the behavior of the teachers. They also found that per-

son-organization fit had a positive relationship with work satisfaction. 

However, not only the surroundings of a job can have an impact on work satisfaction of 

employees. A study published in 2016 investigated the influence of managerial effec-

tiveness on work satisfaction. Participants were employees of operations and manage-

ment levels from the retail sector. Results showed that there was positive relationship 

between managerial effectiveness and work satisfaction. Within the sample, subordi-

nates of managers with a high level of effectiveness showed higher work satisfaction 

than the ones of supervisors with a low level of managerial effectiveness (Chaudhary & 

Srivastava, 2016). 

Related to the leader effectiveness seems also to be communication within an organiza-

tion. A study published by Musah, Zulkipli and Ahmad (2017) examined the influence 

of communications on work satisfaction in a temporary working environment. 77 partic-

ipants were given the communication satisfaction questionnaire as well as questions 

about their overall work satisfaction. The results showed that there was a strong rela-

tionship between communication and work satisfaction (r = 0.79, p<.001). With this, the 

authors underline the importance of good and effective communication within all levels 

of an organization including between management and employees as well as between 

co-workers in general. By improving the communication, work satisfaction can be in-

creased significantly and also can serve basis for improving performance. 

Another study published in 2016 looked at the relationship between work satisfaction 

and life satisfaction. The sample included 200 IT professionals using questionnaires to 

get information about their work and life satisfaction. The study revealed in agreement 

with previous studies that work satisfaction had a positive influence on life satisfaction. 

According to the study a positive development within ones´ job has a direct positive 
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impact on their life satisfaction. This underlines the importance of work satisfaction 

with its impact on other areas on ones´ life (Varghese & Chirayath, 2016). 

A study done at Lagos State University took a look on the relationship between work 

satisfaction, turnover intention and organizational commitment. The sample included 

320 participants in a random selection. The measuring instruments used were the job 

satisfaction scale (JSS), the turnover intention scale (TIS) and the organizational com-

mitment scale (OCS). Results showed that there was a positive correlation between 

work satisfaction of an employee and their turnover intention. Also, they discovered a 

substantial influence of work satisfaction and turnover intention on organizational 

commitment.  However, there was no significant correlation found between work satis-

faction and organizational commitment. As conclusion researchers praised that the 

management should put an effort towards the work satisfaction of their employees in 

order for them to have a positive intention about their jobs and to reduce turnover and 

raise organizational commitment (Azeez, Jayeoba & Adeoye, 2016). The study can be 

supported by Olusegun (2015) whose study revealed similar results when investigating 

the influence of work satisfaction on turnover intention of library employees in Nigeria.  

Evidence of previous research shows the importance of the two leadership behaviors 

and work satisfaction and their relation to different variables. The following thus will 

introduce research combining the two with an outline of the hypothesis referring to the 

present study. 

 

2.3 Derivation of Hypotheses 

The following section will present and discuss the derivation of the hypothesis. In the 

development of the hypothesis parts of the literature review are highlighted again and 

new points will be included and discussed. 

Different research studies have shown that an employee- or production-centered leader-

ship style has a strong relationship with different elements of an employees´ attitude or 

behavior, for example motivation and effectiveness, and is also related of the work sat-

isfaction of the employees. Judge et al. (2004) have found that an employee-centered 

leadership style was more strongly connected to follower satisfaction, motivation and 

effectiveness, while on the other hand they found that a production-centered leadership 
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style is more related to the job performance of the leader as well as the group-

organization performance. However, this does not make an assumption about the influ-

ence of a production-centered behavior towards the work satisfaction. 

Lambert et al. (2012) observed the influence of employee-centered and production-

centered leadership behavior towards employees’ attitudes including work satisfaction, 

trust and commitment in two studies. Within this study the researchers took a special 

look on the amount of the leadership behaviors desired by the employee verses the 

amount received. They then overserved the influence of changing these amounts. The 

researchers describe leadership behaviors “as an organizational supply that subordinates 

use to achieve a variety of goals” (Lambert et al. 2012, p.914), meaning that subordi-

nates do need a certain level of employee-centered and production-centered leadership 

behavior, in form of structuring, mentoring, inspiration and support, in order to accom-

plish tasks and goals and grow as a person. Results show that a lack of levels of both 

behaviors has a negative impact on employees´ attitudes. A high level of employee-

centered leadership behavior resulted, even when excessing the needed level, in a posi-

tive attitude while a high level of production-centered leadership behavior was linked to 

a negative outcome on the attitude. An exceeded level of production-centered behavior 

was linked to a decrease in trust, work satisfaction and the commitment of the subordi-

nate. More positive attitudes were associated with higher amounts of both behaviors 

towards the absolute fit. The study revealed that there was a certain level of both behav-

iors that leadership should show in order to meet the needs of their subordinates. How-

ever, the levels are perceived differently by different kind of people.  

Piccolo et al. (2012) published a research project that investigated similar relationships 

as the present study. Although, next to the employee– and production-centered leader-

ship behaviors, they also considered other leadership constructs, they also examined the 

relationship between the two leadership behaviors and work satisfaction. The study re-

vealed that employee-centered leadership has an important connection to subordinates´ 

work satisfaction. Also, a positive but less strong correlation was found between work 

satisfaction and the production-centered leadership style.  

The literature review and the analysis of previous studies support the assumption that 

the two leadership behaviors are related to work satisfaction. Although some results 

show different outcomes, the majority of previous studies support the assumption that 
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there are positive relationships between the variables. Considering these circumstances 

the following two hypotheses can be formed:  

Hypothesis 1: There is a positive relationship between an employee-centered leadership 

style and the work satisfaction of the subordinate 

Hypothesis 2: There is a positive relationship between a production-centered leadership 

style and the work satisfaction of the subordinate 

Unlike other studies, the present study investigates the two leadership behaviors from 

two different angles: self-rated by the supervisor and perceived by the subordinate. This 

allows forming the following more precise sub hypotheses: 

H1a:  There is a positive relationship between an employee-centered leadership style 

rated by the supervisor and the work satisfaction of the subordinate. 

H1b:  There is a positive relationship between an employee-centered leadership style 

rated by the subordinate and the work satisfaction of the subordinate. 

H2a:  There is a positive relationship between a production-centered leadership style 

rated by the supervisor and the work satisfaction of the subordinate. 

H2b:  There is a positive relationship between a production-centered leadership style 

rated by the subordinate and the job satisfaction of the subordinate. 

Most studies have a high focus on the leadership behavior of the supervisor rated by the 

subordinate. The present study, however, presents a self-perception and a foreign-

perception perspective of the topic. This not only allows to make more specific state-

ments, but also to compare how the two views differ from each other. Previous research 

has shown that self-evaluations can be problematic, as they “suffer from inflation, unre-

liability, and bias” (Yammarino & Atwater, 1997, p.37). Research has shown that com-

pared to other-rated measurements or objective measurements such as sales- or produc-

tion numbers, self-ratings can be incorrect. People are not the best in rating and evaluat-

ing themselves and a lot of times the self-rating has a positive bias. In a psychological 

way this might be healthy, however, within an organization this might have negative 

results. It might cause ignorance of critics or disapproval of necessary improvements 

and through this might have a negative impact on a managers´ leadership behavior 
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(Yammarino & Atwater, 1997). Fleenor et al. (2010) summarized that there are certain 

factors that have an influence on self-ratings and whether they tend to be higher than 

other-ratings. As one factor, that has an influence, they refer to biographical characteris-

tics. This includes aspects such as gender, age and the position within the company. In 

general males and people of an older age tend to rate themselves better in turns of their 

leadership abilities. This also applies to managers in higher positions. As a reason 

Fleenor et al. see a lack of feedback. The second factor they mentioned is the personali-

ty and individual characteristics. People with a high self-esteem tend to overrate their 

abilities, while characteristics such as empathy count towards the similarity of self- and 

other-ratings. Also, aspects such as openness to changes, friendliness, carefulness and 

dominance count towards this aspect. As a third factor they list relevant job experience. 

They conclude that if people receive frequent feedback their self- and other-ratings be-

come more similar over time, however, they criticize that the amount of feedback is 

usually low in higher positions.  

The review of relevant literature of self- and other-ratings leads to the developments of 

two assumptions. The following hypotheses thus will investigate whether the two per-

spectives are different or similar to each other. 

Hypothesis 3:  There is a substantial difference between the self-rated and em-

ployee-rated perception of employee-centered leadership.  

Hypothesis 4:  There is a substantial difference between the self-rated and em-

ployee-rated perception of production-centered leadership. 

Figure 2 presents an illustration of the hypotheses that have been formed. These will be 

examined using the results of the present study.  
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Figure 2: Illustration of the relationship between leadership style and work satisfaction 

Sources: Own Illustration 
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3. Method 

The following chapter will describe the methodological approach used for the present 

study that was designed to answer the research question and test the hypotheses men-

tioned. The first part will explain the process of data collection. Following that, there 

will be a brief description of the sample followed, by an explanation of the measuring 

instruments that have been used. 

 

3.1 Data collection and procedure 

The aim of the present study was to examine the relationship between supervisors and 

their subordinates, in the case of this thesis, with the special attention to the relationship 

between an employee- and production-centered leadership style, and work satisfaction 

of the subordinate. 

The present study follows a quantitative approach and was done in the form of an online 

questionnaire, which delivered numerical results and allowed a statistical analysis of 

these results. Online questionnaires are advantageous when doing quantitative research. 

They have a high time and money-saving factor, and allow researchers to approach a 

high number of people even in far distances. It also makes it easier to communicate and 

carry out the study on different channels, such as social media, in order to approach 

possible participants. The collected data can be processed much faster and, like in the 

present study, the use of an online tool allows an automatic link of the pairs that belong 

together. As a disadvantage, online surveys can also limit communication. For example, 

there might be a risk that questions are unclear for participants or are interpreted differ-

ently. Also people might not be motivated to participate since an online survey is not as 

personalized as, for example, a personal interview would be. Another disadvantage is 

the risk that participants can skip questions; these then cannot be counted towards the 

final results (Wright, 2005). However, for the aim of this study an online questionnaire 

appears to be the best option and allowed to reach as many participants as possible, re-

sulting in a large sampling size. The questionnaire used an approach combining answers 

from two sides: employees and their direct supervisors. Within this study one supervisor 

only could fill out the questionnaire in regards to one employee and vice versa. The ex-

cerpt of the questionnaires for supervisors and subordinates that are relevant for the re-

search question of this paper can be found in Appendix B.  
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The main data collection for the study started on the 14th February 2017, as part of the 

study “Studie zur Interaktion zwischen Vorgesetzten und Mitarbeiter(inne)n” (Research 

on the Interaction between supervisors and their subordinates) at Berlin School of Eco-

nomics and Law and the University of Mannheim. The research was done by nine 

Bachelor students of Berlin School of Economics and Law. The study targeted pairs of 

supervisors and their employees in different kinds of businesses in Germany. The entire 

questionnaire was written in German in order to avoid language barriers and deliver a 

solid result. The survey was carried out using the online platform SoSciSurvey, a pro-

fessional tool for online surveys. Before the main data collection, a preliminary test had 

been carried out by the participating students. This allowed to eliminate mistakes and to 

get a better understanding of the questions and the structure of the whole process.  

Potential participants of the study were directly approached by the students, who mostly 

used their personal networks and contacts. For this purpose an invitation e-mail (Ap-

pendix A.1) was created and send out to potential participants. The e-mail gave a short 

description about the project and its purpose. It also contained information ensuring that 

all data was protected and the survey was anonymous. Attached to the email there was 

also a flyer (Appendix A.2) which gave more concrete information about the study and 

its purpose. Also, it consisted of contact details and a picture of the student who tried to 

approach them. The email referred to a subsequent email, which was to be sent out to 

the participants through SoSci Survey. It contained the registration link to the online 

platform. In a first short questionnaire the person was asked to give some basic infor-

mation about him- or herself, in order to see if the person would be suitable for the pro-

ject. The only condition to participate in the survey was that participants work full- 

time, for a minimum of 20 hours per week; this excluded interns and working students. 

After the first questions were answered successfully, the participants got to fill out the 

main questionnaire with the request to evaluate the relationship to either the supervisor 

or subordinate as honestly as possible.  

In a first step of this main questionnaire the person was asked to fill in the e-mail ad-

dress of their supervisor or subordinate who would participate in the study with them. 

An example for the supervisors can be seen in Appendix A.3. Upon doing this, an email 

to the second person got sent out automatically through the platform, in order for the 

system to be able to match the answers that belong to one pair. The email informed the 

person that their supervisor or subordinate participates in the study, and invited them to 
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also complete the questionnaire. This email contained an access link and made it possi-

ble that pairs belonging to each other could be matched. 

In order to get more responses, a first reminder email was sent out after a few days if the 

questionnaire had not been filled out yet. In case of no response after this, a second re-

minder was sent out followed by a new invitation if there was still a part missing. To 

give motivation to participate in the study, participants were given the opportunity to 

win a 50 Euro voucher for a store of their choice. All participants could also tick a box 

at the end of the questionnaire to receive a final feedback on the study’s results once it 

was completed. The data collection ended on the 19
th

 March 2017. 

 

3.2 Participants 

The following paragraph will give a summary about participants who took part in the 

survey. The total number of complete participating pairs (supervisor plus subordinate) 

was 142 pairs (N=142). Within this number both sides of each pair filled out the ques-

tionnaires completely. Besides this there were a lot of unfilled questionnaires, where 

either one part or both did not fill out the form of left it incomplete. The incomplete 

questionnaires and pairs were not included in the results of the study.  

Based on the data from SoSci Survey (Data from 12.05.2017) there were 223 registra-

tions on the online platform. This number includes people who followed the invitation 

email and clicked on the included link to register themselves with their email address. 

Additional to these, some email addresses got directly registered by the students, how-

ever, the number of these cannot be obtained since there was no track of them found on 

the online platform. A total of 192 participants started their part of the questionnaire; 

this number includes 118 supervisors and 74 employees. With 142 pairs completing the 

questionnaires, this left 50 questionnaires that were not answered, and therefore 50 pairs 

were incomplete. A total number of people contacted cannot be given since the study 

was carried out by nine different students who used different approaches, connections 

and channels in order to reach potential participants. A feedback on not being able to 

complete the questionnaire was a lack of time and high pressure at work. Also since a 

pair was only complete when both parties filled out their side of the questionnaires, 

there was a higher chance that one participant was not able to complete their part. Espe-

cially on the management side, the time factor was one of the most common reasons 

given for not participating in the study at all.  



M e t h o d   | 24 

 

 

Participants were picked unsystematically, meaning the study did not target a specific 

type of job or organizations. People from different industries and positions could partic-

ipate. Examples include employees from human resources, medicine, law, controlling, 

teaching, banks or the hotel industry, just to name a few. Each person could only partic-

ipate once in the study. The sample can be defined as a convenience sample. This kind 

of sample describes a type of non-probability sampling, meaning that participants were 

chosen without set principles that would link them to the research question. Participants 

were mostly people who were easily available, and therefore most convenient for the 

study. They also were mostly approached through personal contacts and thus cannot be 

described as a random sample (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2016).  

Of the participating employees, 92 (65.5%) were women and 49 (34.5%) were men. 

Their age ranged between 20 and 66 years, with the average age being 36.06 years (SD= 

10.99). With regards to their education, 50% of participating employees had a bache-

lor’s degree or higher education. The average time working in their current company 

was 5 years (SD=6.05) with 18.3% of employees working in a fixed-term contract while 

the other 81.7% were employed on a permanent contract. 

Of the participating managers 65 (45.1%) were female and 78 (54.9%) were male. The 

average age within them was 46.37 years (SD=10.52) with 50.7% of the managers be-

ing equal or older than 47 years. The ages ranged between 24 years and 73 years. The 

years of management experience ranged between one and 47 years, with the average 

being 12.52 years (SD=8.89). About 49% of participating managers had more than ten 

years of experience in a leading position and were responsible on average for 12.98 em-

ployees (SD=19.45). 75.5% of the participating supervisors had a bachelor´s degree or 

higher education.   

 

3.3 Measures 

In the following chapter the measuring instruments used to examine the research topic 

will be presented. All items of the scales that have been used are included in the Appen-

dix B. The Leader Behavior Descriptive Questionnaire Form XII by Stogdill (1963), 

which measures the leadership style, will be introduced first, followed by the Brayfield 

and Rothe scale (1951) which measures work satisfaction. Both scales have been proven 

to be reliable and valid within their use in other studies. All items are scored on a five-
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point scale. The answers ranged from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). Both 

scales were developed in English and originally consist of a higher number of items. 

The number of items got reduced and the most relevant items were included in the ques-

tionnaire of the study. While subordinates were confronted with questions of both 

scales, supervisors only had to answer questions concerning their leadership behavior. 

The following will shortly discuss reliability, relevance and the dimensions of the 

measuring instruments that have been used.  

 

Employee-centered and production-centered leadership 

The leadership style of the supervisor was measured using the Leader Behavior De-

scription Questionnaire Form XII (LDBQ-XII) revised and developed by Stogdill 

(1963). It was developed as part of the Ohio State Studies and has been used for several 

research projects since. The original scale consists of different subscales of leadership 

behavior which each consist of different items. Examples of dimensions of the whole 

measuring tool are representation, tolerance of uncertainty and tolerance and freedom, 

to name just a few. For the purpose of this study the items of the subscales of “consider-

ation” and “initiating structure” were used to measure a supervisors´ tenancy towards an 

employee-centered or production-centered leadership style. (Templer, 1973) There were 

a total amount of twenty items used for the purpose of this study; ten for each leadership 

style. The questions were answered on a five-point scale. The results include a self-rated 

perspective of the supervisor as well as other-rated perspective done by the subordinate.  

Sample items for the employee-centered leadership style rated by the subordinate in-

cluded: “He/She is friendly and approachable”, “He/She puts suggestions made by the 

group into action”, and “He/She treats all group members as his/her equals”. On the 

other side, sample items for a production-centered leadership style rated by the subordi-

nate included: “He/She lets group members know what it expected of them”, “He/She 

maintains definite standards of performance”, and “He/She encourages the use of uni-

form procedure”. The same questions were asked in a transferred way in order to have a 

self-rating questionnaire for the supervisor. This allowed conclusions to be drawn about 

the different views of leadership behavior. Also, an assumption in regards to differences 

can be made. The complete extract of questions for the subordinates can be seen in Ap-

pendix B.1 and for the supervisors in Appendix B.3. An analysis done by Judge, Piccolo 

and Ilies (2004) revealed that the LBDQ-XII is one of the most valid measurements 
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within the leadership styles of employee-centered and production-centered behavior. In 

the original paper of the scale reliability coefficients for the production-centered leader-

ship subscale ranged from 0.64 to 0.80 looking at different groups. The reliability coef-

ficients for the employee-centered subscale ranged from 0.38 to 0.87 (Stogdill, 1963). 

Based on this, the used scale represented a good and reliable measuring instrument for 

the purpose of this study.  

 

Work satisfaction 

The variable work satisfaction was only measured for the subordinates. The measuring 

scale used was a shortened version of Brayfield and Rothe´s (1951) 18-item Job Satis-

faction questionnaire. For the study a five- item scales was used, asking the employees 

about their satisfaction with their current position. This ranged from strongly disagree 

(1) to strongly agree (5). Sample items that have been used included: “I feel fairly satis-

fied with my present job” and “I find real enjoyment in my work”. The questionnaire 

also included some negative questions such as: “Each day at work seems like it will 

never end” and “I consider my job to be rather unpleasant”. These negative formulated 

questions had to be coded reverse in the evaluation with IBM SPSS Statistics. The ex-

tract of all questions considering subordinates work satisfaction can be found in Appen-

dix B.2. According to Judge and Klinger (2008), a version of the scale that consists of 

five items gives a reliable (.80 or above) measurement of work satisfaction, and for the 

purpose of the study presented a suitable measuring instrument.  
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4. Results 

The following chapter presents the results of the study and its outcome in relation to the 

research question. The chapter starts with a descriptive analysis followed by the results 

that are relevant to test the previous presented hypotheses. The data collected was pro-

cesses and analyzed using IBM SPSS Statistics.  

 

4.1 Descriptive Analysis 

Besides the calculations that had to be made to test the hypotheses and to look at rela-

tionships, the mean values, minimum, maximum and Cronbach´s alphas have been tak-

en for the variables of the study that are relevant for the research question. The 

measures can be seen in Table 2.  

Table 2: Mean, Minimum, Maximum, Standard Deviation, Cronbach´s Alpha 

Variable  M Min Max SD α 

Employee-

centered 

Self-rated 4.08 3.20 5.00 0.40 0.69 

Employee-

rated 
3.96 1.10 5.00 0.63 0.87 

Production-  

centered 

Self-rated 3.90 2.60 4.80 0.50 0.79 

Employee-

rated 
3.77 1.00 5.00 0.65 0.88 

Work  

satisfaction 
 4.06 1.40 5.00 0.64 0.84 

Note N=142      

Overall, the taken measures of the variables showed a good and consistent internal reli-

ability of the scales with high Cronbach´s alphas. The scales of employee-rated employ-

ee-centered leadership style, employee-rated production-centered leadership as well as 

the work satisfaction scale had a high and satisfying level of Cronbach’s alphas above 

0.8. This also applied for the self-rated production-centered leadership scales with a 
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level at 0.79. The lowest level of internal reliability showed the measure for the self-

rated employee-centered leadership behavior with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.69. Howev-

er, this value still presents a reliable value and can also be included in the overall high 

internal reliability of all scales used to answer the research question. The mean values of 

self-rated and employee-rated employee-centered leadership style as well as for the pro-

duction-centered leadership style showed close results. Possible differences and expla-

nations will be presented in a later chapter in regards to the hypotheses. The measure of 

work satisfaction (M=4.06; SD=0.64) indicates that participants had an overall high 

level of work satisfaction.  

 

4.2 Hypotheses Testing 

The following section will carry out the testing of the hypotheses that have been devel-

oped in an earlier chapter. The first part will be about the hypotheses concerning the 

relationship between employee-centered and production-centered leadership style in and 

work satisfaction, while the second part will look at possible differences in the self-

rated and other-rated measures the study provided.  

In order to gain information about the relationships between the different variables and 

their strength, a calculation of correlation was carried out. The used coefficient was the 

Pearson correlation coefficient. This appears to be a suitable measurement for the varia-

bles that are normally distributed and scaled metrically. In order to measure the correla-

tion, a two-sided test was carried out. The correlations will show whether relationships 

between the variables exist, however, it is not possible to make a statement about the 

dependent and independent variables using Pearson correlation coefficient. According 

to Cohen (1985) correlations of 0.10 are interpreted as weak, correlations of 0.30 as 

medium and correlations of 0.5 or above as strong relationships. Based on this, the fol-

lowing correlations will be interpreted.  

Hypothesis 1 

The first hypothesis referred to the relationship between an employee-centered leader-

ship style of the supervisor and the work satisfaction of the subordinate. It was assumed 

that there was a positive relationship between employee-centered leadership style self-

rated by the supervisor, and the work satisfaction of the subordinate (H1a). Also, it was 
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hypothesized that there would be a positive relationship between the employee-centered 

leadership style rated by the subordinate, and the work satisfaction of the subordinate 

(H1b). The results of the correlations are shown in Table 3.  

 

Table 3: Correlations between employee centered leadership and work 

satisfaction of the subordinate 

Measure 1. 2 

1.self-rated   

2.employee-rated 0.27**  

3.work satisfaction 0.03 0.48** 

Note *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 

The correlations show significant results.  It turns out that there was a positive relation-

ship between the employee-centered leadership behavior rated by the employee, and the 

work satisfaction of the employee (r=0.48, p < 0.01). This result indicates that there is a 

medium to strong relationship between the two variables and hence supports Hypothesis 

H1b. No significant relationship resulted between the employee-centered leadership 

style self-rated by the supervisor, and the work satisfaction of the employee (r= 0.03, 

p=0.66). The correlation is close to zero and the result is not significant. Hypothesis 

H1a is rejected. An analysis of the results will be carried out during the discussion. 

Hypothesis 2 

The second hypothesis examined the relationship between a production-centered leader-

ship style of the supervisor and the work satisfaction of the subordinate. It was assumed 

that there would be a positive relationship between a production-centered leadership 

style self-rated by the supervisor and the work satisfaction of the subordinate (H2a). 

Also, it was hypothesized that there would be a positive relationship between the pro-

duction-centered leadership style rated by the subordinate, and the work satisfaction of 

the subordinate (H2b). The results of the correlations are shown in Table 4.  
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Table 4: Correlation between production-centered leadership and work satisfaction of 

the subordinate 

Measure 1. 2. 

1. Self-rated   

2. Employee-rated 0.15  

3. work satisfaction  0.05 0.34** 

Note *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 

Results showed that there was a significant and moderate positive relationship between 

the production-centered leadership style rated by the subordinate, and the work satisfac-

tion of the subordinate (r=0.34, p < 0.01). This supports hypothesis H2b, which as-

sumed that there would be positive relationship of a production-centered leadership 

style rated by the subordinate, and the work satisfaction of the subordinate. No signifi-

cant result, and a very low correlation, was found between the self-rated leadership style 

of the supervisor and the work satisfaction of the subordinate (r=0.05, p=0.57). Hypoth-

esis H2a is therefore rejected. The results and possible causes will be examined in the 

following discussion chapter. 

Hypothesis 3 

The third hypothesis referred to the difference between the self-perception of the super-

visor and the perception of the subordinate of an employee-centered leadership style. 

The general measures can be seen in table 2, which shows the mean, minimum, maxi-

mum, standard deviation and Cronbach´s Alphas. The mean measures turned out to be 

close in number with a self-rated measure of M=4.08 (SD=0.40) and the employee-rated 

measure of M=3.96 (SD=0.63). This indicates that overall supervisors rated themselves 

slightly better than their subordinates would rate them. There is also a noteworthy dif-

ference in the minimum and maximum of the answers. While the self-rated measure 

tend to be quite high (min=3.20, max=5.00), the employee-rated measure includes lower 

measures (min=1.10, max=5.00). Also, the correlation between the two perspectives 

was measured showing in table 3. Results show a significant positive correlation be-

tween the two variables (r=0.27; p < 0.01). The correlation can be described as a weak 

to medium strong correlation.  The results support H3, furthermore, it also shows that 
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there was a positive relationship between the self-rated and employee-rated leadership 

style. 

Hypothesis 4  

The fourth hypothesis examined the difference between the self-rated and employee-

rated measures of a production-centered leadership style. Table 2 shows the results of 

mean, minimum and maximum measure of the variables. The mean measures can be 

described as close to each other (self-rated M=3.90, SD=0.50; employee-rated M=3.77, 

SD=0.65). Overall, the supervisors rated themselves better than their subordinates rated 

then. This is also presented looking at the minimum and maximum, which show major 

differences. While the self-rated measure start with a minimum of min=2.60 and have a 

max=4.80, the employee-rated measurements show a range from min=1.00 to 

max=5.00, on a scale from one being the lowest and five being the highest. In the corre-

lation analysis showing in table 4, it is demonstrated that there was no significant rela-

tionship between the self-rated and employee-rated variables of this leadership style 

(r=0.15; p=0.08). The results support H4. Possible causes and explanations of the dif-

ferences will be discussed in the following chapter.  

Figure 3 presents an illustration of the summarized results based on the theoretical mod-

el.  

 

Note *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 

Figure 3: Summary of Correlations of the projected Theoretical Model 

 

 Employee-centered  

Leadership 

Production-centered 

Leadership 

Self-rating Self-rating Employee-rating Employee-rating 

Subordinates work satisfaction 

0.27** 

0.34** 0.05 0.03 0.48** 

0.15 
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5. Discussion 

In this final chapter the previous presented results are interpreted and discussed in order 

to answer the research question and to discuss the aim of the present study. This in-

cludes an evaluation of used measures and methods considering the limitations of the 

present study. Also, the theoretical and practical implications of the study will be exam-

ined and an outlook for possible future research will be given. 

 

5.1 Interpretation of the Results and Main Findings  

In the following part the results based on the hypotheses will be discussed. For this the 

theoretical part done in chapter two will be supportive to explain the approval or rejec-

tion of the hypotheses. The section will start with the discussion of the results concern-

ing the research topic.  

 

Relationship between leadership behavior and work satisfaction 

The main research topic of this paper was to examine if there is a relationship between 

leadership behavior and work satisfaction of the subordinate, based on the present study 

that investigated the interaction between supervisors and subordinates. The specific 

leadership behavior investigated was an employee-centered and production-centered 

leadership style. This relationship was investigated by hypothesis one and two. Since 

the present study rates the two leadership behaviors from a self-rated perspective of the 

supervisor as well as an other-rated perspective of the subordinate, sub-hypotheses 

where formed to examine possible differences. It should be noted that the present study 

can only make assumptions on the specific relationship between the variables used. This 

occurs since there was only a correlation analysis done in this study. However, based on 

previous studies that have been mentioned and the literature review it is assumed that 

the leadership style variables have an effect on work satisfaction. The limitations will be 

discussed in a later part of this paper.  

Results show that there is a strong positive relationship of an employee-centered leader-

ship style rated by the subordinate and the work satisfaction of the subordinate. This 

outcome supports H1b. However, no relationship could be found of this leadership style 

self-rated by the supervisor and the work satisfaction of the subordinate, rejecting H1a.  
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For the production-centered leadership style the outcome was similar. The results show 

a moderate positive relationship of a production-centered leadership style rated by the 

subordinate and the work satisfaction of the subordinate, supporting H2b. Again, there 

was no relationship found between this leadership style self-rated by the supervisor and 

the work satisfaction of the employees. H2a was rejected considering this outcome. 

As one of the key findings it can be noted that the correlation between an employee-

centered leadership style and work satisfaction of the subordinate was stronger than the 

correlation with the production-centered leadership behavior and work satisfaction. This 

outcome is similar to previous studies that have been discussed in detail in the theoreti-

cal part (e.g. Piccolo et al., 2012). The present study supports the assumption that a high 

consideration of employees by the supervisor is a predictor of work satisfaction of em-

ployees (Lok & Crawford 2003; Judge et al. 2004; Yukl, 2010). Other than some previ-

ous studies (e.g. Lok & Crawford, 2003), that resulted in negative correlations of a pro-

duction-centered leadership style and work satisfaction, the present study showed that a 

leadership behavior focused on production also has a positive relationship with the work 

satisfaction of subordinates. Although the relationship was weaker, the outcome shows 

a medium strong positive relationship. This leads to the conclusion that employees 

might prefer to have a certain amount of both leadership behaviors in order to be satis-

fied within their work. A model relating to this is Blake and Mouton´s (1964) Leader-

ship grid that has been introduced earlier. Their model shows an illustration of both var-

iables as independent, meaning that leaders could show different amounts if both behav-

iors at the same time. As mentioned by Lambert et al. (2012) different employees have a 

different perception of leadership perceived and desired. In their study they revealed 

that a high amount of employee-centered leadership behavior would lead to an increase 

in work satisfaction even when the desired level was exceeded. Furthermore, it could be 

assumed that a high level of production-centered leadership behavior could be marginal-

ized by a high amount of employee-centered leadership behavior and through this result 

in work satisfaction (Pierce & Newstrom, 2011). Applied to the present study this 

would mean that the different subordinates each have a desired amount of production-

centered and employee-centered leadership behavior which they compared to the actual 

amount they receive. Looking at the taken measures, there is an overall high amount of 

employee-centered leadership behavior perceived by the employees. A little less but 

also high is the medium measure of production-centered leadership behavior perceived 

by the subordinates. These measures lead to the assumption that overall the participating 
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supervisors show a balanced amount of both behaviors. There is a slightly higher tenan-

cy towards the employee-centered leadership behavior, which, with the idea of Lambert 

et al. (2012) and Pierce and Newstrom (2011), could have an influence on the strength 

of influence of the production-centered leadership behavior. Within this context it 

would be interesting to investigate the influence of a reduction of employee-centered 

leadership behavior towards the work satisfaction of the subordinate.  

Like mentioned before, the medium measure of work satisfaction indicates that overall 

the participating subordinates are pretty satisfied with their jobs. Since there is a signifi-

cant positive correlation between this variable and both leadership behaviors it can be 

assumed that that the subordinates are overall satisfied with the behavior of their super-

visors. It can also be concluded that the subordinates are satisfied with a tendency to-

wards both leadership behavior with a stronger predictor being the employee-focused 

leadership style. 

The positive outcome of a relationship between a production-centered leadership style 

and work satisfaction could also be explained considering that there might be other var-

iables influencing the outcome. Previous studies have shown that a production-centered 

leadership style is more related to effectiveness and productivity (e.g. Judge et al., 

2004). A possible explanation might be that being effective and productive at work 

might have an influence on work satisfaction through a positive feeling of achievements 

within the job of the employee. These positive feelings might count towards the motiva-

tion and satisfaction of the subordinates. This third variable then would act as a modera-

tor between the two examined variables explaining their positive relationship.  

Based on the outcome of no significant correlation found between the leadership behav-

ior self-rated by the supervisors and the work satisfaction of the subordinate, it can be 

concluded that there is no connection between a supervisors´ owns perception of his or 

her leadership behavior and the work satisfaction of the subordinate. This indicates that 

these two variables have no influence on each other, making the supervisors´ judgement 

of their own leadership behavior irrelevant to the follower satisfaction. In reverse it can 

be concluded that the work satisfaction of the subordinate is only related to his or her 

own perception of the leadership style, making this variable important within leadership 

studies. Like mentioned and discussed again later the two views on the leadership be-

havior can show noteworthy differences. This might also cause that there is no relation-

ship between the view of the supervisor and the work satisfaction of the subordinate.  
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The outcomes can also be supported and explained looking at previous studies such as 

the one done by Lambert et al. (2012) who examined differences in leadership behavior 

perceived and needed by subordinates and the influence on their attitudes. The research-

ers pointed out the relevance of an employee’s perception of their supervisors’ behavior. 

However, there was no attention towards the self-rating of the supervisor. Based on the 

literature review it was also noticed that almost all previous studies were only con-

structed to examine the leadership behavior rated by the subordinate. However, an anal-

ysis of both views of leadership behaviors allows making certain statements about the 

differences of self- and other-ratings, and their importance towards practice. These dif-

ferences will be discussed in the following paragraph.  

It can be concluded that the evaluation of leadership towards an employee-centered and 

production-centered leadership behavior done by the subordinates is an important pre-

dictor of their work satisfaction. Furthermore, it can be said that both leadership behav-

iors have a positive relationship to this variable. This leads to questions such as how 

exactly these two variables are connected to work satisfaction. Future research would be 

needed in order to investigate the relationship in more detail. An analysis of possible 

future research will be conducted in a later part of this thesis.  

Difference between the self- and other-ratings 

Within the present study the leadership style of the supervisor got rated by the supervi-

sor him- or herself as well as by their direct subordinate. This permits to draw conclu-

sions regarding the different ratings and to look at possible reasons why differences 

might occur. In hypothesis three and four these differences were examined. An interest-

ing detail about the measurements is that the employee-rated measurements for both 

leadership behaviors show a higher measurement of Cronbach´s alpha. This makes it 

seem more reliable and valid. A possible explanation might be the fact that other-rated 

images show a more objective and valid picture of another persons´ behavior. As stated 

by Yammarino and Atwater (1997) self-evaluations might suffer from certain problems 

such as unreliability and bias. Also self-ratings are influenced by different factors such 

as gender, age and the position as mentioned by Fleenor et al. (2010). 

It also can be noted that there are significant differences in general measures on how 

supervisors rated themselves and how they got rated by their direct subordinates. This 

applies for both dimensions of the leadership behavior. In general and as presented ear-
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lier by the measures of mean, minimum and maximum, supervisors tend to rate them-

selves better than their subordinates rated them. As mentioned by Yammarino and At-

water (1997) it is common that most people rate themselves better especially when it 

comes to measurements within an organization. Managers, especially in higher posi-

tions and with a higher amount of experience, tend to rate themselves higher. Like men-

tioned by Fleenor et al. (2010) there are certain factors that have a huge impact on how 

self-ratings turn out. According to them these factors include biographical characteris-

tics such as gender, age and position, personality traits and individual characteristics 

and job experience. A general assumption is that especially males and people of a high-

er age tend to rate themselves better. This also applies for people with high self-esteem, 

which has to be given to a certain extend in a leading position. Also, people with a lot of 

job experience might show a higher confidence in the work they are doing.  

When looking at the participants of the present study, more than half of the managers 

were male participants. Also, an average age of 47 years and an average management 

experience of over twelve years lead the conclusion that most participating managers 

already had a lot of working and management experience. About 49% of the supervisors 

had more than ten years of experience in a leading position which underlines this result. 

This shows a possible explanation for the fact that in general managers rated themselves 

a lot better than their subordinates would rate them. For the employee-centered leader-

ship style this would mean that supervisors feel that they do a lot for their employees 

and also see themselves as showing characteristics such as being approachable and 

friendly. For the production-centered leadership style on the other hand this means that 

they feel like they have a high focus on the effectiveness and productivity of their team 

and work towards a goal of the organization they are working in. This can be supported 

by the study done by Sala (2003) who investigated that the difference between self- and 

other- ratings differ more by increasing level of management. He also mentioned that 

managers in higher positions tend to have less people above them. Since feedback in 

general might be more considered and valued from people in higher positions, this 

might cause a lack of important feedback. Moreover, people in lower positions might 

feel uncomfortable giving feedback or critic to their supervisors. Also, difficulties might 

occur when important feedback or critic in not considered or taken serious by the person 

evaluated. A big part of this is caused by the organizational culture as well as communi-

cation and relationships between individuals within an organization. These factors usu-
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ally have a high impact on whether feedback is wanted and also if it is accepted and 

considered (Sala, 2003). These results can also be underlined looking at the correlation 

analysis of the views. A weak positive relationship was found between the self- and 

other-ratings of the employee-centered leadership style. On the other hand, no signifi-

cant correlation was found between the two views of the production-centered leadership 

behavior. These results lead to the assumption that next to all previously mentioned 

conclusions the views for the employee-centered leadership behavior are connected to 

each other and influence each other while there is no relationship between the self- and 

other ratings of the production-centered leadership style. This gives an important impli-

cation for theory and practice which will be discussed in the following chapter.  

As a result it can be concluded that there are significant differences between self- and 

other-ratings of leadership behaviors. Although the differentiation between the two 

views was not part of the research question, it turned out to be an important part of 

leadership research and has important implications. The results of the self- and other-

ratings also contribute towards the fact that the self-ratings of the supervisors are not 

relevant to the work satisfaction of their subordinates.  

 

5.2 Limitations  

The following will present the limitations of the present study as well as of this Bache-

lor Thesis. For this purpose, the limitation will be divided into different categories in-

cluding literature, sample, measuring instruments and statistical analysis and variables. 

Literature 

For the terms of employee-centered and production-centered leadership there are no 

universal terms or definitions. The same appears for the term of work satisfaction. Next 

to this, there are also several different measuring tools with different approaches and 

reliabilities. These circumstances make it difficult to compare the present study to oth-

ers or to make standardized assumptions. Also the number of literature had to be limited 

since the time did not allow scanning every study or paper that has ever been done on 

the topic. Another limitation in regards to the literature is the age of the used variables. 

The leadership concepts are quite old which made it difficult to find the original litera-

ture or newer literature that talk about the topic.  
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Sample 

The nature of the sample comes along with certain limitations. The sample is not a ran-

dom one and participants mostly got approached through personal contacts of the partic-

ipating students. Also, contacted participants could choose who to participate with in 

the study. This and the overall positive outcome of the study lead to the conclusion that 

most participating pairs had a good relationship with each other. Moreover, this might 

also be one of the reasons why some participants could be convinced to participate in 

the study in the first place.  This assumption can be supported by the fact that the study 

was voluntarily and participants did not get paid and only got offered the chance to win 

a gift voucher if they participated.  

Another limitation in the nature of the sample is that participants come from diverse 

industries, levels, and cultural groups. On one hand this kind of sample allows to make 

general conclusions, however, it does make it difficult to compare it to previous studies 

who mostly investigated certain behaviors focusing on specific groups. Also, the study 

is of cross-sectional nature. The data was collected only at one point. For the purpose of 

this project a cross-sectional study was an advantage since the time frame could be lim-

ited. However, it limits the interpretation of the variables. In order to consider other 

factors that might have an influence on the results and to make more reliable statements 

it might be beneficial to make a longitudinal research. 

Measuring Instruments and statistical analysis 

As mentioned by Judge, Piccolo and Ilies (2004) the results of different studies might 

differ from each other depending on which measuring instruments have been used. Al-

so, the measuring instruments used in the present study are shortened and translated 

versions of the original scales. In order to make more reliable statements variables 

should be analyzed using different methods and measuring scales and compare these 

results. 

The present study analyzed the results using the Pearson correlation coefficient. This 

allows making statements if there is a relationship between the variables. However, it 

does not make it possible to analyze what kind of relationship there is. Using correla-

tions, no statements can be made about the direction of the relationship or to determine 

which of the variables is the depended and which one is independent. This can only be 

assumed after the literature review and after looking at other studies that have been 

done and that used a regression analysis.  
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Variables 

The present study looks at single variables and how they are related to each other. How-

ever, the outcome as well as previous research shows there are other factors and varia-

bles that possibly have an influence. These so called moderator variables could have 

been used to discover whether there are other factors influencing the given topic and 

would be beneficial for further research. (Sharma, Durand, Gur-Arie, 1981) 

Strengths of the present study 

Although the present study has some limitations, there are also strengths that can be 

mentioned. Unlike some of the previous studies that have been conducted on the topic 

of leadership behavior, the present study differentiates between a self-rated and other-

rated image of the two concepts. This is a huge asset when looking at the results and 

when making implications to practice. It allowed to compare the different views and to 

underline the importance of effective feedback within all levels of an organization.  

While it can also be seen as a disadvantage, the nature of the sample can also be seen as 

strength of the present study. Unlike other studies, the present study did not restrict the 

sample to a certain type of business or management level. This allowed drawing more 

general conclusions. Also, all measures that have been used were proven to be reliable 

and valid.  

 

5.3 Theoretical and Practical Implications  

The following will discuss implications the present study has for theory and practice. 

For this purpose this part will be divided starting with theoretical implications, followed 

by practical implications. 

Theoretical Implications 

One of the key findings within this paper is that there is a positive relationship between 

employee-centered and production-centered leadership behavior and the work satisfac-

tion of the subordinates. The outcome of the present study supports outcomes of previ-

ous studies and expands the view on the influence of a supervisor’s leadership style. 

Previous studies that have been mentioned over the course of this paper mostly focused 

on different outcomes searching in groups with participants from the same working area 

and level of employment. The present study, however, proved a relationship between 
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the variables looking at participants from workplaces across different levels and types 

of businesses.  

Also, since this leadership concept is quite old and there have not been a lot of contribu-

tions about the topic in the previous years, the present study brings back the attention to 

the relevance of these two leadership behaviors. With the ongoing research on leader-

ship a lot of new leadership concepts have been developed causing older ones to some-

times get overlooked or not taught anymore. Moreover, in a fast changing and challeng-

ing environment this outcome appears to be more important. It has been proven that 

supervisors do have a direct impact on their employees and the way these employees 

perceive their supervisors behavior has a huge impact on their work satisfaction. This 

outcome also brings back the focus to subordinates and their perception of other peo-

ple’s behavior. As proven with the current study, the view of the employees is very im-

portant and thus should be valued. Also, the focus of theory should include the differ-

ences between the self- and other-ratings, which appear to be really important when 

looking at the topic of leadership. Further research on the topic is needed in order to 

understand the kind of relationships and to underline these results.  

 

Practical Implications 

For organizations and especially for employees in a leading position this paper suggests 

that there should be a high focus on leadership behavior and how it is linked to variables 

concerning subordinates. Furthermore, leadership behavior can have a huge impact on 

the success of an organization.  

An organizations employee can be seen as one of the most valuable resources within an 

organization. However, managers and people in higher positions tend to spend less time 

understanding the influence their behavior has on their subordinates and on factors such 

as their well-being and performance. The study suggests that organizations should 

spend more time in creating an open organizational culture and learning about commu-

nication and effective feedback. Also, employees in managing positions should gain a 

basic understanding of the wants, needs and abilities of their subordinates. This helps 

them to communicate effectively and to give necessary support and through those fac-

tors contribute towards the well-being of their employees as well as the success of the 

organization (Mohammad Mosadegh Rad & Hossein Yarmohammadian, 2006). The 

outcome of the present study underlines that supervisors do not have to decide whether 
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they want to concentrate towards an employee-focused or production-focus leadership 

style. Moreover, they have to find a balance of both behaviors. Although this balance 

may differ for different kinds of organizations, it’s the supervisors’ role to pay attention 

to their surroundings and to adjust their behavior accordingly. This leadership behavior 

is highly related towards outcomes such as work satisfaction which in return might also 

be related to other factors that might contribute towards the efficiency and overall out-

come of an organization. It can be assumed that supervisors with a high focus on their 

employees might have an interest on sustainable relationships and follow long-term 

goals and objectives. A focus towards a production-centered behavior on the other hand 

can work towards the achievement of goals and outcomes in shorter terms (Tabernero, 

2009). Using these assumptions, it would be suggested that supervisors use behavior 

characteristics of both leadership styles. This could contribute towards a long-term 

overall positive outcome. On one hand it would contribute towards the well-being of 

employees while also focusing on production and the achievement of organizational 

goals on the other hand. The focus on both behaviors could contribute to a sustainable 

relationship between the management and employees (Sala, 2003).  

With its outcome, the paper also suggests that although there was no relationship found 

between the self-ratings of a supervisor’s leadership behavior and the work satisfaction 

of the subordinate, there should be a special attention to the differences between self-

perception and the perception of others. As suggested by Sala (2003) there should be a 

high focus within organizations on self-awareness of employees especially in leading 

position. Methods such as the 360 degree feedback can help to improve this self-

awareness. However, there must be a better awareness of these factors in order to create 

an organizational environment in which employees accept critics and try to improve 

their behavior. Organizations should support and insist on regular feedback for employ-

ees across all levels. This is especially important for employees in leading positions as 

they have an influence on performance, motivational and satisfaction measures within 

the organization. Organizations can use this knowledge for example by using feedback 

methods in order to discover how the self- and other-ratings differ within their work-

force. This enables them to locate strengths and weaknesses and also to bring on chang-

es if necessary.  

Combining the two views the overall outcome of this paper suggest that organizations 

should support an open organizational culture that values its employees, while setting 
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organizational goals and push their employees towards the achievement of them at the 

same time. In order for this to work, there must be a basic understanding on the influ-

ence of behavior within organizations. Also these concepts must be adjusted to the kind 

of organization since organizations cannot be seen as all being the same. The present 

study leaves room for further research, which will be discussed in the following part. 

 

5.4 Future Research 

After evaluating the limitations of the present study, suggestions for further research can 

be given. First, by looking at the nature of the sample it might be beneficial to make 

more specific separations of groups. A cross-cultural study could be carried out to take a 

look at cultural differences, such as different working mentalities. Also, the present 

study did not make a separation of industries or level of management which could be 

another implication for further research projects.  

Considering the statistical analyses used, it would have been beneficial to carry out a 

regression analysis. In future research this could allow to make statements about the 

nature of the relationship between the variables as well as to determine the dependent 

and independent variable.  

As implicated by Piccolo et al. (2012) it might also be useful to carry out a study com-

bining different leadership styles. Nowadays there are several different leadership con-

structs which differ in some ways but also show similarities. Supervisors might show 

several different behaviors that have influence on their employees’ satisfaction, motiva-

tion and other variables. Also, the present thesis only looks at 3 variables, while there 

might be others that are in relation to them and might have an influence. The use of 

moderator variables could be beneficial for that purpose.  Further research should take 

more concepts and variables into consideration in order to make valid and reliable 

statements. This would also allow giving more specific implications to theory and prac-

tice. 
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Appendix A: E-mail Communication with Participants 

The following shows the extracts of the email communication with the participants. The 

emails were adjusted depending on the receiving person. 

A.1: Information E-mail for the participants 

 

Sehr geehrte/er Name der Zielperson, 

im Rahmen meiner Bachelorarbeit untersuche ich gemeinsam mit der Hochschule für 

Wirtschaft und Recht Berlin und der Universität Mannheim in einem aktuellen For-

schungsprojekt die Interaktion zwischen Führungskräften und Mitarbeiter(inne)n 

Daher würde ich mich freuen, wenn Sie und ein(e)r Ihrer Mitarbeiter(inne)n an der Stu-

die teilnehmen würden.  

Selbstverständlich werden alle im Rahmen der Studie erhobenen Daten vollkommen 

anonym und vertraulich behandelt. 

Weitere Informationen können Sie dem beigefügten Flyer entnehmen. 

In einer separaten Email erhalten Sie den Zugang zu SocioSurvey mit dem Fragebogen. 

In diesem müssen Sie dann auch die E-Mail Adresse ihres teilnehmenden Mitarbei-

ter/Führungskraft eintragen.  

Im Rahmen dieser Online-Studie können Sie zudem einen von drei Gutscheinen (frei 

wählbar, z.B. Amazon) im Wert von €50 gewinnen. Zudem werden alle Teilneh-

mer/innen die Ergebnisse nach Studienende erhalten. 

Für Ihre Teilnahme und Unterstützung wäre ich Ihnen sehr dankbar und sende  

Ihnen freundliche Grüße, 

Isabell Nüske 
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A.2: Information Flyer for the Participants 
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A.3: Request to insert die E-Mail Address of the participating Employee 
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Appendix B: Extract of the Questionnaires  

Appendix B presents the extracts of the questionnaires that have been used to examine 

the research topic.  

B.1: Questionnaires for subordinates evaluating the leadership behavior of 

their supervisor 
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B.2: Questionnaire evaluating the work satisfaction of the subordinates 

 

 

 

B.3: Questionnaire of the supervisor 
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Appendix C: Internet Sources 

 

The following shows screenshots of the used internet sources that have been used and 

are not available as a print version.  

C.1: Spiegel Online
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C.2: Harvard Business Review  
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