






Abstract 

ABSTRACT 

Abstract of thesis entitled ‘Paternalistic leadership styles and follower performance: 

Examining mediating variables in a multi-level model’ submitted by Chan Chi Hong, Simon 

for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy at The Hong Kong Polytechnic University in 2008. 

 

This study developed a conceptual-based paternalistic leadership model (Farh & Cheng, 

2000) to examine how the three components of paternalistic leadership behaviors, 

authoritarian, benevolent, and moral are transmitted to followers’ performance (in-role and 

extra-role performance) by intermediate variables like dependence, perceived supervisory 

support (PSS), and self-efficacy.  

 

Aggregation is a common procedure used in recent leadership research to determine 

whether leadership behaviors should be interpreted as group-level or individual-level 

variables for multi-level analysis (Bono & Judge, 2003; Dvir & Sharmir, 2003; Kark, 

Shamir & Chen, 2003). Using a sample of 178 scout leader-member dyads collected in a 

voluntary organization in Hong Kong, and a sample of 556 leader-follower dyads from a 

manufacturing firm in China, HLM analysis indicated that authoritarian leadership was 

negatively related to followers’ performance. Benevolent leadership and moral leadership 

were positively related to followers’ performance. Consistent with previous research studies 

i 



Abstract 

(e.g. Farh & Cheng, 2000), the direct effects of the three components of paternalistic 

leadership behaviors on followers’ performance were predicted.  

 

In the voluntary organization, , perceived supervisory support primarily mediated the 

relationship between benevolent leadership and followers’ performance, while self-efficacy 

primarily mediated the relationship between moral leadership and followers’ performance. 

In the manufacturing firm, results indicated that dependence primarily mediated the 

relationship between authoritarian leadership and followers’ performance, and perceived 

supervisory support mediated the relationship between benevolent leadership and followers’ 

performance. Implications for the theory and practice of leadership are also discussed. 
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CHAPTER 1   
 
INTRODUCTION 

 

1 Research Background  

In competitive and changing business environment, it is essential to identify ways of 

helping organizations, workgroups, and individuals perform beyond expectations. 

Leadership constitutes an important aspect of every managerial position in such a 

challenging environment (Burns, 1978; Bass, 1985; Bass, 1990). Leadership is a hot topic 

in organizational behavior research. Many previous studies always concentrate on 

leadership behaviors and the consequences of leadership for organizational, group and 

individual effectiveness (Bono & Judge, 2003; House, 1977; Howell & Avolio, 1993; 

Yukl & Van Fleet, 1992).  

 

Leadership research has been extended by numerous research studies over the past few 

decades (Burns, 1978; Bass, 1985). Early research advanced the concept of leadership as 

an influence on individual motivation and rewards. An effective leader shows concern for 

individuals, motivating workers through delegation, involvement and a personal concern 

for well-being (Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959; House & Mitchell, 1974). The 

emphasis in the early leadership research was to focus on the individual as opposed to 

group goal attainment (Yukl, 1989; Wang, 2001). Leaders who can espouse a clear vision 

for the organization, who can develop this vision, and identify tasks necessary to 

accomplish the vision with their followers, and who can continue to address the personal 

concerns of the individuals are generally viewed as effective (Howell & Avolio, 1993). 

Leaders help followers to deal with the challenges confronted and respond to the 
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upcoming challenges (Bass & Avolio, 1994; Yukl, 1998). They can build relationships, 

share decision making, communicate effectively, and even influence the attitudes and 

behavior of their followers (Mackenzie, Podsakoff, & Rich, 2000, Judge, Thoresen & 

Pucik, 1999). Leaders can stimulate followers’ creativity and provide solutions to solve 

complex problems. This ideas and directions would help followers to responsible for the 

assigned work of their leaders (Bennis, 2001). Leaders affect followers’ job satisfaction 

and performance, and fundamentally make a difference to whether organizations succeed 

or fail (Hogan, Curphy & Hogan, 1994). 

 

1.1 Cultural Leadership in the Chinese Context 

Leadership is a universal behavior that involved in social influence process. It transcends 

national borders and its practices have been associated across cultures (Farh and Cheng, 2000). 

Specifically, researchers have started to explore leadership using an emic approach. Redding 

(1990) and Cheng (1995) adopted an indigenous approach to explore medium and high level 

leadership issues within Chinese family businesses (CFB) in Hong Kong, Indonesia, Singapore, 

and Taiwan. Westwood (1997) mentions a distinct and clear-cut feature of leadership in CFB, 

which was labeled as paternalistic leadership. Farh and Cheng (2000) have identified three 

components of paternalistic leadership, namely authoritarian, benevolent, and moral leadership. 

These three types of leadership provide unique characteristics of Chinese leaders. Authoritarian 

leadership refers to leadership behaviors that exert absolute authority and control over followers 

and demand unquestioning obedience. Also, benevolent leadership refers to leadership 

behaviors that demonstrate individualized consideration for followers’ personal or familial 

well-being beyond work relations (Farh & Cheng, 2000). Moral leadership refers to leadership 
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behaviors which demonstrate superior personal virtue, self-discipline, and unselfishness. Cheng, 

Chou, Wu, Huang and Farh (2004) indicated the unique effects of authoritarian, benevolent, 

and moral leadership on subordinates’ identification, compliance and gratitude. According to 

Confucianism, although the inferior party in a hierarchical relationship should be loyal 

and obedient, the superior should act gently and benevolently toward the inferior in order 

to establish a kind of reciprocity, which takes the form of genuine gratitude, personal 

loyalty, or obedience to, and compliance with, the superior's requests, even beyond what 

is normally required (Schermerhorn & Nyaw, 1990; Scott, Bishop & Chen, 2003; Walder, 

1986). Based on the historical legacy of Confucianism, paternalistic leadership behaviors 

have emerged in leadership research.  

 

Farh and Cheng (2000) indicated that there is incomplete information on how paternalistic 

leadership behaviors are associated with followers’ performance. Among the three components 

of paternalistic leadership (Farh & Cheng, 2000), authoritarian leadership is the only 

component which is expected to have a negative impact on subordinates’ attitudinal and 

behavioral performances. Authoritarian leadership is negatively correlated with subordinate 

outcomes such as loyalty to, and trust in, a leader (Cheng et al., 2002), identification with a 

leader, and commitment to an organization; and positively related to fear of supervisor (Farh, 

Cheng, Chou & Chu, 2004). The other two components of paternalistic leadership are 

benevolent and moral leadership which are positively correlated with gratitude and 

repayment (Cheng & Jiang, 2000). Benevolent and moral leadership have positive effects 

on followers’ identification, compliance, gratitude to the leader, loyalty and performance 

(Cheng et al., 2003; Cheng, Chou, Huang, Farh & Peng, 2004; Farh et al., 2004). 
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Paternalistic leadership is even more effective than Western leadership in managing 

Chinese employees (Cheng, 1995; Cheng, Shieh & Chou, 2002).  

 

1.2 Problem Statement  

The leadership literature attempts to explain followers’ performance outcomes by 

analyzing specific leadership behaviors. In Lowe, Kroeck, and Sivasubramaniam (1996), 

Patterson, Fuller, Kester, and Stringer (1995), and DeGroot, Kiker, and Cross (2000) 

meta analyses, a positive relationship between transformational leadership and individual 

performance was indicated. Transformational leadership exerts its influence on followers’ 

performance by several mediating mechanisms have attracted great research attention (Yukl, 

1989; Yukl, 1998; Wang, 2001; Dvir, Eden, Avolio & Shamir, 2002; Wang, Law, 

Hackett, Wang & Chen, 2005).  

 

A growing body of Western leadership literature has sought to understand the theoretical 

mechanisms between transformational leadership and followers’ performance (Bono & 

Judge, 2003; Wang et al., 2005; Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006). The mediating effect of 

psychological empowerment (Avolio et al., 2004), dependence (Kark et al., 2003), and 

trust in leader (Jung & Avolio, 2000) were examined in leadership-follower relationship. 

Other studies have suggested that the effects of leadership are explained by how 

followers’ feel about themselves and their group, in terms of self-efficacy and group 

potency (Bono & Judge, 2003; Shamir, House & Arthur, 1993; Sosik, Avolio & Kahai, 

1997). The most recent studies have started to explore the mediating role of leader-member 

exchange (Wang et al., 2005), and core job characteristics (Piccolo & Colquitt; 2006) in the 

http://gateway.ut.ovid.com/gw2/ovidweb.cgi#115#115
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leadership process. This literature suggests that leadership behaviors may influence followers’ 

performance through several theoretical mechanisms. Despite existing studies on the linkage 

between transactional and transformational leadership and followers’ performance, yet studies 

have not fully explored the key underlying mechanisms on how leadership influences on 

follower performance (Avolio, 1999; Bass, 1998). Existing paternalistic leadership research 

has only explained the unique effects of authoritarian, benevolent, and moral leadership on 

subordinates’ identification, compliance and gratitude (Cheng et al., 2004). 

 

Bass (1990) and Yukl (1989) stated that majority of the leadership research on the 

leadership-performance connection has been conducted by using a single source (e.g. 

subordinates) to report about leadership behavior and effectiveness at a single moment in 

time (Eden, & Leviatan, 1975; Rush, Thomas & Lord, 1977). Current research 

investigated in Western leadership behaviors has collected data from multiple sources to 

address the problem of common method variance. Although preliminary paternalistic 

leadership research has been promising (Farh and Cheng, 2000; Cheng, 2004), studies are 

encountered the single source problem. To address this methodological flaw, independent 

multi-sources are essential for data collection. 

 

The third common limitation of existing leadership research is that levels of analysis 

issues are not addressed. Most research studies have considered this issue as theoretical 

rather than empirical in nature. DeGroot et al. (2000) systematically start to considered 

multiple-level of analysis in evaluating the research on charismatic leadership. They found two 

interesting linkages emerged in the analysis of the charismatic leadership-follower 
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effectiveness. First, when controlling for the level of analysis used to measure follower 

performance, all the variance was accounted for in the effect of charismatic leadership on 

follower effectiveness. Second, the results supports the whole groups model of leader-

subordinate interactions which shown a strong effect size at the group-level than of individual-

level. This is especially the situation of ignoring paternalistic leadership behaviors as 

group-level of analysis (e.g. Farh and Cheng, 2000). While the effects of group-level 

leadership styles on follower performance are encouraged, researchers do not capture the 

group-level effect on how authoritarian leadership, benevolent leadership and moral leadership 

are transmitted to follower performance in multi-level of analysis.  

 

Studies on the relationship between leadership behaviors and follower performance has been 

well-examined, the impact of paternalistic leadership behaviors on followers’ performance is 

under-developed. Cheng et al. (2004) stated that subordinate responses, i.e. compliance, 

gratitude and repayment, and identification may not be equivalent to subordinates’ work 

attitudes or efficiency (job performance and organizational citizenship behavior). Besides the 

model of paternalistic leadership (Farh & Cheng, 2000, Cheng et al, 2004), the clarification 

on how paternalistic leadership behaviors affect followers’ performance is important (Atwater, 

Dionne, Avolio, Camobreco & Lau, 1999). It was beneficial to develop a conceptual-

based model of the causal linkage between paternalistic leadership behaviors and 

followers’ performance, and also to explore the possible mechanisms that explain the 

specific processes involved.  The main research question of this study is to examine how 

the three components of paternalistic leadership behaviors, including authoritarian, 
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benevolent, and moral leadership are transmitted to followers’ in-role and extra-role 

performance.  

 

1.3 Purpose and Objectives of the study 

Given the above problem statement, the main purpose is to examine how the three components 

of paternalistic leadership (authoritarian, benevolent, and moral leadership) are transmitted to 

followers’ performance. Specifically, this research study has the following two objectives: 

i. To develop a conceptual model of the relationship between authoritarian, benevolent, and 

moral leadership on the one hand, and followers’ in-role and extra-role performance on 

the other. 

ii. To examine the possible mediating mechanisms through which paternalistic leadership 

effects followers’ performance.   

 

1.4 Significance of the Study 

There are several contributions of this study. Firstly, it fills a research gap in the 

leadership studies by examining how paternalistic leadership behaviors on follower 

performance (Farh & Cheng, 2000). This study enriches the literature within the growing 

body of paternalistic leadership (Farh & Cheng, 2000; Cheng et al, 2004). Future research 

should examine on the linkage of paternalistic leadership style and followers’ work 

attitudes. Existing studies have produced mixed results on the effect of authoritarian 

leadership on follower performance. Whilst research studies found negative effects on 

loyal and trust in leader (e.g. Cheng, Chou, and Farh, 2000), relative few studies found 

positive effects between employee loyalty and commitment to the organization (Cheng et 

al., 2003; Cheng et al., 2004). However, studies have consistently shown that benevolent 
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and moral leadership have strong positive effects on followers’ psychological responses, 

such as identification, compliance and gratitude (Farh, Cheng, Chou & Chu, 2004). The 

effect of paternalistic leadership is an important issue in advancing our understanding of 

its behavioral consequences in Chinese organizations (Cheng et al., 2003).  

 

Secondly, the most significant contribution of this study is to examine how paternalistic 

leadership behaviors are associated with followers’ in-role and extra-role performance. 

While past research suggested that paternalistic leadership behaviors were significantly 

associated with followers’ identification, compliance and gratitude, (Farh & Cheng, 2000; 

Cheng et al., 2003), such studies have not fully taken into account the possible mediating 

mechanisms and performance outcomes. This study provides additional evidence on how 

paternalistic leadership behaviors are transmitted to followers’ performance (Wang et al. 

2005; Avolio, Zhu, Koh & Bhatia, 2004).  

 

Thirdly, the majority of the research conducted to date in leadership research has 

considered the effects of individual-level leadership behaviors on followers’ performance 

(Wang et al., 2005). However, several recent studies have expanded the levels of analysis 

of leadership behaviors, such as that of transformational leadership (Avolio, Zhu, Koh & 

Bhatia, 2004).  In this study, the relationships between the three components of 

paternalistic leadership and followers’ performance are tested by using a multi-level 

model (Bliese, Halverson & Schriesheim, 2002; Hofmann & Jones, 2005).  
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There is a great attention of multi-level research which explores leadership perceptions as 

group-level variables on followers’ performance (Bliese, Halverson & Schriesheim, 2002; 

Hofmann & Jones, 2005).  Conceptually, although data on paternalistic leadership 

behaviors were traditionally viewed as individual-level variables instead of group-level 

variables, the study examined the perception of followers’ view on authoritarian, 

benevolent, and moral leadership. Also, recent studies have tried to test leadership 

constructs on the aggregation and how leadership links to the performance outcomes by 

using HLM.For example, Cole and Bedeian (2007) argued that leadership researchers 

have failed to consider the theoretical appeal as a contextual factor in the explanation of 

work-related attitudes and behaviors. The authors examined the degree on how leadership 

constructs influence the relationship of attitudes and behaviors. Theoretically, 

paternalistic leadership is experienced as a group.  Individuals experience and 

assessments are based on shared experiences about how their leaders treat group 

members in general. 

 

1.5 Structure of the Thesis 

This study is presented in seven chapters. This chapter has presented the rationale for the 

study, its primary objectives, and its potential contribution to the leadership literature. 

The next chapter describes the relevant literature on the classical leadership theories, the 

definition of transactional, transformational, and paternalistic leadership, the theoretical 

explanations with mediating variables, and the flaw of methodological issues. Chapter 

three explains the theoretical framework for the present study, along with the hypotheses. 

Chapter four describes the research methodology for sample 1 – a voluntary organization 
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in Hong Kong, and sample 2 – a manufacturing firm in Mainland China. The subjects, the 

instruments and the method are presented. Chapters five and six present the results of the 

two sample studies. Lastly, chapter seven discusses the conclusions, implications, 

research contribution, and recommendations for future research. 
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CHAPTER 2   
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

2 Introduction 

In a competitive business environment, organizations rely upon their leaders to facilitate 

the changes and innovations required to maintain competitive advantage. Leaders have 

been found to influence followers in many ways, including coordinating, communicating, 

training, motivating, sharing information, and rewarding (Yukl, 1989; Kouzes & Posner, 

1987). This chapter reviews the development of the classical leadership theories, and the 

definitions of transactional, transformational, and paternalistic leadership. The 

underpinning theoretical explanations and possible mediating mechanisms for leadership 

effects on follower performance are presented. The chapter concludes with a discussion 

of the methodological flaws and outstanding research needs in the leadership literature. 

 

2.1 Classical Approaches to Leadership 

Leadership has drawn great attention from scholars and academics. There are many 

versions in the definition of the term “leadership”. Leadership researchers have studied 

on leader traits, behavioral styles, and situational contingencies. These approaches 

provide the explanation on the effectiveness of each leadership approach (Bass, 1985; 

Burn, 1978). However, these aspects of leadership do not adequately explain leader 

effectiveness. This section briefly describes the classical approach to leadership theory, 

including leadership trait theory, the behavioral approach, and the situational approach. 
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2.1.1 Leadership Trait Theory 

Early theories in leadership research focused upon the traits of the leader. The argument 

was that effective leaders were supposed to possess extraordinary attributes and abilities 

that led to success. Studies investigated physical attributes, such as height and appearance, 

leader intelligence and knowledge, and personality traits (Bryman, 1992). However, the 

emphasis on abstract personality traits and intelligence, coupled with inadequate research 

methods, met with weak and inconsistent results (Yukl & Van Fleet, 1992). Leadership 

trait research has found certain traits that can improve leader success. Atwater, Dionne, 

Avolio, Camobreco, and Lau (1999) found that individual differences can predict who 

will later emerge as leaders. Other promising traits in leadership effectiveness include 

high energy level, stress tolerance, integrity, intelligence, emotional maturity, and self-

confidence (Yukl & Van Fleet, 1992). With knowledge of such individual characteristics, 

organizations can select employees strategically, since individuals possessing such traits 

are more likely to emerge as leaders.  

 

2.1.2 Behavioral Approach  

The behavioral approach to leadership indicates how a leader behaves in work situation 

(Yukl & Van Fleet, 1992). Bryman (1992) stated that with the shift from trait leadership 

theories and extend the development of leadership research to behavioral theories, 

researchers aim to identify effective leader behaviors. In the 1950’s, Ohio State 

University researchers undertook seminal studies investigating leadership behaviors. 

Fleishman (1953) and Halpin and Winer (1957) classified leaders into two man 

categories, which are task-oriented behaviors (initiating structure) and relationship-
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oriented behaviors (consideration). Initiating structure explains a leader who initiates 

group activity and organization, and outlines the manner in which tasks are to be 

completed. Consideration describes the concern the leader demonstrates towards 

members of the group (Bass, 1990). Consistent with this approach, Podsakoff, Todor, 

Grover, and Huber (1984) found that praise and contingent reward increased subordinate 

performance and satisfaction. Yukl (1989) proposed a more specific taxonomy with 14 

generic categories of leader behavior, such as positive reward behavior, clarifying and 

problem solving behavior (Yukl & Van Fleet, 1992).  

 

2.1.3 Situational Approach  

In identifying the complexity of leadership and how effective leadership varies according 

to the context, some researchers have viewed leadership from a situational approach. 

Situational approach research examines the authority of a leader, the nature of the job 

task, the attributes of the followers, and the nature of the external environment (Yukl & 

Van Fleet, 1992). In the 1960 and 1970’s, the Least Preferred co-worker contingency 

theory (Fiedler, 1967), situational leadership theory (Hershey & Blanchard, 1959), and 

path-goal yheory (House, 1971) were key contributions to this line of research. Fielder 

(1967) stated that the effectiveness of leader behavior is contingent upon situational 

demands. A leader should be matched with the situations which are most conducive to 

the way they lead. The Least Preferred Co-worker (LPC) indicates the affiliation needs or 

the task achievement needs of the leader. Responding to the inconsistent empirical 

validation of the theory (Eagly, 1969), Fiedler (1973) redefined LPC as a motivational 

index that corresponds to a leader’s hierarchy of goals. Green, Nebeker, and Boni (1976) 
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explained, for Fiedler’s high LPC leader, interpersonal relations are a primary goal, while 

task accomplishment and esteem are secondary. The reverse is true for the low LPC 

leader. Fiedler’s theory predicts that, in unfavorable or threatening situations, leaders 

pursue their primary goals and will pursue their secondary goals only under more 

favorable situations.  

 

Situational leadership theory by Hershey and Blanchard’s (1988) proposed four styles of 

leadership: delegating, participating, selling and telling. The theory investigates the 

influence of the task and relationship styles of leaders and proposes that the maturity 

level of employees distinguishes the effectiveness of each style. The path-goal theory of 

leadership (House, 1971) is based upon expectancy theory (Vroom, 1964). Vroom’s 

expectancy theory suggests that employees will exert effort in accord with work goals 

that employees deem to be attainable and rewarding. A leader will motivate follower 

performance by influence on their action through path-goal theory (Yukl & Van Fleet, 

1992). This theory emphasizes that an effective leader chooses his or her behavior wisely 

to capitalize upon the follower and context characteristics.  
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2.2 Transactional and Transformational Leadership 

In the Western leadership literature, transactional and transformational leadership (Burns, 

1978; Bass, 1985) are the two prominent representatives of the new theories. These two 

leadership styles dominate the central research stage in leadership (House, 1977; Yukl, 

1998; Dumdum, Lowe & Avolio, 2002).  

 

2.2.1 Transactional Leadership  

Burns (1978) introduced transactional leadership in the treatment of political leadership. 

A transactional leader would give followers a favor in exchange for something to return 

in future. Transactional leadership occurs when an individual takes an initiative role in 

exchange with others which valued “leader approach followers with an eye toward 

exchanging” (Burns, 1978, p.4). Bass (1985) argued that transactional leaders “mostly 

consider how to marginally improve and maintain the quantity and quality of 

performance, how to substitute one goal for another, how to reduce resistance to 

particular actions, and how to implement decisions” (p.27). Followers will receive 

leaders’ recognition, rewards, and avoidance of any disciplinary in exchange with their 

effort (Bass, 1985).  

 

Transactional leadership is sometimes treated as a control and take corrective transactions 

on followers’ performance and eliminated problems. Yukl (1998) defined transactional 

leadership as a process of an exchange of rewards in compliance. It represents the 

exchanges between the leader and the followers which influence one another reciprocally 

so that each derives something of value. Set goals, clarify desired results, provide 
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valuable feedback, and exchange rewards for accomplishment to followers are common 

characteristics of transactional leadership. As a result, exchange with rewards and 

potential recognition from leaders was involved for the success of followers’ roles and 

assignments (Podsakoff, Todor & Shov, 1982).  

 

Transactional leadership is also defined as an exchange between leaders and followers, 

during which the leader specifies what is required and clarifies the conditions and 

rewards that will be received if the requirements are fulfilled (Bass and Avolio, 1994). 

They further defined transactional leadership as employing contingent rewards and active 

management by exception to motivate follower performance. Transactional leadership is 

synonymous with task-oriented or initiating behaviors and incorporates the use of 

contingent reinforcement. The leader focuses on the completion of tasks needed to meet 

organizational goals. Transactional leaders recognize the importance of clarifying for 

followers how their needs and wants can be satisfied on their performance. The 

component of transactional leadership (Bass and Avolio, 1994) is delineated into three 

main dimensions. They are classified as contingent reward, active management by 

exception, and passive management by exception. 

 

2.2.1.1 Contingent Reward 

Contingent reward defined a leader who implies transaction exchanges with followers. 

This type of leader will explain his/her expectations and provide the standards for 

meeting requirements. Contingent reward is performed when the leader provides rewards 

to the subordinate satisfactorily on any assignments (Bass & Avolio, 1994). Expectancy 
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theory explains individual motivation to act is determined by the individual’s perception 

regarding their capacity to reach desired outcomes. Leaders who provide attractive 

rewards for performance encourage individual’s to pursue the desired outcomes, 

assuming the outcomes are attainable. 

 

Contingent reward leader relies upon legitimate, positional, and reward power. The leader 

needs to have the authority to promise rewards and outline expected behaviors. 

Contingent reward can fail to work if the leader does not have the necessary reputation 

and resources to deliver the rewards desired by subordinates (Bass & Avolio, 1994). If 

the agreed upon tasks are achieved, contingent reward reinforces the follower’s effort to 

maintain the desired level of performance. Ideally, such forms of reward are made 

incrementally to ensure sustained motivation and successful behavior. Common forms of 

contingent reward include praise, pubic recognition, pay or promotion increases, time off, 

or training opportunities.  

 

2.2.1.2 Active Management by Exception 

Management by exception defined as the extent the leader takes corrective action on the 

basis of leader-follower transactions (Bass and Avolio, 1994). Active management by 

exception occurs when the leader actively monitors the behavior of his followers in order 

to pinpoint mistakes and takes corrective action when errors are made. Such leaders look 

for deviations from procedure and take action if and when these deviations occur 

(Bryman, 1992). If praise and constructive feedback is not provided to the follower, the 

follower has little chance of achieving desirable outcomes. The feedback and clarification 
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of expectations is critical for successful performance. It is difficult for an individual to 

reach a goal when it is not clear where one needs to go, how one should get there, and 

how one is doing along the way. Contingent rewarding behavior not only better clarifies 

the required behaviors and the expected outcomes, but also provides greater opportunity 

for feedback on the incremental progress being made. 

 

2.2.1.3 Passive Management by Exception 

Another style of transactional leadership is titled passive management by exception (Bass 

and Avolio, 1994). They defined it as avoidance or a lack of leadership. Passive 

management by exception is when the leader waits passively for mistakes to be made and 

then takes corrective action. Such leaders intervene when mistakes are glaring and only if 

standard procedures are not being followed. These leaders do not proactively demonstrate 

or model expected behaviors of subordinates. Under passive management by exception 

leadership, followers learn which behaviors to avoid, but may not learn the range of 

behaviors that lead to effective performance or how to successfully perform the behaviors. 

As explained through reinforcement theory, a lack of response to behavior effectively 

eliminates the behavior. The low response rate as a result of non-rewarded repetition of a 

task is reported. Consequently, no response to the performance efforts of subordinates 

causes followers to cease trying. Management by exception, active and passive 

management by exception was examined to investigate the leader’s intervention (Howell 

and Avolio, 1993). Active leaders are responsible for monitoring follower behavior, 

anticipating problems, and taking correction actions. Passive leaders are responsible for 

avoiding the anticipated problems before taking action. 
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Bass and Avolio (1990) indicated that transactional leadership influence on follower 

development and performance. Research studies have shown that transactional leadership 

has a positive relationship with employee performance (Hunt & Schuler, 1976). There is 

a positive relationship between contingent reward leadership and follower commitment, 

satisfaction, and performance (Bycio, Hackett & Allen, 1995). In Goodwin, Wofford, and 

Whittington’s (2001) study, the results reported that transactional leadership positively 

related to organizational citizenship behavior (OCB). It is distinguish from transactional 

leadership on the recognition based on setting basic expectations and goals (Podsakoff, 

Todor, Grover & Huber, 1984). They found that the recognition-based transactional 

leadership was positively associated with follower extra-role performance. 

 

2.2.2 Transformational Leadership  

Transformational leadership theories take a broader perspective and consider leader traits, 

behavior, and power (Yukl & Van Fleet, 1992). Transformational leadership influences 

followers on the direction of transforming of an organization (Burns, 1978). Bass (1985) 

expanded Burns’ (1978) concept, suggesting that while transactional leaders outline how 

the follower needs that can be met through the work and the rewards that will follow, 

transformational leaders convince followers to figure out their own interest. Bass (1985) 

further examined that transformational leader not only considers the needs of his or her 

followers, but also expands the followers’ portfolio of wants and needs. Bass (1985) 

extended the work to look at leadership-follower relationship in general and suggested 

that a leader can possess transactional and transformational qualities and attributes. 

Transactional and transformational leadership are not equal to each other with different 

http://gateway.ut.ovid.com/gw2/ovidweb.cgi#140#140
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http://gateway.ut.ovid.com/gw2/ovidweb.cgi#135#135
http://gateway.ut.ovid.com/gw2/ovidweb.cgi#135#135
http://gateway.ut.ovid.com/gw2/ovidweb.cgi#145#145
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conceptual view on leadership styles. The two types of leadership will display in front of 

an individual in different results (Bass, 1985; 1998). Bass (1985) believed that both forms 

of leadership can be effective.  

 

Yukl (1998) defined transformational leadership as the priorities and how leaders 

motivate their followers to perform beyond their expectation. Transformational leaders 

are willing to provide a common vision. They inspire their followers to go beyond their 

self-interests and concern on common interest. Transformational leaders broaden and 

evaluated their followers’ goals. It is a common practice for leaders to provide followers 

with confidence to perform beyond their expectations. Transformational leaders empower 

different responsibilities to their subordinates which seek new ways of doing their work 

and build confidence to fulfill the task.  

 

Bass and Avolio (1994) classified transformational leadership into four dimensions: (1) 

idealized influence, (2) inspirational motivation, (3) intellectual stimulation, and (4) 

individual consideration. These four leadership behaviors will motivate followers to work 

harder and perform better performance. Each dimensions of transformational leadership 

are presented. 
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2.2.2.1 Idealized Influence  

Idealized influence (II) encompasses the manner in which a leader gains the respect, trust, 

and admiration of followers. Transformational leaders express their conviction clearly in 

adopting their values, emphasizing the importance of trust, goral, commitment, and the 

ethical decisions (Forsyth, 1990).  II includes behaviors like set a personal example, give 

up interest of the group and demonstrate high ethical standards. The leader behaves as a 

role model demonstrated and shared risks with followers (Bass & Avolio, 1994). Expert 

and referent power is established through the use of idealized influence. The ability of a 

leader is to generate symbolic power which received followers’ trust. Such leaders 

express confidence and hold high expectations of their followers Consequently, 

subordinates have increased confidence and enthusiasm, which leads to increased effort 

to fulfil the expectations of the leader (Bass, 1985). 

 

2.2.2.2 Inspirational Motivation  

Inspirational motivation (IM) is the leader’s capacity to arouse team spirit, enthusiasm, 

and optimism. The leader inspires followers to find meaningful work in workplace and to 

get involved in envisioning a better future (Bass & Avolio, 1994). IM indicates the 

creation of a vision in future, a useful symbol and emotional argument, and a 

demonstration of optimism and enthusiasm. Leadership will motivate their followers and 

give challenge on their work. Inspirational leaders engage in behaviors that make 

followers feel self-confident, valued, and assured that the leader can help the group to 

overcome obstacles as new challenges and opportunities arise (Avolio & Gibbons, 1988; 

Avolio, Waldman & Yammarino, 1991). Peters and Waterman (1982) found that 
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inspirational leaders employ individual and organizational practices to arouse followers, 

which include the introduction of new projects, experimentation, volunteering, and the 

creation of an inspirational organizational culture and climate.  

 

2.2.2.3 Intellectual Stimulation  

Intellectually stimulation of a leader can encourage innovation, creativity, re-frame 

problems, question assumptions, and approach previous situations followers in new 

alternatives (Bass & Avolio, 1994). It is welcomed to receive new ideas that differ from 

the leader’s ideas. Intellectual stimulation (IS) is treated as behaviors which increase 

awareness of problems and challenges for followers. Leaders stimulate and provide a new 

angle for their followers which eventually innovate and create their mind set. Followers 

will question the meaning, reframe anticipated problems, and approach old tradition to 

new insights. A transformational leader develops subordinates’ conceptualization, 

comprehension, and discernment of the group’s problems and their solutions (Bass, 1985).  

 

2.2.2.4 Individualized Consideration  

Individualized consideration (IC) assumes leaders to provide support, encouragement, 

and coach to followers. They pay attention to followers’ need for achievement (Bass & 

Avolio, 1994).  Followers are expected to be developed into a high level of potential 

growth. Individualized consideration can take an expression of appreciation for effective 

performance and provide constructive feedback to subordinates. Individually considerate 

leaders set examples of effective performance, while advising, teaching, and mentoring 

subordinates. New learning opportunities are created and supported to develop individual 
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potential. Interactions with subordinates are personalized, while two-way communication 

is encouraged and practiced.  

 

2.2.3 Research Studies on Transformational Leadership  

Majority of the leadership literature examined how transformational leadership behaviors 

substantially influence employee motivation and performance (Barling, Weber & 

Kelloway, 1996; Dvir et al., 2002; Lowe et al., 1996; Waldman, Ramirez, House & 

Puranam, 2001). Previous research indicated that transformational leadership behaviors 

are positively related to their effectiveness and employee performance (Barling et al., 

1996). Two meta-analyses, which are Patterson, Fuller, Kester, and Stringer (1995) and, 

Lowe et al. (1996), confirmed a positive relationship between transformational leadership 

and follower performance. DeGroot, Kiker, and Cross (2000) completed another meta-

analysis, which confirm the positive relationship between transformational leadership and 

follower performance. To a small extent, the relationship between charismatic leadership 

and follower performance is found in individual level of analysis. DeGroot et al. (2000) 

further stated that “the relationship between transformational leadership and performance 

varied when leadership and performance were examined at both an individual versus 

group-level” (p. 363).  

 

Judge and Piccolo (2004) adopted another meta-analysis providing a comprehensive 

examination on different leadership behaviors, such as transactional, transformational, 

and laissez-faire leadership. Contingent reward and transformational leadership display 

the strongest and also the most consistent correlations across the leadership criteria, 

http://gateway.ut.ovid.com/gw1/ovidweb.cgi#104#104
http://gateway.ut.ovid.com/gw1/ovidweb.cgi#104#104
http://gateway.ut.ovid.com/gw1/ovidweb.cgi#144#144
http://gateway.ut.ovid.com/gw1/ovidweb.cgi#143#143
http://gateway.ut.ovid.com/gw1/ovidweb.cgi#130#130
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including follower job satisfaction, motivation, job performance, team performance, 

organization effectiveness (Howell & Hall-Merenda, 1999, Rafferty & Griffin, 2004). 

The moderator analysis for contingent reward and transformational leadership 

investigated whether validities varied depending on research design (cross-sectional vs. 

longitudinal), independence of data sources (same source vs. different source), study 

setting (business, college, military, or public sector), and level of leader (supervisory 

level vs. mid- to upper level).  

 

Transformational leadership validities are more robust across the moderator variable 

categories. Whereas both contingent reward and transformational leadership have non-

zero relations in cross-sectional designs and in designs in which the data sources are the 

same, only the validities of transformational leadership generalize when the research 

design is longitudinal and when the data are from different sources. Transformational 

leadership generalized in college settings, although the same was not true for contingent 

reward leadership. The validity of transformational leadership for studies that included 

business settings, university students, the military force, and the public sector, but 

differences among each setting were not significant. On the other hand, contingent 

reward appeared to have a stronger validity in a business setting than in college, the 

military, or the public sector. The level of the leader considered in a study did not affect 

the validities for contingent reward and transformational leadership where differences 

within this moderator category were not significant.  
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2.3 Paternalistic Leadership (PL) 

Paternalism is one of the most salient characteristics of Chinese leadership. Chinese culture 

emphasizes strong respect for the hierarchy of authority. This involves the leader providing 

guidance, protection, and care to the subordinate, whilst the subordinate is loyal and deferent to 

the leader. Silin (1976) found that the Chinese leadership concepts involve didactic leadership, 

moral leadership, centralized authority, maintaining social distance with followers, and 

implementing control tactics. Redding (1990) adopted an indigenous approach to explore 

medium and high level leadership issues within Chinese family businesses in Hong Kong, 

Indonesia, Singapore, and Taiwan. Results indicated distinct and clear-cut features of 

leadership of Chinese family businesses. Westwood (1997) indicated nine stylistic elements of 

paternalistic headship including “didactic leadership”, “non-specific intentions”, “reputation 

building”, “protection of dominance”, “political manipulation”, “patronage and nepotism”, 

“conflict diffusion”, “aloofness and social distance”, and “dialogue ideal”.  

 

Researchers have started to examine paternalistic leadership (PL) in Chinese contexts (Cheng, 

1995; Kuo, 2004). According to Farh and Cheng (2000), PL is one of the prevalent leadership 

behaviors in Chinese organizations. Traditionally, Confucianism favors regimentation and 

authoritarianism. Employees are managed by one central paternalistic figure. Bond and Hwang 

(1993) stated that Chinese workers prefer their leader to maintain a family-like harmonious 

relationship with followers and define job tasks. The suggestions indicate that Chinese workers 

prefer a leader who has high authoritarianism.  
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Chen (1995a, 1995b, 1995c) stated that paternalistic leadership has conscientious and careful 

discipline and authority. A leader will assume employees’ personal responsibility showing 

proper respect and obedience. These are mutual commitments and obligations. The leader-

follower relationship is characterized by a high degree of paternalism. Followers must obey 

their leaders in order to get the job done.  

 

Farh and Cheng (2000) defined paternalistic leadership as a leadership behavior which 

combines strong discipline and authority with fatherly benevolence and moral integrity 

couched in a personalistic atmosphere. Based on the above understanding, Farh and Cheng 

(2000) suggested that paternalistic leadership consists of three components, including 

authoritarian, benevolent, and moral leadership. Each component of paternalistic leadership 

behaviors was described as follows: 

 

2.3.1 Authoritarian Leadership 

According to Confucian tradition, followers are supposed to comply with leader’s 

requests without dissent, and Chinese employees have been socialized to respect vertical 

hierarchy and to have a dependent mind-set (Pye, 1981; Redding, 1990). The father-son 

cardinal relationship is considered paramount and supersedes all other social relations. 

An authoritarian leader asserts extremely authority and absolute control over followers. 

Authoritarian leader would demands unquestionable obedience. Such a leader behaves in 

a commanding fashion in front of followers, requires them to obey instructions 

completely, and punishes them when they do not follow his/her rules. Authoritarian 
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leadership is consistent with the cultural concept of Confucianism, and leader maintained 

strong authority and followers were obligated to be obedient by the regulations.  

 

Empirical studies have produced mixed results in which the effects of authoritarian 

leadership on followers’ behavioral outcomes. On the one hand, authoritarian leadership 

was found to be consistently negatively associated with loyalty to and trust in supervisor 

(Cheng et al., 2002), and identification with leader and commitment to organization, and 

positively related to fear of supervisor (Farh et al., 2004). Authoritarian leadership also 

has a negative effect on team interaction, member commitment, and satisfaction with 

leader in team context (Cheng et al., 2002). Wu et al. (2002) found that it invoked 

emotions such as anger, indignance, agitation, and tiredness amongst followers, and was 

also associated with a tendency to suppress the expression of such negative emotions.  

 

On the other hand, some studies have found positive associations between authoritarian 

leadership and employee loyalty to supervisor and organizational commitment, follower 

identification, compliance and gratitude (Cheng et al., 2003).  These positive effects were 

found in the context of multiple regression analyses in which benevolence, morality and 

follower demographic controls were also included.  
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2.3.2 Benevolent Leadership 

Benevolent leadership refers to leadership behaviors that demonstrate individualized 

concern for follower personal needs or familial well-being. Beyond work relations, a 

benevolent leader even expresses concern about a follower’s personal life, and takes good 

care of their family members. Followers will feel deeply grateful and obliged to 

reciprocate such treatment when the situation allows (Tsui & Farh, 1997). A typical 

benevolent leadership behavior includes devoting energy to take care of followers, 

showing concern for followers’ comfort, and encouraging followers when they encounter 

arduous problems. A benevolent leader even tries to understand what the cause is when 

their followers’ do not perform well. Cheng, Chou and Farh (2000) stated that benevolent 

leadership contained shi-en behaviors (favor granting), such as “individualized care” and 

“understanding and forgiving”. The cultural roots of benevolent leadership originate in 

the Confucian ideal of the five cardinal relationships and the norm of reciprocity. The 

five relationships are benevolent ruler with the loyal minister, the kind father with the 

filial son, the righteous husband with the submissive wife, the gentle elder brother with 

the obedient younger brother, and the kind elder with the deferent junior. Ideally, 

according to the five cardinal relationships, a supervisor should be kind to his/her 

subordinate and his/her subordinate show respect and filial piety to his/her supervisor. 

 

Benevolent leadership was positively related to followers’ identification, compliance and 

gratitude to the leader, loyalty and trust in leader, and to extra-role performance, such as 

organizational citizenship behavior (Cheng et al., 2003; Farh et al., 2004). Cheng et al. 

(2002) found that paternalistic leadership in a team context had a positive effect on team 
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member interaction, commitment, and satisfaction. Benevolent leadership was the only 

element among the three dimensions of paternalistic leadership that was positively 

correlated with gratitude and repayment (Farh et al., 2004; Yang, 1994; Cheng & Farh, 

2001). 

 

2.3.3 Moral Leadership 

Moral leadership refers to leadership behaviors which demonstrate superior personal virtue, 

self-discipline, and unselfishness. A moral leader treats people according to their virtues and 

does not envy others’ abilities and virtues.  Such a leader does not use authority to seek 

special privileges, does not take advantage of followers for personal gain, and does not use 

personal relationship or improper practices to obtain illicit advantages. Followers are likely to 

respect and identify with leaders who show high morality and integrity, and they may try to 

imitate those qualities (Yang, 1957; Yang, 1994). Moral leadership entails shuh-der (setting 

an example) behaviors, such as “integrity and fulfilling one’s obligations”, and “never 

taking advantage of others” and selfless paragon”. Similarly, modeling in the Western 

tradition implies that the leader will stress a higher level of moral values, such as equity 

and justice, and will lead by example (Burns, 1978; Bass, 1985; Podsakoff et al., 1990).  

 

The relationship between moral leadership and follower performance are similar to those 

for benevolent leadership except that the magnitude seems to be even stronger (Farh & 

Cheng, 2000).  Moral leadership was found to have a strong positive effect on nearly all 

of the follower outcomes across the five studies explored, such as follower attitudes to 

leader, such as loyalty toward leader, trust in leader, satisfaction with leader, follower 

identification, compliance and gratitude, and interaction quality with leader; and follower 
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attitudes and behaviors towards organization, such as organizational citizenship behavior, 

intention to stay, job performance (Cheng et al., 2002b; Cheng et al., 2004). Cheng et al. 

(2003) found that among the three components of paternalistic leadership, moral 

leadership had the strongest predictive power on employee outcomes. In Cheng et al. 

(2004), moral leadership even had a strong positive effect on employee compliance. The 

findings point to the importance of the leader’s morality in leadership-follower 

relationship. Whenever drastic changes in social values have weakened the legitimacy of 

authoritarianism, it is important to highlight the ascending influence of moral leadership 

(Cheng et al., 2003; Cheng et al., 2004). 

 

2.3.4 Comparison with Western Transformational Leadership Theory 

Paternalistic leadership demonstrates certain unique features in China and Taiwan as 

compared to Western leadership concepts, such as transformational leadership. Morris, 

Leung, Ames & Lickel (1999) developed a framework utilizing both emic and etic 

approaches for theory development, and by comparing Western leadership concepts with 

paternalistic leadership. Traditional leadership theory tends to interpret the leader’s role 

as transactional, simply to manage followers by clarifying their job roles and tasks to 

achieve goals.  

 

Transformational leadership in the West and paternalistic leadership in the East originated from 

distinct leadership theories bred in different cultural contexts with dissimilar fundamental 

assumptions about the rights and obligations of the superior. They each demonstrate a manifest 

leadership pattern and specific individual styles as perceived by followers. A transformational 

leader shows personal charisma and intellectual inspiration (Bass, 1985), while a paternalistic 
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leader displays authority, control, and image building (Farh & Cheng, 2000). These two 

leadership styles do have something in common. Transformational leadership includes 

individualized care that is similar to benevolent leadership. Researchers (e.g. Parry & Proctor-

Thomson, 2002) have recently started to explore the display of integrity by transformational 

leaders, which is similar to moral leadership. 

 

From an etic approach, consistent with a traditional Chinese saying: “Similarity exists in 

dissimilarity and vice versa”, transformational leadership in Western contexts and 

paternalistic leadership in Asian contexts contain general transformational behaviors that 

are applicable across cultures, as well as emic behaviors that are unique and applicable in 

a particular cultural setting (Yang, 2000). It is essential to understand which are universal 

(emic) and which are culture specific (etic) when transplanting a Western leadership 

model to Chinese business organizations. Previous leadership studies have not deal with 

the emic and etic issues in Chinese context. 

 

2.3.5 Research Studies on Paternalistic Leadership  

Paternalistic leadership typically assumed personal responsibility for the performance of 

every aspect of the organizations. Kuo (2004) mentioned that paternalistic leadership 

behaviors have positive impact on team performance. Although previous work 

investigated indigenous leadership approach within Chinese family businesses (CFB) are 

examined (Redding, 1990; Cheng, 1995), limited information on the predictions between 

paternalistic leadership and followers’ performance is reported. Paternalistic leadership 

triad model by Farh and Cheng’s (2000) were hypothesized to respond to authoritarianism with 
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compliance and dependence, moral leadership with respect and identification, and benevolent 

leadership with indebtedness and obligation to repay. The empirical studies have confirmed 

that subordinate identification was strongly associated with moral leadership, and follower 

gratitude and loyalty (one form of repayment) linked with benevolent leadership (Cheng et al., 

2004).  These studies, however, have failed to find a positive relationship between authoritarian 

leadership and compliance.  Instead, authoritarian leadership was found to be strongly 

associated with fear and anger (Wu et al., 2002). Farh et al. (2004) have tested the revised 

model using structural equation modeling and found that fear of leader mediated the effect of 

authoritarian leadership on compliance and other follower outcomes (e.g., dissatisfaction with 

supervision, low organizational commitment).  

 

Although most studies have shown that authoritarian leadership was negatively associated 

with followers’ loyalty to and trust in their supervisors (Cheng et al., 2002; Wu et al., 

2002), studies have revealed positive effects of authoritarian leadership on employee 

loyalty and commitment to the organization (Cheng, Chou, Huang, Farh & Peng, 2003). 

The concept of authoritarian leadership is not mainly focus on negative behaviors, such 

as autocracy and severity, but also positive behaviors, such as awe, dignity, and prestige. 

Cheng et al. (2002; 2004) indicated that paternalistic leadership could explain additional 

variance on followers’ outcomes. Results indicated that benevolent leadership and moral 

leadership emerged as the only leadership variables that had significant positive effects 

on followers’ organizational citizenship behaviors (OCB).   
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Recent leadership literature was highly encouraged to investigate leadership model in 

multi-level phenomenon (Bliese, et al., 2002; Hofmann & Jones, 2005). Multi-level of 

analysis was one of the alternatives to fully understand and integrate the disjointed of 

paternalistic leadership literature. Paternalistic leadership may be proposed and exists at 

two hierarchical levels, and multi-level influence flows from the group-level toward the 

individual-level of analysis. Paternalistic leadership manifests itself in general 

management style which shapes organizational climate and organizational performance 

in group-level of analysis. At the individual-level, paternalistic leadership behaviors 

affect follower outcomes psychological responses.  The multi-level effects of 

paternalistic leadership on individual level outcomes were similar to the notion of 

“leadership in organizations” (Dubin, 1979).  A multi-level analysis illustrated how top-

level paternalistic leadership can impact the organization, and the complex interplay 

between leadership of and in organizations as the two-levels of leadership operates 

together (Hunt & Ropo, 1998).  

 

2.4  Theoretical Explanations  

To examine the theoretical explanations of paternalistic leadership behaviors on 

followers’ performance, it is essential to review the distinct theoretical approaches which 

have been used to explain the leadership-subordinate relationship. 
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2.4.1 Social Exchange Theory 

Over several decades, a number of social exchange approaches from different disciplines 

have been developed, e.g. social psychology (Adams, 1963, 1965), sociology (Blau, 

1964). The focus of exchange-based theories ranges from exchanges based on economic 

self-interest to exchange based on close personal relationships. Given the breadth of these 

exchange theories, it is not surprising that few generalizations can be applied across all 

social exchange approaches (Cropanzano, Rupp, Mohler & Schminke, 2001). It is 

therefore suggested that social exchange theory serves as one of the basis in explaining 

the leadership phenomena. 

 

Blau’s (1964) social exchange relationships are mainly based on trust in leader in the 

leadership-follower relationship. When an individual gives favor to another, they do so 

trusting that the other party will reciprocate. Social exchange theory is a theoretical 

framework that has been used in empirical studies examining exchange relationships 

within an organizational context. This theory describes how social interactions are driven 

by the benefits received from exchange of service. The theoretical unit of analysis is 

usually focused on the dyad pattern of interactions among individuals, groups, and 

organizations. Social exchange theory is a theory of interdependence which the actions of 

one party determine the behavior of the other.  

 

According to most exchange theorists, social exchanges between two parties are anchored 

in self-interest, and are characterized by interdependency or mutual dependency. 

Homan’s (1961) restricted exchange model is an attempt to combine psychology and 
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economics for the purpose of explaining social exchange. He asserts the definition of 

social exchange as “two men are in face to fact contact and each is rewarding the other 

directly and immediately each is enabled to do his work better here and now” (p.4). From 

an explicit perspective, social exchange is dyadic in nature and that the exchange in 

rewards (for punishments) is direct actual behavior. 

 

Blau’s (1964) exchange theory attempts to strengthen Homan (1961)’s conceptualization 

of the economic basis of social exchange. Blau (1964) suggests social exchange occurs 

when “an individual is attracted to another if he expects associating with him to be in 

some way rewarding for himself, and his interest in the expected social rewards draws 

him to other” (p.20). Social exchange approach has recently been used as a theoretical 

foundation of research on justice (Cropazano et al., 2001), leadership (Graen & Scandura, 

1987; Wayne, Shore, Bommer, & Tetrick, 2002); perceived organizational support 

(Eisenberger et al., 1986; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002; Settoon, Bennett, & Liden, 

1996); psychological contracts (Rousseau, 1989; 1990; 1995), and organizational 

citizenship behavior (Organ, 1988; 1990).  

 

Social exchange theory focuses on the emergent properties that develop through social 

interactions or exchanges. Specifically, the basic premise underlying an exchange 

involves a person providing a service to another, obligating the other to return the service 

when the occasion arises. A failure to return a service received in an exchange suggests 

that the recipient is ungrateful, and should not to be trusted to reciprocate in future 

exchanges. Recurrent mutual exchanges, however, generate trust which over time 
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develops into a social bond between the parties. This bond to rewards from the exchange 

becomes the driving mechanism for future exchanges. Once a bond is formed between 

the parties, the specific services and rewards exchanged are no longer seen at face-value 

but are valued for the symbols they represent (i.e. trust, support, and commitment). 

 

2.4.2 Norm of Reciprocity 

Similar to other social exchange approaches, Blau (1964)’s theory suggests that self-

interest may be one motivating factor behind social interactions or exchanges. He 

suggests that parties to an exchange engage in voluntary actions or services because of 

the returns individuals expected to receive (Blau, 1964, p.91). In other words, the returns 

received from an exchange serves as inducements that reinforce both parties to engage in 

future exchanges. The parties value the services of each other, they will continue to 

reciprocate for payments received to continue receiving future payments. 

 

In contrast to Blau’s (1964) argument, Gouldner (1960) suggests that the norm of 

reciprocity is the starting mechanism of all exchanges. The norm of reciprocity suggests 

that individuals reciprocate benefits received because they “should repay” people who 

have helped them, and because it is the right and proper thing to do (Gouldner, 1960). 

Blau (1964) agrees with Gouldner (1960) that the norm of reciprocity does indeed play a 

role in social interactions, however, he does not consider it to be the starting mechanism 

for social exchanges. Blau (1964) states that “the norm of reciprocity merely reinforces 

and stabilizes tendencies inherent in the character of social exchange itself and that the 

fundamental starting mechanism of patterned social interactions is found in the existential 
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conditions of exchange, not in the norm of reciprocity. It is a necessary condition of 

exchange that individuals, in the interest of continuing to receive needed services, 

discharge their obligations for having received them in the past” (p.92). Blau (1964) is 

placing an overemphasis on self-interest and on the benefits received from an exchange. 

Once an exchange relationship has been established, parties may engage in an exchange, 

not because of self-interest, but rather because of the value the parties place on their 

relationship, as a result of successful exchanges in the past. 

 

2.4.3 Comparison between Economic Exchange and Social Exchange 

Blau’s (1964) most influential addition to the social exchange theory literature is the 

distinction between economic and social exchanges. Economic exchanges tend to be of a 

quid-pro-quo nature. These types of exchanges are similar to formal contracts which they 

involve the exchange of services that can be quantified and stipulated ahead of time. 

Because of the contractual nature of economic exchanges, a party that has failed to 

reciprocate benefits can be held responsible for its actions or lack thereof. In general, 

parties that engage in purely economic exchanges tend to have relationships that are 

driven by the self-interest of the parties. 

 

In contrary, social exchange entails unspecified and diffused obligations. Although there 

is a general expectation that obligations will be fulfilled sometime, the exact nature of 

these obligations cannot be predetermined. How and when obligations are fulfilled is up 

to the discretion of the obligated party. Given that obligations cannot be enforced, social 

exchanges require trusting others to discharge their obligations. Trust is fostered to the 
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extent that obligations are appropriately fulfilled by each of the parties involved in the 

exchange. According to social exchange theory, the parties are less concerned with 

keeping track of each others’ inducements and contributions, and are more concerned 

with the symbolic nature of the benefits received from the exchange relationship. The 

specific benefits received in exchange are valued for the support and trust that they 

represent, rather that for the extrinsic value of the benefits. 

 

Blau (1964) pointed out that whether parties engage in social exchanges depends partly 

on the character of the relationship between the exchange partners. Parties to an exchange 

have a personal relationship in which the parties are more concerned with each other’s 

interests than their own. In contrast, economic exchanges are more impersonal and 

detached from the source that supplies the services exchanged. However, economic 

exchanges (which initially required very little trust on the part of exchange parties) may 

evolve into a social exchange relationship. In this instance, the exchange relationship is 

driven more by the psychological bond between the parties and less by the self-interests 

of the parties. 

 

2.5  Mechanisms between Leadership Behaviors and Followers’ Performance 

Theoretical background of research in leadership studies have emerged an attempt to 

examine the mechanisms of leadership effectiveness. Leadership research concentrates on 

the examination of direct relationship and indirect effect of leadership behaviors that 

influence on follower performance. Leadership behaviors would add aspirations, 

motivate higher order needs of followers, and arouse them to transcend their own self-
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interests (Bass, 1985; Yukl, 1989). Bryman (1992) indicated several existing studies 

which demonstrate the linkage between transformational leadership style and employees’ 

satisfaction and job performance. Judge and Piccolo (2004), DeGroot et al. (2000), Lowe 

et al. (1996), Waldman et al. (1995) reviewed that generally both transactional and 

transformational leadership have positive effect on follower performance.  

 

The mediating mechanisms by which leadership influences on followers’ performance have 

begun to attract research attention (Dvir, Eden, Avolio & Shamir, 2002; Wang et al., 2005). 

In this study, self-efficacy (Bono & Judge, 2003), perceived supervisory support (Jung & 

Avolio, 2000), and dependence (Kark et al., 2003) were included. These mediating 

variables were used to examine the mediating processes of paternalistic leadership on 

followers’ performance. First, self-efficacy defined as a person’s capabilities to organize 

and execute the required action to produce a given attainments (Bandura, 1997). Self-

efficacy tends to be more stable and may influence the followers’ reactions. Second, 

perceived supervisory support (PSS) was defined as the extent to which employees 

concern their supervisors’ value on their contributions and care about their well-being 

(Kottke and Sharafinski, 1988). It is common to indicate that perceived supervisory 

support was borrowed the concept from social exchange theory (Blau, 1964). Third, Kark, 

et al. (2003) tested the mediating effect of personal identification and social identification 

in the relationship between leadership and followers’ dependence and empowerment. 

Results indicated that dependence was treated as the mediating mechanisms in which 

followers perceive the leader as extraordinary and exceptional. Hence, it makes good 

sense to expect that followers tend to feel more dependence on a leader when they are 

http://gateway.ut.ovid.com/gw2/ovidweb.cgi#115#115
http://gateway.ut.ovid.com/gw2/ovidweb.cgi#223#223
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involved in the leadership process. Last but not least, self-efficacy (Bono & Judge, 2003; 

Shamir, House & Arthur, 1993; Sosik, Avolio & Kahai, 1997), perceived supervisory 

support (Jung & Avolio, 2000), and dependence (Kark et al., 2003) were particularly 

relevant to explain the adaptive behavior of followers. Hence, self-efficacy, perceived 

supervisory support and dependence play an important role to determine how the three 

dimensions of paternalistic leadership are transmitted to followers’ performance. 

 

2.5.1 Self-Efficacy  

Self efficacy has proven to be relevant to many aspects of human resource management 

and organizational behavior research literature. Self-efficacy defines as one’s belief in 

one’s capability to perform a specific task (Bandura, 1978). Bandura (1986) defined 

“self-efficacy as people’s judgments of their capabilities to organize and execute courses 

of action required to attain designated types of performances. Self-efficacy is concerned 

not with the skills one has but with the judgments of what one can do with whatever 

skills one possesses” (p.391). Bandura (1997) further defined self-efficacy as “belief in 

one’s capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce a 

given attainments” (p.3).  

 

Self-efficacy beliefs constitute the key factor of human agency. Bandura (1997) states 

that efficacy beliefs: 

“influence the courses of action people choose to pursue, how much effort they 

put forth in given endeavors, how long they will preserve in the face of obstacles 

and failures, their resilience to adversity, whether their though patterns are self-
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hindering or self-aiding, how much stress and depression they experience in 

coping with environmental demands, and the level of accomplishments they 

realize (Bandura, 1997, p.3)”. 

 

Self-efficacy beliefs can influence an individual to become committed to execute his/her 

behaviors necessary to produce desire outcomes. Self-efficacy theory states the level and 

strength of the beliefs of an individual. According to Bandura (1982, 1989, 1993), people 

have decision making based on their own perception on self-efficacy by undertaking 

activities and choosing situations which have successful experience. When people have a 

strong sense of perceived self-efficacy, they put forth a greater effort to accomplish a task 

despite the obstacles they encounter than the one who has a weak sense of self-efficacy 

(Feltz, 1982). 

  

Bandura (1986) explained that people who pay sufficient effort will well executed 

successful experience. The successful experiences of an individual will reinforce 

expectations of his/her self-competency and efficacy. On the contrary, individuals who 

have low perception on self-efficacy. This will retain negative expectations about their 

personal competence regarding the task. This end up with people who considers 

information about his/her own ability. As a result, individuals will determine how much 

effort they are willing to expend and how long the effort will be maintained despite 

failures (Bandura, 1986, Bandura & Cervone, 1983; Chen & Bliese, 2002). Previous 

findings have shown a positive relationship between self-efficacy and follower 

performance (Bandura, 1997, Judge, Thoresen, Pucik & Welboume, 1999, Stajkovic & 
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Luthans, 1998; Gardner & Pierce, 1998). Self-efficacy would like to influence individual 

emotional reactions, effort, coping, and persistence to changes as a result of learning, 

experience and feedback. 

 

2.5.2 Perceived Supervisory Support (PSS) 

Eisenberger, Cummings, Armeil and Lynch (1997), Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison 

and Sowa (1986) and Shore & Shore (1995) propose that organizational support theory to 

meet the needs and to determine the organization’s readiness to reward increase work 

effort. As borrow the concept from perceived organization support (POS) which defined 

as employees’ global beliefs about the extent to which the organization value employees’ 

contributions and cares about their well being (Eisenberger et al., 1986), Greller and 

Herold (1975) indicated that employees relied on the supervisor more than either co-

workers and organization for information about their work.  

 

Global perceptions of employees concern the valuation of an organization in which 

employees perceive global views concerning the extent to which leaders value their 

contributions and care about their well-being. Kottke and Sharafinski (1988) defined 

perceived supervisory support (PSS) as employees form global perceptions concerning 

their valuation by the organization. PSS is defined as the general views of employees 

concerning the degree to which leaders value their contributions and care about their 

well-being. Leaders are responsible for the direction and evaluation of subordinates' 

performance. The key concept for PSS is that employees view their leader's favorable or 

unfavorable orientation toward them as indicative of the organization's support 

http://gateway.ut.ovid.com/gw2/ovidweb.cgi#223#223
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(Eisenberger et al., 1986; Levinson, 1965). Employees understand that supervisors’ 

evaluations of subordinates are often conveyed to upper management and influence upper 

management’s view, further contributing to employees’ association of supervisory 

support with POS. In order to assess employees’ perceptions of supervisory support, 

Kottke and Sharafinski (1988) stated that employees value supervisory feedback more 

than that received from the organization as a whole. Additionally, employees understand 

that supervisors' evaluations of subordinates are often conveyed to upper management, 

further contributing to employees' association of supervisor support with POS. 

 

2.5.3 Dependence 

Transformational leadership behaviors can contribute to the empowerment of followers 

performance which have the potential of creating dependence (Kark et al., 2003). 

Charismatic leadership theory proposed that followers may perceive their leader as 

extraordinary and exceptional. Followers will solely depend on the charismatic leader for 

guidance and inspiration (Yukl, 1998).  

 

Borrowed from the concept of personal identification, an individual’s belief on a leader 

becomes self-referential or self-defining is indicated. As a charismatic leader, the effect 

of this leadership behavior on followers is largely based on personal identification. 

Conger and Kanungo’s (1998) charismatic leadership theory emphasize personal 

identification as the main mechanism suggesting that charismatic leadership influence on 

followers is based on referent power. Dependence defined as the quality or state of being 

influenced or determined by or subject to another. In leadership-follower relationship, 

http://gateway.ut.ovid.com/gw2/ovidweb.cgi#192#192
http://gateway.ut.ovid.com/gw2/ovidweb.cgi#227#227
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dependence means subordinates dependent on leader for instructional directions (Kark et 

al, 2003).  

 

After a review on the potential constructs on the relationship between different leadership 

and follower performance, a research gap exists at theoretical level. Although 

transactional, transformational, and paternalistic leadership theory predicts a positive 

relationship between leadership behaviors and follower performance, there is no explicit 

theoretical argument linking leadership behaviors and followers performance in both 

individual and group-level of analysis. Similarly, there is little theorizing or empirical 

research on intervening variables that would explain the potential mechanisms by which 

leadership behaviors influence to follower performance (Conger and Kanungo, 1998).  

 

Kark et al. (2003) examined that there is a positive relationship between transformational 

leadership and followers’ dependence and empowerment. Personal identification was 

examined as the mediator between the relationship between transformational leadership 

and followers’ dependence on the leader. Similar with the logic of personal identification, 

social identification mediated the relationship between transformational leadership and 

empowerment. Research studies should clarify the relationship by examining different 

leadership behaviors which will lead to dependence and whether the mixture of 

empowerment and dependence of the leadership-follower relationship. 
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2.6 Research Needs in Leadership Studies 

The research dealing with the relationship between paternalistic leadership behaviors and 

followers’ performance has several research gaps. First, leadership researchers still do not 

understand the whole picture on the relationship between paternalistic leadership 

behaviors and performance outcomes in Chinese business organizations. Farh and Cheng 

(2000) indicated that the paternalistic leadership research must be further developed in 

order to examine the unique effect of authoritarian, benevolent, and moral leadership on 

work attitudes and efficiency.  

 

Second, and most importantly, researchers have not fully investigated the intervening 

variables that would shed light on the mediating mechanisms between paternalistic 

leadership behaviors and follower performance (Kark et al., 2003). It is essential to 

examine the mediating mechanisms by which paternalistic leadership behaviors, such as 

authoritarian, benevolent, and moral leadership effects are transmitted to follower 

performance.  

 

Third, researchers have to investigate the direct effects of authoritarian, benevolent, and 

moral leadership on followers’ performance. In dealing with methodological issues, 

researchers have drawn conclusions regarding the relationship between paternalistic 

leadership behaviors and follower performances based on single-source data, raising 

concerns about the possible effect of common method variance on the findings (Bass, 

1985; Lowe et al., 1996).  
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In overall, a review of the development in classical leadership theories, the definitions of 

leadership behaviors, the underpinning theoretical explanation of leadership effects, and 

the methodological flaws for the leadership-follower performance relationship provide a 

strong basis for the development of the conceptual-based model. In the next chapter, a 

model of paternalistic leadership on followers’ performance is presented.  
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CHAPTER 3 

THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENT AND 

HYPOTHESES 

 

3 Introduction 

A review of the published leadership literature indicates that the majority of studies on 

leadership behaviors have concentrated on the direct relationship of leadership to multi-

level performance outcomes, with a lack of attention given to the specific mechanisms 

linking leadership behaviors and followers’ performance (Kark et al., 2003). Little 

systematic analysis of the relationship has been demonstrated between paternalistic 

leadership and followers’ performance (Kuo, 2004). This chapter aims at developing a 

conceptually-based paternalistic leadership model, which analyzes the direct relationship 

of paternalistic leadership on followers’ performance, and examines the possible 

mediating mechanisms. 

 

3.1 Research Model 

This study employs a triad model of paternalistic leadership, which consists of the three 

components, authoritarian, benevolent, and moral leadership matched with a culturally 

prescribed pattern of subordinate response (Farh & Cheng, 2000). Based on the 

leadership theories reviewed in chapter 2, a model of the relationship between 

paternalistic leadership and follower performance was developed. A multi-level model 

depicting the key theoretical relationships between paternalistic leadership and followers’ 

performance is presented in Figure 3.1.  



Paternalistic Leadership and Followers’ Performance 

48 

Figure 3.1 Paternalistic Leadership and Followers’ Performance    
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3.2 Paternalistic Leadership 

Farh and Cheng (2000) explained paternalistic leadership as a kind of Chinese leadership 

behaviors that combines strong discipline, authority with fatherly benevolence and moral 

integrity couched in a personalistic atmosphere. Authoritarian leadership refers to a 

leader’s behavior that asserts strong authority. He/she controls over followers and request 

followers’ demands unquestioning obedience. Benevolent leadership implies that a 

leader’s behavior demonstrates personal and familial concerns on followers.  Moral 

leadership is broadly demonstrated as superior moral character and integrity in not acting 

selfishly and leading by example.  

 

3.2.1 Relationship between Paternalistic Leadership and Followers’ Performance 

As mentioned, Farh and Cheng’s (2000) paternalistic leadership model matches the three 

strands of Chinese leadership with a culturally prescribed pattern of subordinate 

responses. Cheng et al’s (2004) study indicated that the three components of paternalistic 

leadership, authoritarian, benevolent, and moral leadership have significant and unique 

effects on followers’ outcomes.  

 

3.2.1.1 Authoritarian Leadership and Followers’ Performance 

Under the influence of Confucianism, traditional Chinese culture applies the norm of an 

authoritarian leader whose followers are obliged to obey, to all forms of hierarchical 

Chinese organizations. Specifically, the inferior party in a hierarchical relationship is 

supposed to respect and even submit to the authority of a superior. Authoritarian leadership 

cannot work unless subordinates have been socialized to respect vertical hierarchy and 



Paternalistic Leadership and Followers’ Performance 

50 

have a dependent mind-set (Pye, 1981; Redding, 1990).  If a follower is not ready or 

willing to play his role, an authoritarian leader’s insistence will be futile at best and will 

lead to strain, disharmony, and even a breakdown of the relationship at worst.  Farh and 

Cheng (2000) proposed that authoritarian leadership should include monopolized 

authority, no wish to undertake empowering and top- down communication, 

appropriation of information, tight control, the ignoring suggestions, and maintenance of 

dignity. Such characteristics of authoritarianism result in awe and obedience from 

subordinates (Cheng, 1995).  

 

Empirical studies indicated that authoritarian leadership was negatively associated with 

followers’ loyalty and trust in leader (Wu, Hsu & Cheng, 2002). Cheng, Huang, and Chou 

(2002) clearly indicated that authoritarian leadership has a negative effect on team 

interaction, and on team members’ commitment to, and satisfaction with team leaders. 

Authoritarian leadership had positive effects on employee loyalty to supervisor and 

commitment to organization and angry emotions, i.e., anger, indignation, agitation, 

tiredness (Cheng et al., 2003; Cheng et al., 2004). As authoritarian leadership has been 

characterized as providing clear directions and absolute authority to followers, 

compliance without dissent is built on the role-based norm of fear and conformity to the 

leader’s legal authority. Consequently, authoritarian leaders display a dominating role, 

showing little respect for followers’ opinions (Bass, 1990). These types of behaviors tend to 

deteriorate followers’ performance (Tsui & Farh, 1997). An authoritarian leaders does not 

seem to be limited to impacting followers’ performance, but is also reflected in 

organizational citizenship behavior. Authoritarian leadership is more likely to be 
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negatively related with follower performance. Hence, 

 

Hypothesis 1: Authoritarian leadership is negatively associated with followers’ 

in-role and extra-role performance. 

 

3.2.1.2 Benevolent Leadership and Followers’ Performance 

Benevolent leadership was found to have positive effects on follower psychological 

responses, such as identification, compliance and gratitude to the leader, loyalty, trust in 

leader, and organizational citizenship behavior (Cheng et al., 2004; Farh et al., 2004). 

Benevolent leadership includes concern for the individual, regarding the subordinate as 

one of his/her family members. He/she maintains the prestige of his/her subordinates and 

avoids to induce humiliating behavior. The cultural roots of benevolent leadership lie in 

Confucianism which asserts that although the inferior party in a hierarchical relationship 

should be loyal and obedient, the superior one should act gently and benevolently toward 

the inferior.  The relational harmony is achieved by adhering to role obligations. This 

reciprocity takes the form of genuine gratitude, personal loyalty, or obedience to, and 

compliance with, the superior’s requests, even beyond what is normally required in the 

subordinate role (Yang, 1957).  

 

Social exchange theory (Blau, 1964; Graen & Scandura, 1987; Settoon et al., 1996; 

Wayne et al., 2002); posits that there is a general expectation between a leader who 

exhibits high levels of benevolence and subordinates who exert themselves to perform. 

The obligations between the two parties are fulfilled, given that social exchanges require 
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trusting others to discharge their obligations. When the leadership-follower performance 

relationship plays out according to role, social harmony exists. Benevolent leadership 

was positively correlated with subordinates’ gratitude and repayment (Cheng & Jiang, 

2000). Cheng et al. (2002a) found that paternalistic leadership had a positive effect on 

team effectivness which generalized to the team context. While respect for authority has 

been weakened with social modernization, reciprocity value has not (Yang, 1994; Cheng 

& Farh, 2001). Accordingly, the specific benefits received are valued for the support and 

trust that they represent, rather that for the extrinsic value of the benefits. Benevolent 

leadership emerged as the leadership behavior that had significant positive effects on 

followers’ extra-role performance as well. Thus, 

 

Hypothesis 2: Benevolent leadership is positively associated with followers’ in-

role and extra-role performance. 

 

3.2.1.3 Moral Leadership and Followers’ Performance 

Confucius believed the use of moral principles, moral examples, and moral persuasion 

should be paramount. Regulation and punishment are considered ineffective because they 

only regulate overt behaviors, and not inner thoughts (Yang, 1957). Moral leadership was 

found to have a positive effect on the follower outcomes across five studies; the outcomes 

being loyalty toward leader, trust in leader, satisfaction, follower identification, 

compliance and gratitude, and interaction quality with leader, organizational commitment, 

citizenship behavior, intention to stay, job performance (2003; Cheng et al., 2004; Farh et 
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al., 2004). Moral leadership works only if followers identify with their leader’s moral 

superiority and are willing to imitate it.  

 

Followers’ are motivated by a leader who exhibits both high levels of morality and 

demonstrates best practice.  Followers are attracted and energized by moral leaders who 

are of high moral standard in competing work tasks (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Cheng et al. 

(2003) found that moral leadership had the strongest predictive power on employee 

outcomes. In Cheng et al. (2004), moral leadership even had a strong positive effect on 

employee compliance, more than authoritarian leadership as might be expected. 

Followers consider organizational goals above their own advantage. Results pointed to 

the importance of morality in leadership-follower performance relationship where drastic 

changes in social values have weakened the legitimacy of authoritarian leadership in 

China, but highlight the ascending influence of moral leadership (Farh & Cheng, 2000). 

Thus, moral leadership is more likely to be positively associated with follower in-role and 

extra-role performance. Hence,  

 

Hypothesis 3: Moral leadership is positively associated with followers’ in-role 

and extra-role performance. 

 

3.2.2 Possible Mediating Mechanisms 

In addition to the direct relationship on performance outcomes, paternalistic leadership 

studies employing several mediating mechanisms on followers’ performance have devoted 

relatively little attention. Dependence, perceived supervisory support, and self-efficacy 



Paternalistic Leadership and Followers’ Performance 

54 

were included to understand the psychological mechanisms between paternalistic 

leadership behaviors and followers’ performance. 

 

3.2.2.1 Authoritarian Leadership, Dependence, and Followers’ Performance 

Accumulating evidence has shown that authoritarian leadership is negatively associated 

with follower’s loyalty, and trust in supervisor (Cheng, Shieh & Chou, 2002), 

identification with leader, and positively related to fear of supervisor (Farh & Cheng, 

2000). Furthermore, Wu et al. (2002) explored the influence of authoritarian leadership on 

followers' anger responses and job satisfaction. They classified authoritarian leadership 

into four kinds of behaviors, including authority and control, underestimating subordinate 

competence, image building, and didactic behavior. Results showed that authoritarian 

leadership triggered followers' anger, which in turn had a negative effect on followers' 

job satisfaction.  

 

Howell (1988) indicated that transformational leadership is likely to lead to dependence, 

submissive loyalty, conformity and blind obedience on the part of followers. According 

to his argument, dependence defines as followers who have a strong identification with 

their leader are being influenced or determined by or subject to another (Katz & Kahn, 

1966). As authoritarian leadership has been characterized as assuming absolute authority 

and providing clear directions to followers, compliance without dissent is built on the 

role-based norm of fear and conformity to the leader’s legal authority. Authoritarian 

leadership behavior implies that followers will develop dependence on their leader (Kets de 
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Vries, 1988), accept orders and assume authority-oriented values (Cheng & Jiang, 2000). 

Thus,  

 

Hypothesis 4: The negative effect of authoritarian leadership on followers’ in-role 

and extra-role performance will be mediated by dependence. 

 

3.2.2.2  Benevolent Leadership, Perceived Supervisory Support, and Followers’ 

Performance 

Benevolent leadership was found to have direct positive effects on followers’ psychological 

responses, including identification, compliance and gratitude to the leader, loyalty to, and trust 

in, a leader (Cheng et al., 2003; Cheng et al., 2004). Empirical studies reported that 

benevolent leadership is positively related to followers’ task performance and 

organizational citizenship behaviour which explained by social exchange theory (e.g. 

Wayne, Shore, Bommer & Tetrick, 2002). In defining social exchange theory, Blau (1964) 

suggests that “an individual is attracted to another if he expects associating with him to 

be in some way rewarding for himself, and his interest in the expected social rewards 

draws him to the other” (p.20).  

 

According to social exchange theory, leader-follower relationship involves the provision 

of support and consideration by the supervisor. This is reflected in the construct 

“perceived supervisor support” (PSS), defined as the degree in which leaders value 

followers’ contributions and concern on their well-being (Kottke & Sharafinski, 1988). 

Perceived supervisory support is an important intermediate construct in leadership-

http://gateway.ut.ovid.com/gw2/ovidweb.cgi#223#223
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follower performance relationship, which suggested that followers are willing to 

vulnerable leaders’ actions and heavily relied on how leaders behave. Leaders can foster 

employees’ perceived support by providing rewards to followers in order to receive the 

exchange of their followers. The development of a high quality social exchange is likely 

in the presence of benevolent leadership. In order to reciprocate the individualized 

consideration and benevolent care that a benevolent leader would express in the leader-

subordinate relationship, followers are likely to spend more time on required tasks and be 

willing to go above and beyond their work roles. More specifically, followers are more 

likely to perceive high levels of benevolence as involved in supervisory support, which 

they are likely to reciprocate by performing well in task performance and engaging more 

readily in organizational citizenship behavior.  

 

Hypothesis 5: The positive effect of benevolent leadership on followers’ in-role 

and extra-role performance will be mediated by perceived supervisory support. 

 

3.2.2.3 Moral Leadership, Self-efficacy, and Followers’ Performance 

Moral leadership was found a positive effect on follower outcomes on directed towards 

the leader and the organization. Followers are loyalty towards leader, trust in leader, 

satisfaction with leader, subordinate identification, compliance and gratitude, and 

interaction quality with leader while the organization directed attitudes and behaviors 

include organizational commitment, citizenship behavior, intention to stay and job 

performance (Farh et al., 2004). Results investigated that moral leadership has a strong 

positive effect on employee compliance (Cheng et al., 2004).  
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Recent Western leadership studies have well-established the importance of self-efficacy 

in an individual’s incentive to perform and act in pursuit of goals (Brown, Jones & Leigh, 

2005). Moral leadership makes the organization’s mission salient and persuades 

followers to forgo personal interests and interests for the collective interest (Cheng et al., 

2002; Cheng et al., 2003). Given that self-efficacy reflects high motivation in leadership-

follower performance relationships, a highly moral leader encourages followers to 

incorporate their self-value into work practices. When followers perceive higher levels of 

engagement and are motivated by the self-discipline of high morality, they will be more 

comfortable and confident in engaging in task performance and they will also put extra 

effort. Therefore, 

 

Hypothesis 6: The positive effect of moral leadership on followers’ in-role and 

extra-role performance will be mediated by self-efficacy. 

 

3.3  Demographic Variables 

Prior studies have mentioned that several demographic variables influence the relationship 

between leadership behaviors and followers’ performance (Lee & Farh, 2004). This study 

controlled for the effects of potential control variables, like gender, age, educational level, 

organizational tenure, etc. The personal experiences and backgrounds of the exchange between 

leaders and followers may influence how respondents rate the leadership behaviors, 

psychological states, and in-role and extra-role performance. Therefore, followers’ gender, 

education level, age, organization tenure, and leader-follower dyad tenure were controlled (Lee 

and Farh, 2004, Bauer & Green 1996), as they are part of the indicators likely to influence the 

relationship between paternalistic leadership and followers’ performance.  
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Table 3.1 summarizes the definition of all independent variables, mediating variables, 

dependent variables, and control variables and the proposed hypotheses. 
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Table 3.1 Independent, Mediating, Dependent & Control Variables and Hypotheses 

 
Variable 
 

Definitions References Hypotheses 

Independent 
Variables 

   

Authoritarian 
Leadership 

A leader’s behavior that asserts absolute 
authority and control over subordinates 
and demands unquestionable obedience 
from subordinates 

Cheng, Chou & Farh 
(2000) 

H1 / - 

Benevolent 
Leadership  

A leader’s behavior demonstrates 
individualized, holistic concern for 
subordinates’ personal or familial well-
being 

Cheng, Chou & Farh 
(2000) 

H2 / + 

Moral Leadership A leader’s behavior that demonstrates 
superior personal virtues, self-discipline, 
and unselfishness. 

Cheng, Chou & Farh 
(2000) 

H3 / + 

Mediating Variables    
Dependence The quality or state of being influenced or 

determined by or subject to another 
Kark, Shamir & Chen  
(2003) 

H4 / - 

Perceived 
Supervisory Support 
(PSS) 

Employees develop general views 
concerning the degree to which 
supervisors value their contributions and 
care about their well-being 

Eisenberger, 
Huntington, 
Hutchison, & Sowa 
(1986) 

H5 / + 

Self-Efficacy Individual’s judgments of their 
capabilities to organize and execute 
courses of action required to attain 
designated types of performances 

Schwarzer, BaBler, 
Kwiatek, Schroder, & 
Zhang (1997) 

H6 / + 

Dependent 
Variables 

   

In-role Performance 
(Task performance) 

Individual behavior that is directly or 
explicitly recognized by the formal 
reward system 

Williams & Anderson 
(1991) 

-- 

Extra-role 
Performance   
(Organizational 
Citizenship 
Behaviors) 

Individual behavior that is discretionary, 
not directly or explicitly recognized by 
the formal reward system, and in the 
aggregate promotes the effective 
functioning of the organization 

Lee and Allen (2002) -- 

Control Variables    
Gender  Male/ Female 

 
Lee & Farh, 2004 -- 

Age Exact Age 
 

Lee & Farh, 2004 -- 

Education Education level 
 

Lee & Farh, 2004 -- 

Leader-member 
tenure 

Years of experience with a leader Bauer & Green 1996 -- 

Organization tenure Years of experience in organization 
 

Bauer & Green 1996 -- 
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This chapter integrates the basic background of leadership literature and identify the 

research gap in leadership literature, in order to develop a conceptually-based 

paternalistic leadership model. The hypotheses were, first, to examine how authoritarian, 

benevolent, and moral leadership are transmitted to followers’ in-role and extra-role 

performance respectively, and second, to examine the mediating mechanisms between 

leadership behaviors and followers’ performance by intermediate variables, like 

dependence, perceived supervisory support, and self-efficacy. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 

4 Introduction 

This chapter discusses the methodological procedures used to test the model and 

hypotheses. It presents a detailed explanation of the research method, instruments, 

procedures, and methods of analysis. The research involves two sample surveys which 

are sample 1 – scout association of Hong Kong, and sample 2 – a manufacturing firm in 

China. The main objective is to test specific hypotheses based on the model outlined in 

chapter 3. The research methods, sample population, and data collection procedures are 

discussed. Then, the measurement of constructs is explained in detail. Finally, the 

statistical procedures that are used to analyze the data are described.  

 

4.1 Quantitative Research Method 

The research method used was primarily quantitative, following a concurrent, criterion-

related validation strategy (Cascio, 1982). In other words, predictor and criterion data 

were gathered concurrently from leader-follower dyads. Figure 4.1 shows an overview of 

the research methodology.  
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Figure 4.1 Overview of Research Methodology 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PRETEST 
 
Specify the domain and 
dimensionality of the constructs 
 
Modify the items of measurement 
scales 

SAMPLE 1 
 
Questionnaires were sent to a large 
voluntary organization in Hong 
Kong (Scout Association of Hong 
Kong) 
 
 

SAMPLE 2 
 
Questionnaires were sent to a large 
manufacturing firm in Mainland 
China 
 
 

Methods 

• Literature Review 
 
 
• Pretest (2 Professors & 3 Master 

Students, Scout Leader, HR 
Managers) 

 

• Sample 1 (both scout leaders 
and scout members) 

• Confirmatory Factor 
Analysis, Reliability Test, 
Multiple Regression, 
Hierarchy Linear Modeling 
(HLM) 

 
 

• Sample 2 (both  frontline 
leaders and workers) 

• Confirmatory Factor 
Analysis, Reliability Test, 
Multiple Regression, 
Hierarchy Linear Modeling 
(HLM) 

 
 

Steps 
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4.1.1 Research Methodology 

In order to ensure the validity and reliability of all the constructs in the questionnaire, a 

pretest was conducted. The survey instruments were then refined by two professors and 

three graduate students from the Faculty of Business, The Hong Kong Polytechnic 

University.   

 

4.1.1.1 Pre-test of Research Instruments 

The purpose of the pre-test of research instrument was to confirm that all the 

measurement scales were appropriate, correct and understandable for the respondents. 

Two professors, three students with at least Master-level qualification in Faculty of 

Business (FB) at The Hong Kong Polytechnic University, and three scout leader(s) 

carefully reviewed the questionnaire, and provided detailed comments. They were asked 

to respond to the questionnaire and freely mark the instruments, and instructions 

wherever there was a lack of clarity and provide any comments on the instrument in 

general. The extent of their detailed comments provided indication of the currency and 

interest in the topic. The feedback and comments from the pretest resulted in several 

changes and modifications to the questionnaire. Each interviewee completed the 

questionnaire in the presence of the researcher and was then asked to discuss his 

interpretation of individual items with respect to the overall objectives of the research. 

They were all done interactively, with the executive giving verbal comments and asking 

questions of the researcher while completing the questionnaire. Any changes require in 

the instrument were incorporated and the revised instrument was administered to the next 

respondent. The general information section of the questionnaire was completely 



Paternalistic Leadership and Followers’ Performance 

64 

reworked. Changes included clarification of certain ambiguous items, emphasis on the 

concept of leadership and the addition of certain descriptive items. A pre-test of the 

questionnaire were then involved conducting a focus group discussion, with two human 

resource practitioners who were familiar in the field of human resource management or 

leadership in order to uncover any problems before administering the full-scale 

questionnaire to the selected sample group of members.  

 

4.1.1.2 Questionnaire Translation and Validity 

In order to ensure the validity, the proposed questionnaire was translated into Chinese 

and then back-translated into English by three Master-level students, who major in 

translation and language linguistic studies. The questionnaire items were originally in 

English and were translated into Chinese by a bilingual academic of Mandarin and English. A 

back-translation was conducted, with the items being translated back to English by another 

bilingual academic of Mandarin and English to ensure that both English and Mandarin versions 

of the items were comparable with a high degree of accuracy (Cohen, Cohen, & Jen, 2005). 

 

4.1.2 Sample 1 – Scout Association of Hong Kong 

After the pre-test, questionnaires were sent to participants (including one Scout leader 

and three to five scout members per group) in the Scout Association of Hong Kong. The 

Scout Association of Hong Kong is a voluntary organization. Unlike an employment 

relationship, which involves a contract of employment and performance of duties in return for 

consideration, participation as a scout is entirely voluntary. The main mission of Scout 



Paternalistic Leadership and Followers’ Performance 

65 

Association of Hong Kong is to be the best voluntary organization for the development of 

young people in Hong Kong for the betterment of our society.   

 

As voluntary organizations, first, volunteers do not sign agreements with organizations to 

provide service or a specific project; their service of work can last anywhere from hours 

to months and ends when the organization no longer desires their services. Workers sign 

agreements with organizations to provide service for a certain length of time; their 

employment ends when the contracts expired. Second, volunteers typically receive less 

supervision of leaders than workers in work organizations. Volunteers are more likely 

than workers either to work independently or to receive substantial supervision from 

organization. Because of the differences in the nature of employment regulation, 

volunteers and workers may represent two different mechanisms in leadership. In 

particular, scout leaders is to encourage the spiritual, mental and physical development of 

scout members as an integral part of an overall plan of continuous training and to ensure 

that its members are given every opportunity and encouragement to take their place in 

society as young people of standing and worth.  

 

In the period of December 2005 to June 2006, scout leaders and members of the Scout 

Association of Hong Kong participated in responding a questionnaire, a return envelope, 

and a letter of introduction prepared by the researcher. Questionnaires were administrated 

to the scout leaders and then were re-distributed the questionnaires to their scout 

members by the researcher during scout normal meeting. Each questionnaire included a 

researcher-assigned identification number in order to allow us to match the scout 
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members’ responses with their scout leaders’ evaluations. Scout leaders were asked to 

answer a separate questionnaire, containing questions regarding the in-role and extra-role 

work performances of their scout members as well as the demographic information about 

themselves (see Appendix I). In scout member-questionnaire, scout members were 

measured their psychological states towards scout leaders and their scout-related 

activities’ behavior (see Appendix II). To ensure confidentiality, the respondents were 

instructed to seal the completed questionnaires in the return envelopes and returned them 

directly to the researchers on site.  

 

4.1.3 Sample 2 – Manufacturing Firm in Mainland China 

The second sample population was sent to a group of 1,200 frontline workers and their 

group leaders (first-level supervisors) in a manufacturing firm in Mainland China. The 

manufacturing factory was owned by a Hong Kong based private-owned company, but 

was located in Shenzhen. This corporation primarily manufactures high quality hats. The 

firm has over 25 years experience in the hat business, and specialises in fashion designs. 

The organization has 5 manufacturing factories in Mainland China with over 1500 

workers. The respondents were those frontline production workers in factories. The role 

of supervisor is to supervise their followers to produce semi-products for hat business.  

Sometimes, supervisors will involve in training sessions for new staff and serve for 

quality control in the product line. 

 

Before the researcher delivered the questionnaires to the frontline operation groups, three 

frontline leaders from the manufacturing firm were interviewed in sequence in the period 



Paternalistic Leadership and Followers’ Performance 

67 

June to August 2006. The feedback and comments from this pretest generated changes or 

modifications to the questionnaire. Each interviewee completed the questionnaire in the 

presence of the researcher and was asked to discuss his or her interpretation of each 

individual item. This was done interactively, with the executive giving verbal comments 

and asking questions of the researcher while completing the questionnaire. These 

interviews lasted for a maximum of an hour.  

 

In July 2006, questionnaires were administrated to the frontline leaders and workers by 

the researcher during work hours. Approximately 1200 frontline workers were 

participated in the survey. The respondents were received a questionnaire, a return 

envelope, and a letter of introduction prepared by the researcher. Each questionnaire 

included a researcher-assigned identification number in order to match the workers’ 

responses with their frontline leaders’ evaluations. The frontline leaders were asked to 

answer a questionnaire, containing questions regarding the in-role and extra-role work 

performances of their followers (workers) as well as the demographic information about 

themselves (see Appendix III). For frontline workers, we measured their attitudes 

towards their frontline leaders’ behaviors and their psychological states (see Appendix 

IV). To ensure confidentiality, the respondents were instructed to seal the completed 

questionnaires in the return envelopes and return them directly to the researchers on site.  

 

4.2 Instruments 

This section describes the research instruments. Self-completion questionnaires served as 

the primary means for data collection from leader-follower dyad in work groups. The 
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cover message was drafted in the questionnaire with great care to enable concise effective 

communication. The respondents were asked to return the completed questionnaire 

directly to the researcher. 

 

The variables identified in the theoretical model were measured by using multi-item 

indicators which fit the theoretical domain of the construct. Most of the variables 

described in the leadership research model were measured by items written in the form of 

statements. Most of the variables were adopted from earlier empirical work on leadership. 

Table 4.1 describes the operationalization of each variable along with corresponding 

sources. The full items of each scale were reported (see Appendix V). 
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Table 4.1 Measures of Study Variables 
 

Variables 
 

Operationalization Source(s) Alpha in the source 
study 

Dependent Variables 
In-role Performance Mean of 5-items Williams & Anderson 

(1991) 
.91 

Extra-role Performance – 
OCBO 

Mean of 8-items Lee & Allen (2002) .88 

Extra-role Performance - 
OCBI  

Mean of 8-items Lee & Allen (2002) .83 

Independent Variables 
Authoritarian Leadership Mean of 9-items Cheng, Chou & Farh 

(2000) 
.89 

Benevolent Leadership  Mean of 11-items Cheng, Chou & Farh 
(2000) 

.94 

Moral Leadership Mean of 6 items  Cheng, Chou & Farh 
(2000) 

.90 

Mediating Variables 
Self-Efficacy Mean of 10-items Schwarzer, BaBler, 

Kwiatek, Schroder, & 
Zhang (1997) 

.81, .84, .91  
(three studies) 

Perceived Supervisory 
Support (PSS) 

Mean of 8-items Eisenberger, 
Huntington, Hutchison, 
& Sowa (1986) 

.81, .82 
(two studies) 

Dependence Mean of 8-items Kark, Shamir & Chen  
(2003) 

.84 

Control Variables 
Gender  Male/ Female Lee & Farh (2004) -- 

Age Exact Age Lee & Farh (2004) -- 

Education Education level Lee & Farh (2004) -- 

Leader-member tenure Period of the dyad has 
been together as leader 
and follower 

Bauer & Green (1996); 
Liden, Wayne, & Stilwell, 
(1993); Maslyn & Uhl-
Bien (2001) 

-- 

Organization tenure Years of experience in 
organization 

Bauer & Green (1996); 
Liden, Wayne, & Stilwell, 
(1993); Maslyn & Uhl-
Bien (2001) 

-- 
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4.2.1 Dependent Variable: In-Role Performance 

Followers’ in-role performance was measured by Williams and Andersons (1991) five items 

scale (1 = never; 7 = always). The immediate supervisors were asked to asses their followers’ 

performance using this scale. A sample item addressed “whether the subordinate adequately 

completes assigned duties”.  

 

4.2.2 Dependent Variable: Extra-Role Performance 

Extra-role work performance was measured using 16 items drawn from the OCB scale (OCBI 

and OCBO) developed by Lee and Allen (2002). OCBI is the pro-social behavior towards co-

workers, and OCBO is the pro-social behavior towards the organization. Immediate supervisors 

were asked to rate the scout members on 7-point scale (1 = never, 7 = always). There were 

eight items of OCBI. A sample question was, “(the subordinate) helps others who have been 

absent.” Another eight questions measured OCBO. A sample question was “(the subordinate) 

offers ideas to improve the functioning of the organization.”  

 

4.2.3 Mediating Variable: Self-Efficacy 

Self-efficacy was measured using 10-items scale developed by Schwarzer, BaBler, 

Kwiatek, Schroder, and Zhang (1997) for this study (1 = Not at all True; 4 = Exactly 

True). Sample items were “I am confident that I could deal efficiently with unexpected 

events,” “I can solve most problems if I invest the necessary effort.”  
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4.2.4 Mediating Variable: Perceived Supervisory Support (PSS) 

Perceived supervisory support (PSS) was measured by borrowing Eisenberger, 

Huntington, Hutchison, and Sowa’s (1986) scale of perceived organizational support 

(SPOS), a latest short-version with eight high-loading items were used to measure POS 

(Eisenberger, Stinglhamber, Vandenberghe, Sucharski & Rhoade, 2002). Perceived 

supervisory support with the same 8-items were used to assess POS, as modified by 

replacing the word organization with immediate supervisors (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = 

strongly agree). The items were “My supervisor strongly considers my goals and values,” 

“Help is available from my supervisor when I have a problem.”  

 

4.2.5 Mediating Variable: Dependence  

Kark, Shamir and Chen’s (2003) 8-items were used to measure dependence in this study 

(1 =totally disagree; 7 = totally agree). The items were “If the group leader was 

transferred to another branch, we would have difficulty to continue functioning as a 

team,” “I feel I can do my job better when the group leader is around /or in the area.”  

 
 
4.2.6 Independent Variable: Paternalistic Leadership 

The components of paternalistic leadership: authoritarian leadership, benevolent 

leadership, moral leadership using items from Cheng, Chou and Farh (2000) scales were 

measured. Followers were asked to rate the leadership behaviors of their immediate 

supervisors with 9-items on authoritarian leadership, 11-items on benevolent leadership 

and 6-items on moral leadership (1 = strongly disagree; 6 = strongly agree). Sample 

item for authoritarian leadership was “My immediate supervisor has asks me to obey 

his/her instructions completely”. Sample item for benevolent leadership was “My 
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immediate supervisor is like a family member when he/she gets along with us”. Sample 

item for moral leadership was “My immediate supervisor employs people according to 

their virtues and does not envy others’ abilities and virtues”.  

 

4.2.7  Control Variables 

Followers’ gender, education level, age, organization tenure (Lee & Farh, 2004), 

supervisor-subordinate dyad tenure and job nature were added as control variables. 

Measures of these demographic variables were obtained from the followers’ rating. 

Gender was dummy coded (0= female; 1=male). Education levels of the respondents 

were divided into five categories (1=primary school or below; 2=secondary school; 3= 

tertiary education; 4 = university or above, 5 = others). Age, organization tenure and 

leader-follower dyad tenure were self-reported in years (Bauer & Green 1996; Liden, 

Wayne & Stilwell, 1993; Maslyn & Uhl-Bien, 2001). 

 

4.3  Data Analysis 

The statistical analysis of data in this study was performed by using AMOS, Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), and Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM). The 

first step was to check the demographic characteristics of leaders and followers. Then, 

normality tests were done for the constructs and each items in this study. Data analysis 

was by the use of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to confirm the dimensions of 

leadership behaviors, the mediating variables, and followers’ performance. The 

constructs were tested for validity and reliability. While validity assesses the degree to 
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which the items measure the theoretical construct, reliability assesses the stability of the 

scale.  

 

4.3.1 Validity of the Scales 

The validity of a measurement scale was the extent to which it measured what it was 

supposed to measure. Since the definition of a construct implies a domain of content 

(Pedhazur and Schmelkin, 1991), this study assessed the content validity (i.e. theoretical 

support or face validity) and the construct validity of the scales (i.e. convergent and 

discriminant validity by using confirmatory factor analysis).  

 

4.3.2 Content Validity 

In order to develop multi-item measures, the domain of the construct was needed to be 

well specified and the items should be generated based on this domain (Grover, 1997). A 

critical evaluation of the definition on each construct was conducted by reviewing 

academic theories and research findings relevant to the construct under consideration. 

The item content for each construct was adapted either from existing scales reported in 

the literature. The measures were proposed to have sufficient content validity. With the 

exception of well-established existing scales, the measures were originally constructed in 

Chinese. To validate the measures in the English and Chinese versions of the survey 

instrument, all variables, including paternalistic leadership, self-efficacy, dependence, 

perceived supervisory support, and outcome performances were performed a standard 

translation and back-translation procedure (Brislin, 1980). 
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4.3.3 Construct Validity 

By using confirmatory factor analysis, construct validity was determined of the multiple 

items comprising each construct (Churchill, 1979, Marsh & Hocevar, 1985). The items 

were classified well-established constructs for further analysis. Before testing the 

hypotheses, confirmatory factor analysis was used to evaluate the discriminant validity of the 

three-component model of paternalistic leadership and performance outcomes. 

 

4.3.4 Reliability of Constructs 

Reliability refers to the extent to which the constructs were free from measurement error 

and therefore, yield consistent results. Cronbach’s alpha was used to measure the internal 

consistency of the multi-item scales used in this study. When he high values of 

Cronbach’s alpha was appeared, it indicates high internal consistency of the multiple 

items measuring each construct thus indicates high reliability of the individual constructs. 

When it exceeds 0.7, it considered to be accepted when the scales were not used in that 

particular context previously (Churchill, 1979). Independent variables (authoritarian, 

benevolent, and moral leadership), mediating variables (self-efficacy, perceived 

supervisory support, dependence), and dependent variables (in-role performance, OCBO, 

OCBI) were reported. 

 

4.3.5 Testing the Mediation Model 

Baron and Kenny (1986) proposed a three step procedure to test a mediated model. First, 

the independent variable should be significantly related to the mediating variable, for 

example, authoritarian leadership should be associated with dependence. Second, the 
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independent variable should be related to the dependent variable, i.e. authoritarian 

leadership should be associated with in-role performance. Third, the mediating variable 

should be related to the dependent variable with the independent variable controlled in 

the model, for example, when dependence was added between the relationship of 

authoritarian leadership and in-role performance. If the beta weight of the independent 

variable is still significant in the last step, partial mediation is present. If the beta weight 

of the independent variable is not significant, full mediation is present. 

 

4.4 Hierarchical Linear Modelling (HLM) 

Hierarchical linear modelling (HLM) is one of the most appropriate analytic techniques 

for the analysis of nested or hierarchically structured data in which individual 

observations are nested within groups (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992; Raudenbush & Bryk, 

1986).  As Bryk, Raudenbush, Seltzer, and Congdon (1989) pointed out, “Hierarchy is a 

fundamental characteristic of many psychological and social phenomena. In studies of 

school effects, we often wish to explore and test ideas concerning the ways in which the 

differences between districts, schools, or classrooms in terms of policy and practice, 

influence process occurring within these organization units” (p.1). HLM is a particular 

regression technique, which enables a researcher to study multi-level systems 

simultaneously (Hoffman & Gavin, 1998; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). The multi-level 

data structure can be generally fit into mixed effects model, which includes both fixed 

and random effects. Instead, some researchers have used more descriptive terms to 

present models with both fixed and random effects (De Leeuw & Kreft, 1995).  
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4.5 Confidentially of Data 

All survey and usage data were strictly confidential. Some survey information reported in 

this research was in aggregate form, allowing no individual’s response to be identified. 

At no time identifiable individual responses was discussed or reported. All the cases in 

sample 1 and sample 2 were used for academic purposes only. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SAMPLE 1: FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS  

 

5 Introduction 

This chapter presents the research findings and results for sample 1. The methods and 

procedures described in chapter 4 serve as the basis for the analyses. Survey 

administration and responses, testing of the measurement models, and results for group-

level of analysis are included. 

 

5.1 Survey Administration and Responses 

Sample 1 was collected data from scout leader-member dyads in the Scout Association of 

Hong Kong. The data were collected in the period from December 2005 to June 2006. Two 

sets of questionnaires were used: one for scout members and another for their immediate 

scout leaders. Out of 866 questionnaires (103 scout leaders and 433 scout members 

involved in total), 356 usable questionnaires from 44 scout leaders and 178 for scout 

members (178 Scout leader-member dyads) were returned, with usable response rates of 

41.1%. As these 178 scout members were supervised by 44 immediate supervisors, the 

number of surveys completed by a single supervisor ranged from a minimum of three to 

maximum of five. For the scout member sample, 52.8% were male and 45.5% had a 

degree education or above. The mean age and organizational tenure of the scout members 

were 30.6 and 4.0 years. For the scout leader sample, 61.8% were male and 55.1 % had a 

degree education or above. The mean age and organizational tenure of the scout leaders 
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were 35.08 and 7.9 years. The average length of the dyadic leader-member relationship 

was 4.5 years.  

 

5.2 Testing of the Measurement Models 

Before testing the hypotheses, confirmatory factor analysis was used to evaluate the 

discriminant validity of the three-component model of paternalistic leadership using AMOS 5.0. 

The results suggested that the hypothesized three-factor model (X2 = 139.97, CFI = .95, TLI 

= .94, RMSEA = .06) yielded a better fit than the two-factor model of authoritarian leadership 

and the combined items of benevolent leadership and moral leadership (X2 = 304.16, CFI = .79, 

TLI = .75, RMSEA = .12), and the single-factor model (X2 = 461.00, CFI = .63, TLI = .57, 

RMSEA = .15). The results provide evidence for the discriminant validity of authoritarian, 

benevolent, and moral leadership. 

 

A confirmatory factor analysis was also conducted to evaluate the discriminant validity of 

the three supervisor-rated follower-performance variables, in-role performance, OCBO, 

and OCBI. Results showed that the three-factor model (X2 = 122.54, CFI = .95, TLI 

= .94, RMSEA = .04) yielded a better fit than the two-factor model of in-role 

performance and OCB (X2 = 366.00, CFI = .77, TLI = .71, RMSEA = .12) and the single-

factor model (X2 = 496.28, CFI = .664, TLI = .597, RMSEA = .19). This analysis 

provides support for the discriminant validity of the three supervisor-rated dimensions of 

followers’ performance. The means, standard deviations, and correlations of all study 

variables are presented in Table 5.1.  
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Table 5.1 Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Reliabilities of Measures (Sample 1) 
Variables 
 

Mean s.d. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1. Gender 
 

.48 .51 --              

2. Age 
 

30.51 8.28 .20** --             

3. Education 
 

3.34 .78 .16* -.19* --            

4. Scout tenure 
 

6.12 4.97 -.18* .04 -.05 --           

5. Leader tenure 
 

4.03 2.48 -.09 .06 -.058 .39** --          

6. Authoritarian 
Leadership 

3.06 .81 -.02 -.46** -.02 .01 -.07 .73         

7. Benevolent 
Leadership 

4.52 .75 -.10 .04 -.02 .03 .21** -.10 .87        

8. Moral 
Leadership 

4.75 .70 -.09 .26** -.05 .01 .04 -.22 ** .51 ** .82       

9. Task 
Performance 

5.82 .77 -.16* .32** -.19* .14 .15 -.36 ** .32 ** .31 ** .90      

10. OCBO 
 

5.58 .80 -.07 .21** -.04 .22** .19 -.21 ** .24 ** .20 ** .67** .81     

11. OCBI 
 

6.02 .80 -.07 .25** -.23** .20**  .10 -.21 ** .16 * .18 * .32** .31 ** .85    

12. Dependence 
 

5.54 .67 -.07 -.02 -.02 .06 .05 -.02 .09 .09 .27** .23 ** .14 .91   

13. PSS 
 

5.96 .66 -.05 .12 -.11 .04 .03 -.11 .13 .17 * .51 ** .46 ** .23 ** .37 
** 

.89  

14. Self-efficacy 
 

3.26 .42 -.17* .13 -.05 .13 .14 -.22 ** .39 ** .37 ** .48** .39 ** .17 * .18 * .17 * .87 

Notes: 
n = 178  
The correlation coefficients are significant at *P<0.05, **P<0.01. 
Reliability coefficients appear along the diagonal. 
PSS = Perceived Supervisory Support; OCBO = Organizational Citizenship Behaviors for Organizations, OCBI = Organizational Citizenship Behaviors for 
Individuals 
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5.3 Level of Analysis 

There is accumulating research suggesting that leadership in organizations is a multi-

level phenomenon (Shamir, Zakay, Breinin, & Popper, 1998; DeGroot et al., 2000; Judge 

and Piccolo, 2004).  

 

5.4 Aggregation of Group-Level Variables 

First, a one-way analysis of variance was conducted and found between-groups variance for all 

of the leadership dimensions. The one-way ANOVA yielded significant results for 

authoritarian leadership, F (44, 178) = 4.15, p < .001, benevolent leadership, F (44, 178) = 3.20, 

p < .001, and moral leadership, F (44, 178) = 2.12, p < .001. To assess inter-rater reliability, rwg 

values were computed assuming uniform null distribution for these variables, with median 

values of .90 for authoritarian leadership, .96 for benevolent leadership, and .92 for moral 

leadership were obtained. These rwg values were above the conventionally acceptable rwg value 

of .70 (James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1993). However, because rwg values with uniform null 

distribution tend to overestimate within-group agreement when there is response bias (James 

Demaree, & Wolf, 1984; Kozlowski & Hattrup, 1992; Kozlowski & Hults, 1987), additional 

evidence regarding the validity of these group-level constructs were collected, following the 

suggestions of Bliese (2000).  

 

The interrater reliability index (ICC1) and the reliability of group mean index (ICC2) were 

calculated, providing values for authoritarian leadership of .35 and .69 respectively; .44 and .76 

for benevolent leadership; and .27 and .59 for moral leadership. All of these values were 

comparable to the median or recommended ICC values for group-level constructs, as reported 
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in the literature (Schneider, White, & Paul, 1998). The ICC2 values were at the lower end of 

those seen in the literature, but this is understandable given that we sampled similar types of 

groups within a single organization, which resulted in less reliable differences between groups 

and lower ICC2 values (Bliese, 2000; James et al., 1984). Furthermore, as noted by Bliese 

(1998), ICC2 values are a function of ICC1 values and group size, and our relatively small 

group size of three to five respondents on average may result in a slightly less reliable mean (i.e. 

lower ICC2 value). Based on these results it was statistically appropriate to assess authoritarian 

leadership, benevolent leadership, and moral leadership as group-level variables. Table 5.2 

shows the means, standard deviations, and group-level correlations. 
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Table 5.2 Means, Standard Deviations, Group-Level Correlations (Sample 1) 
 

Variables 
 

Mean s.d. 1 2 3 

1. Authoritarian Leadership 
 

3.04 .57 --   

2. Benevolent Leadership 
 

4.52 .55 -.23 --  

3. Moral Leadership 
 

4.74 .48 -.43 ** .57 ** -- 

 
Notes: 
n = 44  
The correlation coefficients are significant at *P<0.05, **P<0.01. 
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5.5 The HLM Model 

HLM is one specific approach to a more general type of analytical techniques known as 

random coefficient models that are particularly useful in analyzing data where there are 

independent variables at a lower and higher level of analysis and a dependent variable at the 

lower level of analysis (Raudenbush, Bryk, Cheong, & Congdon, 2000). The multi-level 

models of paternalistic leadership, as proposed in chapter 3, to be tested were hierarchical in 

nature, with the control variables (followers’ age, gender, education levels, organization tenure, 

and leader-follower tenure), the independent variables (authoritarian, benevolent, and moral 

leadership) being group-level constructs, and the mediating variables (self-efficacy, perceived 

supervisory support, dependence), and dependent variables (follower in-role and extra-role 

performance) being individual-level constructs.  

 

5.5.1 The Null Model 

The hypotheses predicted that both individual- and group-level variables would be 

significantly related to follower performance. Followers’ performance [in-role 

performance, organizational citizenship behavior for organizations (OCBO), and 

organizational citizenship behavior for individuals (OCBI)] would be associated with 

both individual level (mediating variables: dependence, perceived supervisory support, 

and self-efficacy) and group variables (independent variables: authoritarian leadership, 

benevolent leadership, and moral leadership). Therefore, a necessary precondition for the 

support of hypotheses is that there must be significant within- and between-group 

variance in the outcome variable by estimating an HLM model with no Level 1 or Level 

2 predictors. The model is analogous to a one-way analysis of variance where the 
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variable of interest in the dependent variable. With reference to the current investigation, 

follower performance was specified as the outcome variable and no predictors were 

included in the model. For example, it can be described as an HLM equation for in-role 

performance as follows:  

 

HLM model for in-role performance with no predictors: 

Level 1  In-role Performance1ij = b0j + eij 

Level 2  b0j = γ00 + µ0j 

 

For these equations to be supported, there must be significant between-group variance in the 

outcome variables. A series of such null models were estimated to test the significance level of 

the between groups variance in in-role and extra-role performances. This was achieved by 

examining the significance level of the Level 2 residual variance of the intercept (γ00) and the 

ICC1.  

 

The results indicated that the within-group variance component of in-role performance, OCBO, 

and OCBI was 0.24, 0.38, and 0.10 and the between-group variance component was .37, .27, 

and .17. These variance components can be used to calculate the HLM analog to ICC(1), 

reflecting the percentage of variance that resides between groups. Dividing the between-group 

variance by the total variance (between-group variance plus within-group variance) yielded a 

value of .39, .58 and .37 respectively.  An assessment of the significance of the between-group 

variance indicated that it was significantly different from zero for in-role performance 

[X2(151.62), P<.001] as shown in null model of Table 5.3, OCBO [X2(275.33), P<.001] as 
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shown in null model of Table 5.4, and OBCI [X2(142.20), P<.001] as shown in null model of 

Table 5.5. Thus, the percentage of variance in follower performance residing between groups 

was significant and therefore provided a basis for proceeding with the HLM analyses. 
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Table 5.3 HLM Results for the Tests of Mediation for Authoritarian Leadership on In-role Performance (Sample 1) 
 
Level Variables 

 
In-role Performance 

   Null Model Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 4 Model 5 

Level 1 Intercept 
 

γ00 5.84 *** 5.85 *** 5.84 *** 5.84 *** 5.84 *** 

 Self-Efficacy γ10     .56 *** 
 Perceived Supervisory 

Support 
γ20     .42 *** 

 Dependence γ30     .01 
 Authoritarian Leadership 

 
γ40  -.25 *** -.14 +   

Level 2 Independent  Variable       
 Authoritarian Leadership γ01   -.34 * -.51 *** -.29 ** 
        
 Within-group Variance  .24 .15 .13 .15 .09 
 Between-group Variance   .37 .38 .37 .38 .22 
        
Intercept 
Variance 

Chi-square  151.62*** 68.14 ** 59.45 * 106.98 *** 37.22 * 

        
 Model Deviance  385.23 378.18 372.91 376.24 301.37 

Notes: 
Unstandardized coefficients with robust standard errors.  
N=178 for individual-level variables. N=44 for group level variable (Authoritarian leadership) 
+P< .1, *P< .05; **P< .01;***P<.001 
As the control variables are not significant to the outcome variables, they are not included for further analyses. 
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Table 5.4 HLM Results for the Tests of Mediation for Authoritarian Leadership on OCBO (Sample 1) 
 
Level Variables 

 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior for Organizations 

   Null Model  Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 4 Model 5 

Level 1 Intercept 
 

γ00 5.61 *** 5.62 *** 5.61 *** 5.61 *** 5.59 *** 

 Self-Efficacy γ10     .29 ** 
 Perceived Supervisory 

Support 
γ20     .33 *** 

 Dependence γ30     .05 
 Authoritarian Leadership 

 
γ40  .04 .14 +   

Level 2 Independent  Variable       
 Authoritarian Leadership γ01   -.61 *** -.51 *** -.40 ** 
        
 Within-group Variance  .38 .38 .27 .30 .21 
 Between-group Variance   .27 .27 .28 .28 .22 
        
Intercept 
Variance 

Chi-square  275.33 *** 158.06 *** 132.94 *** 219.20 *** 79.03 *** 

        
 Model Deviance  356.99 361.18 348.68 351.62 312.44 

Notes: 
Unstandardized coefficients with robust standard errors.  
N=178 for individual-level variables. N=44 for group level variable (Authoritarian leadership) 
+P< .1, *P< .05; **P< .01;***P<.001 
As the control variables are not significant to the outcome variables, they are not included for further analyses. 
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Table 5.5 HLM Results for the Tests of Mediation for Authoritarian Leadership on OCBI (Sample 1) 
 
Level Variables 

 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior for Individuals 

   Null Model Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 4 Model 5 

Level 1 Intercept 
 

γ00 6.03 *** 6.02 *** 6.03 *** 6.03 *** 6.03 *** 

 Self-Efficacy γ10     .00 
 Perceived Supervisory 

Support 
γ20     .05 

 Dependence γ30     .05 
 Authoritarian Leadership 

 
γ40  -.04 .07   

Level 2 Independent  Variable       
 Authoritarian Leadership γ01   -.41 *** -.35 *** -.30 *** 
        
 Within-group Variance  .10 .09 .06 .06 .06 
 Between-group Variance   .17 .17 .17 .17 .12 
        
Intercept 
Variance 

Chi-square  142.20 *** 99.59 *** 87.61 *** 100.40 *** 26.48 

        
 Model Deviance  244.61 249.25 236.25 236.35 210.52 

Notes: 
Unstandardized coefficients with robust standard errors.  
N=178 for individual-level variables. N=44 for group level variable (Authoritarian leadership) 
+P< .1, *P< .05; **P< .01;***P<.001 
As the control variables are not significant to the outcome variables, they are not included for further analyses. 
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5.5.2 Random Coefficient Regression Model 

Having confirmed that followers’ performance in each of the null models varied both within- 

and between-groups, attention turned to testing the effects of independent variables 

(authoritarian leadership, benevolent leadership, and moral leadership) as either individual 

variables or group variables. A random coefficient regression model was tested, with 

authoritarian leadership as an individual-level variable. As the control variables (followers’ age, 

gender, education levels, organization tenure, and leader-follower tenure) were found not to be 

significantly associated with performance outcomes, they were not included in the data analysis, 

although analysis which included the control variables produced almost identical results. 

 

An HLM model for authoritarian leadership as an individual-level variable predictor of in-role 

performance: 

Level 1  In-role Performance1ij = b0j + b1j (Authoritarian leadership) + eij 

Level 2  b0j = γ00 + µ0j 

b1j = γ40 + µ1j 

 

Within this model, the γ40 parameter provides a direct test of the hypotheses. Specifically, the 

Level 2 slope model specifies no predictors. Thus, the actual regression equation consists of the 

Level 1 slopes regressed onto a unit vector, which is used to model the intercept term. When a 

variable is regressed onto a unit vector (and nothing else), then the regression parameter 

estimated is equal to the mean of the outcome variable.  
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Another aspect of this model that was relevant to the hypotheses under investigation is the chi-

square test associated with the residual variance in the Level 2 models (i.e., the variance in µ0j 

and µ1j). As noted above, the Level 1 intercepts and slopes were regressed. Since a unit cannot 

account for any of the variance in the Level 1 intercepts and slopes (i.e., the outcome measures), 

all their variance across groups is captured by the residual term of this equation. Therefore, the 

chi-square test associated with the variance in the µ0j term assesses the degree to which there is 

significant variance in the Level 1 intercepts across groups. Similarly, the chi-square test 

associated with the variance of the µ1j term assesses the degree to which there is significant 

variance in the Level 1 across groups. 

 

The results of this model revealed that the pooled within-group slope of authoritarian leadership 

(i.e. γ40) was significant in the hypothesized direction [slope = -.25, P<.001] at the individual-

level of analysis. The residual from the Level 1 equation (i.e., the variance in eij) represented 

the residual within-group variance. With respect to follower performance by authoritarian 

leadership, the results indicated that the within-group variance component was 0.15 and the 

between-group variance component was 0.38, as shown in model 2 of Table 5.3. Dividing the 

between-group variance by the total variance (between-group variance plus within-group 

variance) yielded a value of 0.28.  

 

As shown in the above equations and results, the percentage of the variance was significant and 

therefore provided a basis for examining individual-level predictors (authoritarian leadership, 

benevolent leadership, and moral leadership) of the within-group on followers’ performance 

(in-role performance, OCBO, and OCBI).  
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5.5.3 Intercepts-as-Outcomes Models 

Results from the random coefficient regression model indicated that there was significant 

variance in the intercept term across groups. Leadership variables as both individual-level 

variables as well as group-level variables were tested in intercepts-as-outcomes models. The 

predictors as proposed for both individual-level variable and group-level variables (for example, 

authoritarian leadership at both individual-l and group-levels of analysis) were then examined.  

 

The procedures for model 3 are as follows: 

HLM model for authoritarian leadership as group-level variable (Level 2) and individual-level 

variable (Level 1) on in-role performance: 

Level 1  In-role Performance1ij = b0j + b1j (Authoritarian leadership) + eij 

Level 2  b0j = γ00 + γ01 (Authoritarian leadership) + µ0j 

b1j = γ40 + µ1j 

 

Support for the group-level leadership effect would be demonstrated if the parameter estimate 

for γ01 was significant. The interpretation of the group-level leadership effect suggests that, 

although followers who perceived higher levels of authoritarian leadership exhibited negative 

effect on in-role performance, between-groups differences in authoritarian leadership even have 

greater effect on in-role performance, as shown in model 3 of Table 5.3. The results of this 

model suggested that after including the group-level leadership variable as a predictor, 

significant unexplained variance still existed in the intercept term. In other words, the variance 

in the µ0j term was significant. This indicated that there was significant variance still remaining 
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in the intercept term that could be accounted for other predictors. Authoritarian leadership was 

treated as a group-level construct for testing the hypotheses in this sample study. 

 

The same procedure was used for the remaining equations: model 3 of authoritarian leadership, 

benevolent leadership, and moral leadership with in-role performance, OCBO, and OCBI.  

 
 
5.6 Results for Hypothesis 1 to Hypothesis 3  

Our earlier analysis suggested that it was valid to treat leadership behaviors (authoritarian, 

benevolent and moral leadership) as group-level constructs. Hypothesis 1 to Hypothesis 3 were 

therefore tested to evaluate the group-level direct effects of authoritarian, benevolent, and moral 

leadership on followers’ in-role and extra-role performance. 

 

The structure of the HLM model for authoritarian leadership as group-level predictor of in-role 

performance is as follows: 

Level 1  In-role Performance1ij = b0j + eij 

Level 2  b0j = γ00 + γ01 (Authoritarian leadership) + µ0j 

 

Authoritarian leadership was added in the HLM analyses to test the group-level effect of 

leadership on followers’ performance. Hypothesis 1 predicted that authoritarian leadership 

was negatively associated with followers’ in-role and extra-role performance. Results 

indicated that authoritarian leadership was negatively related to in-role performance (γ01 =- .51, 

p < .001), as shown in model 4 of Table 5.3, to OCBO (γ01 = -.51, p<.001), as shown in model 
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4 of Table 5.4, and to OCBI (γ01 =-.35, p<.001), as shown in model 4 of Table 5.5. 

Hypothesis 1 was therefore supported.   

 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that benevolent leadership was positively associated with followers’ 

in-role and extra-role performance. Results indicated that benevolent leadership was 

positively related to in-role performance (γ01 = .56, p < 0.01), as shown in model 4 of Table 

5.6, and to OCBO (γ01 = .49, p < .01) as shown in model 4 of Table 5.7. There was no 

significant relationship for OCBI (γ01 = .18, p > .05), as shown in model 4 of Table 5.8. 

Hypothesis 2 was partially supported.  
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Table 5.6 HLM Results for the Tests of Mediation for Benevolent Leadership on In-role Performance (Sample 1) 
 
Level Variables 

 
In-role Performance 

   Null Model Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 4 Model 5 

Level 1 Intercept 
 

γ00 5.84 *** 5.90 *** 5.88 *** 5.83 *** 5.83 *** 

 Self-Efficacy γ10     .56 *** 
 Perceived Supervisory 

Support 
γ20     .40 *** 

 Dependence γ30     -.02 
 Benevolent Leadership 

 
γ40  .08 -.07   

Level 2 Independent Variable       
 Benevolent Leadership γ01   .47 *** .56 *** .35 ** 
        
 Within-group Variance  .24 .12 .07 .14 .10 
 Between-group Variance   .37 .35 .34 .37 .22 
        
Intercept 
Variance 

Chi-square  151.62*** 90.32 *** 74.12 ** 103.35 *** 43.55 ** 

        
 Model Deviance  385.23 374.89 365.92 373.83 300.31 

Notes: 
Unstandardized coefficients with robust standard errors.  
N=178 for individual-level variables. N=44 for group level variable (Benevolent leadership) 
+P< .1, *P< .05; **P< .01;***P<.001 
As the control variables are not significant to the outcome variables, they are not included for further analyses. 
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Table 5.7 HLM Results for the Tests of Mediation for Benevolent Leadership on OCBO (Sample 1) 
 
Level Variables 

 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior for Organizations 

   Null Model Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 4 Model 5 

Level 1 Intercept 
 

γ00 5.61 *** 5.61 *** 5.60 *** 5.60 *** 5.60 *** 

 Self-Efficacy γ10     .10 * 
 Perceived Supervisory 

Support 
γ20     .32 *** 

 Dependence γ30     .03 
 Benevolent Leadership 

 
γ40  .00 -.07   

Level 2 Independent Variable       
 Benevolent Leadership γ01   .56 ** .49 ** .37 ** 
        
 Within-group Variance  .38 .36 .31 .31 .21 
 Between-group Variance   .27 .27 .28 .28 .22 
        
Intercept 
Variance 

Chi-square  275.33 *** 213.65 *** 186.82 *** 224.56 *** 78.63 *** 

        
 Model Deviance  356.99 361.87 353.48 352.85 312.84 

Notes: 
Unstandardized coefficients with robust standard errors.  
N=178 for individual-level variables. N=44 for group level variable (Benevolent leadership) 
+P< .1, *P< .05; **P< .01;***P<.001 
As the control variables are not significant to the outcome variables, they are not included for further analyses. 
 
 
 



Paternalistic Leadership and Followers’ Performance 

96 

Table 5.8 HLM Results for the Tests of Mediation for Benevolent Leadership on OCBI (Sample 1) 
 
Level Variables 

 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior for Individuals 

   Null Model Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 4 Model 5 

Level 1 Intercept 
 

γ00 6.03 *** 6.03 *** 6.03 *** 6.03 *** 6.03 *** 

 Self-Efficacy γ10     -.01 
 Perceived Supervisory 

Support 
γ20     .06 

 Dependence γ30     .06 
 Benevolent Leadership 

 
γ40  .07 .03   

Level 2 Independent Variable       
 Benevolent Leadership γ01   .15 .18 + .20 * 
        
 Within-group Variance  .10 .09 .09 .09 .09 
 Between-group Variance   .17 .17 .17 .17 .12 
        
Intercept 
Variance 

Chi-square  142.20 *** 79.62 *** 79.13 *** 132.82 *** 34.11 * 

        
 Model Deviance  244.61 248.40 247.46 246.00 214.63 

Notes: 
Unstandardized coefficients with robust standard errors.  
N=178 for individual-level variables. N=44 for group level variable (Benevolent leadership) 
+P< .1, *P< .05; **P< .01;***P<.001 
As the control variables are not significant to the outcome variables, they are not included for further analyses. 
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The procedures of model 4 on moral leadership are as follow: 

HLM model for moral leadership as group-level variable on in-role performance: 

Level 1  In-role Performance1ij = b0j + eij 

Level 2  b0j = γ00 + γ01 (Moral leadership) + µ0j 

 

Hypothesis 3 predicted that moral leadership was positively associated with followers’ in-

role and extra-role performance. Results indicated that moral leadership was positively 

related to in-role performance (γ01 = .59, p < .001), as shown in model 4 of Table 5.9, to 

OCBO (γ01= .55, p < .01), as shown in model 4 of Table 5.10, and to OCBI (γ01= 34; p<.01), 

as shown in model 4 of Table 5.11. Hypothesis 3 was supported.  
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Table 5.9 HLM Results for the Tests of Mediation for Moral Leadership on In-role Performance (Sample 1) 
 
Level Variables 

 
In-role Performance 

   Null Model Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 4 Model 5 

Level 1 Intercept 
 

γ00 5.84 *** 5.84 *** 5.82 *** 5.83 *** 5.84 *** 

 Self-Efficacy γ10     .57 *** 
 Perceived Supervisory 

Support 
γ20     .42 *** 

 Dependence γ30     -.02 
 Moral Leadership 

 
γ40  .22 *** .10   

Level 2 Independent Variable       
 Moral Leadership γ01   .24 * .59 *** .29 * 
        
 Within-group Variance  .24 .18 .18 .16 .10 
 Between-group Variance   .37 .37 .38 .37 .22 
 ICC  .39 .33 .32 .30 .31 
Intercept 
Variance 

Chi-square  151.62*** 85.48 *** 84.22 114.25 *** 303.67 

        
 Model Deviance  385.23 382.30 381.92 377.23 303.67 

Notes: 
Unstandardized coefficients with robust standard errors.  
N=178 for individual-level variables. N=44 for group level variable (Moral leadership) 
+P< .1, *P< .05; **P< .01;***P<.001 
As the control variables are not significant to the outcome variables, they are not included for further analyses. 
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Table 5.10 HLM Results for the Tests of Mediation for Moral Leadership on OCBO (Sample 1) 
 
Level Variables 

 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior for Organizations 

   Null Model Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 4 Model 5 

Level 1 Intercept 
 

γ00 5.61 *** 5.59 *** 5.59 *** 5.60 *** 5.59 *** 

 Self-Efficacy γ10     .28 ** 
 Perceived Supervisory 

Support 
γ20     .31 *** 

 Dependence γ30     .03 
 Moral Leadership 

 
γ40  .04 -.03   

Level 2 Independent Variable       
 Moral Leadership γ01   .54 * .55 ** .39 * 
        
 Within-group Variance  .38 .40 .35 .32 .23 
 Between-group Variance   .27 .24 .24 .28 .21 
        
Intercept 
Variance 

Chi-square  275.33 *** 245.81 *** 219.17 *** 229.16 *** 81.44 *** 

        
 Model Deviance  356.99 358.64 352.57 353.17 313.83 

Notes: 
Unstandardized coefficients with robust standard errors.  
N=178 for individual-level variables. N=44 for group level variable (Moral leadership) 
+P< .1, *P< .05; **P< .01;***P<.001 
As the control variables are not significant to the outcome variables, they are not included for further analyses. 
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Table 5.11 HLM Results for the Tests of Mediation for Moral Leadership on OCBI (Sample 1) 
 
Level Variables 

 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior for Individuals 

   Null Model Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 4 Model 5 

Level 1 Intercept 
 

γ00 6.03 *** 6.02 *** 6.03 *** 6.03 *** 6.03 *** 

 Self-Efficacy γ10     -.02 
 Perceived Supervisory 

Support 
γ20     .03 

 Dependence γ30     .04 
 Moral Leadership 

 
γ40  .03 -.06   

Level 2 Independent Variable       
 Moral Leadership γ01   .37 ** .34 ** .31 ** 
        
 Within-group Variance  .10 .09 .07 .07 .07 
 Between-group Variance   .17 .16 .15 .17 .12 
        
Intercept 
Variance 

Chi-square  142.20 *** 106.93 *** 91.68 *** 116.61 *** 33.16 + 

        
 Model Deviance  244.61 246.29 238.27 240.25 210.50 

Notes: 
Unstandardized coefficients with robust standard errors.  
N=178 for individual-level variables. N=44 for group level variable (Moral leadership) 
+P< .1, *P< .05; **P< .01;***P<.001 
As the control variables are not significant to the outcome variables, they are not included for further analyses. 
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5.7 Results for Hypothesis 4 to Hypothesis 6  

Hypothesis 4 to Hypothesis 6 were tested the mediating variables of self-efficacy, perceived 

supervisor support, dependence between authoritarian, benevolent, and moral leadership and 

followers’ in-role and extra-role performance. 

 

The procedures of model 5 are as follows: 

HLM model for authoritarian leadership as group-level variable (Level 2) and self-efficacy, 

perceived supervisory support, and dependence as individual-level variable (Level 1) on in-role 

performance: 

Level 1 In-role Performance1ij = b0j + b1j (Self-efficacy) + b2j (Perceived Supervisory 

Support) + b3j (Dependence) + eij 

Level 2  b0j = γ00 + γ01 (Authoritarian leadership) + µ0j 

b0j = γ10 + µ0j 

b0j = γ20 + µ0j 

b0j = γ30 + µ0j 

 

For testing the mediating effect, authoritarian, benevolent, and moral leadership were regressed 

on the mediating variables: self-efficacy, perceived supervisory support, and dependence 

respectively. Hypothesis 4 predicted that the negative effect of authoritarian leadership on 

followers’ in-role and extra-role performance was primarily mediated by dependence. Results 

indicated that authoritarian leadership was negatively significant to self-efficacy, as shown in 

Table 5.12 (β= -.23, p<.001), however, the effect of authoritarian leadership on dependence 

(β= -.01, p>.05) and perceived supervisory support (β= -.14, p>.05) did not reach .05 
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significance level. These results failed to meet the first requirement for mediation. Even the 

direct effect between authoritarian leadership and followers’ in-role performance (β =- .51, p 

< .001), OCBO (β = -.51, p<.001) and OCBI (β =-.35, p<.001) were negatively significant as 

shown in Hypothesis 1, mediation could not be inferred because of the rejection of the first 

mediation requirement. This leads to the rejection of Hypothesis 4.  

 

 



Paternalistic Leadership and Followers’ Performance 
 

103 

TABLE 5.12 (SAMPLE 1) 
HLM Results for the Tests of Mediation for Authoritarian, Benevolent, Moral Leadership 

 
Level Variables 

 
 SE 

 
PSS D 

 
SE 
 

PSS D 
 

SE 
 

PSS D 
 

  Parameter           
1 Constant 

 
γ00 3.26 *** 5.96 *** 5.54 *** 3.26*** 5.95 *** 5.54 *** 3.26 *** 5.95 *** 5.54 *** 

2            
 Authoritarian 

Leadership 
γ01 -0.23 *** -0.14 -0.01       

 Benevolent 
Leadership 

γ01    0.29*** 0.24 ** 0.20 *    

 Moral 
Leadership 
 

γ01       0.33*** 0.27 * 0.19 

            
 Model 

deviance 
 

 186.33 360.40 367.39 178.08 355.17 362.28 180.02 356.07 364.56 

 
Note. Unstandardized coefficients with robust standard errors. Estimates of the random error variance components in parentheses. 
N=178 for individual-level variables. N=44 for group level variable (Authoritarian, Benevolent, and Moral leadership) 
*P< .05; **P< .01;***P<.001 
SE = Self-efficacy, PSS = Perceived Supervisory Support, D = Dependence 

 

 

 



Paternalistic Leadership Styles and Followers’ Performance 
 

104 

Hypothesis 5 predicted that the positive effect of benevolent leadership on followers’ in-role 

and extra-role performance was primarily mediated by perceived supervisory support. 

Results indicated that benevolent leadership was positively significant to self-efficacy (β 

= .29, p < .001), perceived supervisory support (β = .24, p < .01), and dependence (β = .20, p 

< .05), as shown in Table 5.12, thus meeting the first requirement for mediation. Benevolent 

leadership was added to test the direct effect on followers’ in-role and extra-role performance. 

Benevolent leadership was positively related to in-role performance (β = .56, p < 0.01), OCBO 

(β = .49, p < .01), but not to OCBI (β = .18, p > .05), thus meeting the second requirement of 

mediation. Perceived supervisory support (In-role performance: β=.40, p< .001; OCBO: β = .32, 

p<.001) and self-efficacy (In-role performance: β = .56, p< .001; OCBO: β =.10, p<.05) were 

found to significantly mediate the relationship between benevolent leadership and in-role 

performance as shown in model 5 of Table 5.6, and OCBO as shown in model 5 of Table 5.7. 

As the beta weights of benevolent leadership was still significantly related to in-role 

performance and OCBO, partial mediation was present. Therefore, Hypothesis 5 was partially 

supported. 

 

Hypothesis 6 predicted that the positive effect of moral leadership on followers’ in-role and 

extra-role performance was primarily mediated by self-efficacy. Results indicated that 

moral leadership was positively significant to self-efficacy (β = .33, p<.001), and perceived 

supervisory support (β= .27, p<.05), as shown in Table 5.12, thus meeting the first 

requirement for mediation. Moral leadership was added to test the direct effect to followers’ in-

role and extra-role performance. Moral leadership was positively related to in-role performance 

(β = .59, p < .001), OCBO (β = .55, p < .01), and OCBI (β = 34; p<.01), thus meeting the 
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second requirement of mediation. Perceived supervisory support (In-role performance: β 

=.42, p<.001; OCBO: β=.28, p<.001) and self-efficacy (In-role performance: β=.57, p< .001; 

OCBO: β=.31, p<.001) was found to significantly mediate the relationship between moral 

leadership and in-role performance as shown in model 5 of Table 5.9 and OCBO as shown 

in model 5 of Table 5.10.  As the beta weights of moral leadership was still significantly 

related to in-role performance and OCBO, partial mediation was present. Therefore, 

Hypothesis 6 was partially supported 

 

Table 5.13 shows the summary of the hypotheses in sample 1. The conceptual-based 

paternalistic leadership model, including all six hypotheses, was regressed in individual-

level of analysis by SPSS, as shown in Appendix VI, for information. 
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Table 5.13 Summary of the Hypotheses in Sample 1 
 
Hypotheses  Significance 

Hypothesis 1: Authoritarian leadership is negatively 
associated with followers’ in-role and extra-
role performance. 

 

Supported 

Hypothesis 2: Benevolent leadership is positively 
associated with followers’ in-role and extra-
role performance. 

 

Partially  
Supported 

Hypothesis 3: Moral leadership is positively associated 
with followers’ in-role and extra-role 
performance. 

 

Supported 

Hypothesis 4: The negative effect of authoritarian 
leadership on followers’ in-role and extra-
role performance will be primarily mediated 
by perceived dependence. 

 

Not  
Supported 

Hypothesis 5: The positive effect of benevolent leadership 
on followers’ in-role and extra-role 
performance will be primarily mediated by 
perceived supervisory support. 

 

Partially  
Supported 

Hypothesis 6: The positive effect of moral leadership on 
followers’ in-role and extra-role 
performance will be primarily mediated by 
self-efficacy. 

 

Partially  
Supported 

 

 



Paternalistic Leadership Styles and Followers’ Performance 
 

107 

CHAPTER 6 

SAMPLE 2: FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS  

 

6 Introduction 

This chapter presents the research findings and results for sample 2. The methods and 

procedures described in methodology section serve as the basis for the analyses. Survey 

administration and responses, testing of the measurement models, and results for group-

level of analysis are included. 

 

6.1 Survey Administration and Responses 

A second sample was collected data from frontline supervisor-worker dyads in a 

manufacturing firm in Mainland China. The data were collected in the period from July to 

August 2006. Two sets of questionnaires were used: one for frontline workers and another 

for their immediate frontline leaders in production work team. Out of 1180 questionnaires 

(590 for immediate frontline leaders; 590 for frontline workers), 1112 usable 

questionnaires (556 leader-follower dyads) were returned, with usable response rates of 

94.2% and 94.2% for immediate leaders and followers respectively. These 556 

employees were supervised by 66 immediate frontline leaders. The maximum number of 

surveys completed by a single frontline leader was ranged from a minimum of five to 

maximum of ten. For the follower sample, 65.3% were female and 79.7% had primary 

education. The mean age and organizational tenure of the frontline workers were 28.74 

and 2.39 years respectively. For the immediate frontline leader sample, 50.4% were 
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female and 30.6 % had a formal primary education or above. The mean age and 

organizational tenure of the frontline leader were 31.54 and 6.32 years.  

 

6.2 Testing of the Measurement Models 

Before testing the hypotheses, a confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to evaluate the 

discriminant validity of the three-component model of paternalistic leadership: authoritarian 

leadership, benevolent leadership, and moral leadership using AMOS 5.0. The results 

suggested that the hypothesized three-factor model (X2 = 428.32, CFI = .91, TLI = .90, RMSEA 

= .08) yielded a better fit than the two-factor model of authoritarian leadership and the 

combined items of benevolent leadership and moral leadership (X2 = 977.87, CFI = .76, TLI 

= .72, RMSEA = .17), and the single-factor model (X2 = 1529.22, CFI = .61, TLI = .55, RMSEA 

= .13). Also, a confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to evaluate the discriminant 

validity of the three supervisor-rated follower performance. Results of the multiple 

indicators of model fit showed that the three-factor model of followers’ performance 

includes in-role performance OCBI, and OCBO (X2 = 368.91; CFI = .92, TLI = .90, 

RMSEA = .10) yielded a better fit than the two-factor model of in-role performance and 

OCB (X2 = 941.85; CFI = .78, TLI = .78, RMSEA = .16) and the single-factor model 

(X2 = 1356.01; CFI = .68, TLI = .61, RMSEA = .19). The results provide evidence for 

the discriminant validity of authoritarian, benevolent, and moral leadership.  

 

The means, standard deviations, and correlations of all study variables were presented in 

Table 6.1.  
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Table 6.1 Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Reliabilities of Measures (Sample 1) 
Variables 
 

Mean s.d. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1. Gender 
 

.66 .48 --              

2. Age 
 

28.74 7.78 .03 --             

3. Education 
 

1.25 .58 .15** -.13** --            

4. Scout tenure 
 

2.62 1.81 .03 .36** -.09* --           

5. Leader tenure 
 

2.13 1.49 .03 .33** -.09* .84* --          

6. Authoritarian 
Leadership 

3.07 .82 .03 .03 .04 .01 -.01 .74         

7. Benevolent 
Leadership 

4.48 .82 -.03 .01 .05 -.05 -.04 .01 .89        

8. Moral 
Leadership 

4.74 .73 -.01 .00 .05 -.06 -.04 -.08 52 ** .83       

9. Task 
Performance 

5.84 .77 .01 -.04 .07 -.13** -.08 -.21** .26** .24 ** .90      

10. OCBO 
 

5.61 .75 -.04 -.04 .04 -.10* -.07 -.20* .20 ** .18 ** .67 ** .82     

11. OCBI 
 

5.94 .56 .05 -.08 .00 -.10* -.07 -.18 ** .17 ** .09* .34 ** .37** .81    

12. Dependence 
 

5.03 1.03 -.05 -.05 -.03 -.07 -.05 -.05 .09 * .06 .36 ** .31** .17 ** .96   

13. PSS 
 

4.45 .79 .00 -.02 .06 -.04 -.03 -.02 .62 ** .31** .27 ** .30 ** .19** .08 .93  

14. Self-efficacy 
 

3.07 .70 -.06 -.09 .04 -.02 .02 -.05 .18 ** .13 ** .21 ** .14 ** .07 .02 .03 .96 

Notes: 
n =556  
The correlation coefficients are significant at *P<0.05, **P<0.01. 
Reliability coefficients appear along the diagonal. 
PSS = Perceived Supervisory Support; OCBO = Organizational Citizenship Behaviors for Organizations, OCBI = Organizational Citizenship Behaviors for 
Individuals 



Paternalistic Leadership and Followers’ Performance 
 
 

110 

6.3 Level of Analysis 

The multi-level of analysis was preceded with 556 frontline workers by 66 immediate 

leaders in work teams. Aggregation of group-level variables, the testing of the null model, 

random coefficient regression model, and results of HLM were examined. 

 

6.4 Aggregation of Group-Level Variables 

First, a one-way analysis of variance was conducted and found between-groups variance for all 

of the leadership dimensions. The one-way ANOVA yielded significant results for 

authoritarian leadership, F (66, 556) = 1.49, p < .05; benevolent leadership, F (66, 556) = 2.70, 

p < .001, and moral leadership, F (66, 556) = 1.84, p<.001. To assess inter-rater reliability, rwg 

values were computed assuming uniform null distribution for these variables, with median 

values of .86 for authoritarian leadership, .90 for benevolent leadership, and .91 for moral 

leadership. The interrater reliability index (ICC1) and the reliability of group mean index (ICC2) 

were calculated, providing values for authoritarian leadership of.06 and .33 respectively; .17 

and .63 for benevolent leadership; and .09 and .46 for moral leadership There was an average 

of only six to ten respondents per group. Table 6.2 shows the means, standard deviations, and 

group-level correlations. 
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Table  6.2 Means, Standard Deviations, Group-Level Correlations (Sample 2) 
 

Variables 
 

Mean s.d. 1 2 3 

1. Authoritarian Leadership 
 

3.07 .34 --   

2. Benevolent Leadership 
 

4.48 .44 -.28 * --  

3. Moral Leadership 
 

4.74 .33 -.28 * .68 ** -- 

 
Notes: 
n = 66 
The correlation coefficients are significant at *P<0.05, **P<0.01. 
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6.5 The HLM Model 

The multi-level model of leadership to be tested were hierarchical in nature, with the control 

variables (followers’ age, gender, education levels, organization tenure, and leader-follower 

tenure), the independent variable (authoritarian, benevolent, and moral leadership) being group-

level constructs, and the mediating variables (self-efficacy, perceived supervisory support, 

dependence), and dependent variables (followers’ in-role performance, and organizational 

citizenship behavior) being individual-level constructs.  

 

6.5.1 The Null Model 

The model was started with a one-way analysis of variance where the variable of interest in the 

dependent variable. With reference to the current investigation, follower performance was 

specified as the outcome variable and no predictors were included in the model. A series of null 

models using HLM in which no predictors were specified for either the Level 1 or the Level 2 

function to test the significance level of the between groups variance in the outcomes by 

examining the significance level of the Level 2 residual variance of the intercept (γ00) and ICC1.  

 

The results indicated that the within-group variance component of in-role performance, OCBO, 

and OCBI were .12, .14 and .05 and the between-group variance component was .48, .42 

and .26. These variance components can be used to calculate the HLM analog to ICC(1), 

reflecting the percentage of variance that resides between groups. Dividing the between-group 

variance by the total variance (between-group variance plus within-group variance) yielded a 

value of .20, 0.25, and .05. An assessment of the significance of the between-group variance 

indicated that it was significantly different from zero for in-role performance [X2(202.66), 
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P<.001] as shown in null model of Table 6.3, OCBO [X2(251.50), P<.001] as shown in null 

model of Table 6.4, and OCBI [X2(182.79), P<.001], as shown in null model of Table 6.5.  

The percentage of variance in followers’ performance residing between groups was significant 

and therefore provided a basis for proceeding with the HLM analyses. 
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Table 6.3 HLM Results for the Tests of Mediation for Authoritarian Leadership on In-role Performance (Sample 2) 
 
Level Variables 

 
In-role Performance 

   Null Model Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 4 Model 5 

Level 1 Intercept 
 

γ00 5.84 *** 5.86 *** 5.85 *** 5.84 *** 5.71 *** 

 Self-Efficacy γ10     .34 *** 
 Perceived Supervisory 

Support 
γ20     .10 ** 

 Dependence γ30     .30 *** 
 Authoritarian Leadership 

 
γ40  -.14 *** -.08 +   

Level 2 Independent  Variable       
 Authoritarian Leadership γ01   -.68 *** -.81 *** -.19 + 
        
 Within-group Variance  .12 .09 .05 .05 .10 
 Between-group Variance   .48 .43 .42 .43 .23 
        
Intercept 
Variance 

Chi-square  202.66 *** 23.18 21.07 39.52 20.39  

        
 Model Deviance  1241.09 1224.65 1207.04 1213.21 1030.58 

Notes: 
Unstandardized coefficients with robust standard errors.  
N=556 for individual-level variables. N=66 for group level variable (Authoritarian leadership) 
+P< .1, *P< .05; **P< .01;***P<.001 
We have included the control variables for analysis, but not reported in the table. 
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Table 6.4 HLM Results for the Tests of Mediation for Authoritarian Leadership on OCBO (Sample 2) 
 
Level Variables 

 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior for Organizations 

   Null Model Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 4 Model 5 

Level 1 Intercept 
 

γ00 5.61 *** 5.64 *** 5.63 *** 5.61 *** 5.57 *** 

 Self-Efficacy γ10     .20 *** 
 Perceived Supervisory 

Support 
γ20     .07 + 

 Dependence γ30     .19 *** 
 Authoritarian Leadership 

 
γ40  -.08 * -.04   

Level 2 Independent  Variable       
 Authoritarian Leadership γ01   -.56 *** -.76 *** -.25 * 
        
 Within-group Variance  .14 .11 .07 .07 .07 
 Between-group Variance   .42 .38 .39 .40 .28 
        
Intercept 
Variance 

Chi-square  251.50 *** 30.82 24.57 33.71 21.02 

        
 Model Deviance  1184.91 1173.79 1164.21 1166.17 1078.31 

Notes: 
Unstandardized coefficients with robust standard errors.  
N=556 for individual-level variables. N=66 for group level variable (Authoritarian leadership) 
+P< .1, *P< .05; **P< .01;***P<.001 
We have included the control variables for analysis, but not reported in the table. 
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Table 6.5 HLM Results for the Tests of Mediation for Authoritarian Leadership on OCBI (Sample 2) 
 
Level Variables 

 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior for Individuals 

   Null Model Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 4 Model 5 

Level 1 Intercept 
 

γ00 5.95 *** 5.97 *** 5.96 *** 5.95 *** 5.95 *** 

 Self-Efficacy γ10     .07 
 Perceived Supervisory 

Support 
γ20     .08 * 

 Dependence γ30     .03 
 Authoritarian Leadership 

 
γ40  -.07 + -.04 -.48 ***  

Level 2 Independent  Variable       
 Authoritarian Leadership γ01   -.33 ***  -.36 *** 
        
 Within-group Variance  .05 .03 .02 .03 .03 
 Between-group Variance   .26 .21 .21 .24 .17 
        
Intercept 
Variance 

Chi-square  182.79 *** 36.33 32.78 44.55 + 14.07 

        
 Model Deviance  896.86 854.49 847.89 872.48 814.39 

Notes: 
Unstandardized coefficients with robust standard errors.  
N=556 for individual-level variables. N=66 for group level variable (Authoritarian leadership) 
+P< .1, *P< .05; **P< .01;***P<.001 
We have included the control variables for analysis, but not reported in the table. 
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6.5.2 Random Coefficient Regression Model 

Having confirmed that followers’ performance in each of the null models varied both within- 

and between-groups, attention turns to testing the effects of independent variables (authoritarian, 

benevolent, and moral leadership) as either individual variables or group variables. A random 

coefficient regression model was tested, with authoritarian leadership as an individual-level 

variable.  

 

The results of this model revealed that the pooled within-group slope of authoritarian leadership 

(i.e. γ40) was significant in the hypothesized direction [slope = -.14, P<.001] in individual-level 

of analysis. The residual from the Level 1 equation (i.e., the variance in eij) represented the 

residual within-group variance. With respect to followers’ performance by authoritarian 

leadership, the results indicated that the within-group variance component was 0.09 and the 

between-group variance component was 0.48, as shown in model 2 of Table 6.3. Dividing the 

between-group variance by the total variance (between-group variance plus within-group 

variance) yielded a value of 0.16. The percentage of the variance was significant and therefore 

provided a basis for examining individual-level predictors (authoritarian leadership, benevolent 

leadership, and moral leadership) of the within-group to followers’ performance (in-role 

performance, OCBO, and OCBI).  

 

6.5.3 Intercepts-as-Outcomes Models 

Results from the random coefficient regression model indicated that there was significant 

variance in the intercept term across groups. Leadership variables as both individual-level 

variables as well as group-level variables were tested in intercepts-as-outcomes models. The 
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predictors as proposed for both individual-level variable and group-level variable (for example, 

authoritarian leadership at both individual and group-levels of analysis) were then examined. 

 

Support for the group-level leadership effect would be demonstrated if the parameter estimate 

for γ01 was significant. The interpretation of the group-level leadership effect suggests that, 

although followers who perceived higher levels of authoritarian leadership exhibited negative 

effect to in-role performance, between-groups differences in authoritarian leadership even have 

greater effect on in-role performance, as shown in model 3 of Table 6.3. The results of this 

model suggested that after including the group-level leadership variable as a predictor, 

significant unexplained variance still existed in the intercept term. In other words, the variance 

in the µ0j term was significant. This indicated that there was significant variance still remaining 

in the intercept term that could be accounted for other predictors.  Authoritarian leadership 

treated as a group-level construct for hypothesis testing. 

 

6.6 Results for Hypothesis 1 to Hypothesis 3 

Our earlier analysis suggested that it was valid to treat leadership behaviors (authoritarian, 

benevolent and moral leadership) as group-level constructs. Hypothesis 1 to Hypothesis 3 were 

therefore tested to evaluate the group-level direct effects of authoritarian, benevolent, and moral 

leadership on followers’ in-role and extra-role performance. 

 

Authoritarian leadership was added in the HLM analyses to test the group-level effect of 

leadership on followers’ performance. Hypothesis 1 predicted that authoritarian leadership 

was negatively associated with followers’ in-role and extra-role performance. Results 
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indicated that authoritarian leadership was negatively related to in-role performance (γ01 =- .81, 

p < .001) as shown in model 4 of Table 6.3, to OCBO (γ01 = -.76, p<.001) as shown in model 

4 of Table 6.4, and to OCBI (γ01 =-.48, p<.001) as shown in model 4 of Table 6.5 respectively. 

Hypothesis 1 was therefore supported.   

 

Hypothesis 2 predicted that benevolent leadership was positively associated with followers’ 

in-role and extra-role performance. Results indicated that benevolent leadership was 

positively related to in-role performance (γ01 = .40, p < 0.001) as shown in model 4 of Table 

6.6, OCBO (γ01 = .28, p < .05) as shown in model 4 of Table 6.7, but not related to OCBI (γ01 

= .05, p > .05), as shown in model 4 of Table 6.8. Hypothesis 2 was partially supported. 
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Table 6.6 HLM Results for the Tests of Mediation for Benevolent Leadership on In-role Performance (Sample 2) 
 
Level Variables 

 
In-role Performance 

   Null Model Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 4 Model 5 

Level 1 Intercept 
 

γ00 5.84 *** 5.86 *** 5.85 *** 5.84 *** 5.70 *** 

 Self-Efficacy γ10     .35 *** 
 Perceived Supervisory 

Support 
γ20     .11 ** 

 Dependence γ30     .31 *** 
 Benevolent Leadership 

 
γ40  .16 *** .16 **   

Level 2 Independent Variable       
 Benevolent Leadership γ01   .11 .40 *** .01 
        
 Within-group Variance  .12 .09 .09 .09 .12 
 Between-group Variance   .48 .39 .39 .43 .23 
        
Intercept 
Variance 

Chi-square  202.66 *** 52.68 ** 50.85 ** 41.79 + 23.74 + 

        
 Model Deviance  1241.09 1193.32 1196.92 1233.61 1033.54 

Notes: 
Unstandardized coefficients with robust standard errors.  
N=556 for individual-level variables. N=66 for group level variable (Benevolent leadership) 
+P< .1, *P< .05; **P< .01;***P<.001 
We have included the control variables for analysis, but not reported in the table. 
. 
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Table 6.7 HLM Results for the Tests of Mediation for Benevolent Leadership on OCBO (Sample 2) 
 
Level Variables 

 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior for Organizations 

   Null Model Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 4 Model 5 

Level 1 Intercept 
 

γ00 5.61 *** 5.63 *** 5.63 *** 5.61 *** 5.58 *** 

 Self-Efficacy γ10     .21 *** 
 Perceived Supervisory 

Support 
γ20     .07 + 

 Dependence γ30     .21 *** 
 Benevolent Leadership 

 
γ40  .10 * .09 +   

Level 2 Independent Variable       
 Benevolent Leadership γ01   .11 .28 * .07 
        
 Within-group Variance  .14 .12 .11 .12 .09 
 Between-group Variance   .42 .37 .37 .40 .28 
        
Intercept 
Variance 

Chi-square  251.50 *** 62.85 *** 62.28 *** 54.44 ** 26.17 * 

        
 Model Deviance  1184.91 1167.75 1171.30 1187.39 1082.01 

Notes: 
Unstandardized coefficients with robust standard errors.  
N=556 for individual-level variables. N=66 for group level variable (Benevolent leadership) 
+P< .1, *P< .05; **P< .01;***P<.001 
We have included the control variables for analysis, but not reported in the table. 
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Table 6.8 HLM Results for the Tests of Mediation for Benevolent Leadership on OCBI (Sample 2) 
 
Level Variables 

 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior for Individuals 

   Null Model Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 4 Model 5 

Level 1 Intercept 
 

γ00 5.95 *** 5.95 *** 5.95 *** 5.95 *** 5.95 *** 

 Self-Efficacy γ10     .07 
 Perceived Supervisory 

Support 
γ20     .04 + 

 Dependence γ30     .08 * 
 Benevolent Leadership 

 
γ40  .10 *** .11 ***   

Level 2 Independent Variable       
 Benevolent Leadership γ01   -.04 .05 .03 
        
 Within-group Variance  .05 .06 .06 .06 .04 
 Between-group Variance   .26 .22 .22 .23 .17 
        
Intercept 
Variance 

Chi-square  182.79 *** 74.27 *** 74.76 *** 62.63 *** 15.40  

        
 Model Deviance  896.86 879.10 883.82 892.02 825.53 

Notes: 
Unstandardized coefficients with robust standard errors.  
N=556 for individual-level variables. N=66 for group level variable (Benevolent leadership) 
+P< .1, *P< .05; **P< .01;***P<.001 
We have included the control variables for analysis, but not reported in the table. 
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Hypothesis 3 predicted that moral leadership was positively associated with followers’ in-

role and extra-role performance. Results indicated that moral leadership was positively 

related to in-role performance (γ01 = .63, p < .001), as shown in model 4 of Table 6.9, OCBO 

(γ01= .53, p < .001), as shown in model 4 of Table 6.10, but not related to OCBI (γ01 = .07, p 

> .05), as shown in model 4 of Table 6.11. Hypothesis 3 was partially supported.  
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Table 6.9 HLM Results for the Tests of Mediation for Moral Leadership on In-role Performance (Sample 2) 
 
Level Variables 

 
In-role Performance 

   Null Model Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 4 Model 5 

Level 1 Intercept 
 

γ00 5.84 *** 5.84 *** 5.84 *** 5.84 *** 5.70 *** 

 Self-Efficacy γ10     .34 *** 
 Perceived Supervisory 

Support 
γ20     .10 ** 

 Dependence γ30     .30 *** 
 Moral Leadership 

 
γ40  .19 *** .16 ***   

Level 2 Independent Variable       
 Moral Leadership γ01   .50 *** .63 *** .11 
        
 Within-group Variance  .12 .09 .07 .08 .11 
 Between-group Variance   .48 .42 .41 .43 .23 
        
Intercept 
Variance 

Chi-square  202.66 *** 41.87 + 39.57 39.46 22.70 + 

        
 Model Deviance  1241.09 1222.28 1215.23 1228.16 1032.03 

Notes: 
Unstandardized coefficients with robust standard errors.  
N=556 for individual-level variables. N=66 for group level variable (Moral leadership) 
+P< .1, *P< .05; **P< .01;***P<.001 
We have included the control variables for analysis, but not reported in the table. 
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Table 6.10 HLM Results for the Tests of Mediation for Moral Leadership on OCBO (Sample 2) 
 
Level Variables 

 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior for Organizations 

   Null Model Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 4 Model 5 

Level 1 Intercept 
 

γ00 5.61 *** 5.61 *** 5.61 *** 5.61 *** 5.57 *** 

 Self-Efficacy γ10     .21 *** 
 Perceived Supervisory 

Support 
γ20     .06 

 Dependence γ30     .20 *** 
 Moral Leadership 

 
γ40  .12 ** .09 +   

Level 2 Independent Variable       
 Moral Leadership γ01   .46 ** .53 *** .22 + 
        
 Within-group Variance  .14 .12 .10 .10 .08 
 Between-group Variance   .42 .38 .39 .40 .28 
        
Intercept 
Variance 

Chi-square  251.50 *** 56.38 ** 57.02 54.58 ** 24.84 + 

        
 Model Deviance  1184.91 1183.15 1178.74 1180.88 1079.16 

Notes: 
Unstandardized coefficients with robust standard errors.  
N=556 for individual-level variables. N=66 for group level variable (Moral leadership) 
+P< .1, *P< .05; **P< .01;***P<.001 
We have included the control variables for analysis, but not reported in the table. 
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Table 6.11 HLM Results for the Tests of Mediation for Moral Leadership on OCBI (Sample 2) 
 
Level Variables 

 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior for Individuals 

   Null Model Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 4 Model 5 

Level 1 Intercept 
 

γ00 5.95 *** 5.94 *** 5.94 *** 5.95 *** 5.95 *** 

 Self-Efficacy γ10     .06 
 Perceived Supervisory 

Support 
γ20     .08 * 

 Dependence γ30     .04 + 
 Moral Leadership 

 
γ40  .05 .05   

Level 2 Independent Variable       
 Moral Leadership γ01   .02 .07 .22 * 
        
 Within-group Variance  .05 .05 .05 .06 .04 
 Between-group Variance   .26 .22 .22 .23 .17  
        
Intercept 
Variance 

Chi-square  182.79 *** 69.23 *** 69.02 *** 61.90 *** 14.45  

        
 Model Deviance  896.86 886.87 891.37 891.51 820.97 

Notes: 
Unstandardized coefficients with robust standard errors.  
N=556 for individual-level variables. N=66 for group level variable (Moral leadership) 
+P< .1, *P< .05; **P< .01;***P<.001 
We have included the control variables for analysis, but not reported in the table. 
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6.7 Results for Hypothesis 4 to Hypothesis 6  

Hypothesis 4 to Hypothesis 6 were tested the mediating variables of self-efficacy, perceived 

supervisor support, dependence between authoritarian, benevolent, and moral leadership and 

followers’ in-role and extra-role performance. 

 

Hypothesis 4 predicted that the negative effect of authoritarian leadership on followers’ in-

role and extra-role performance was primarily mediated by dependence. Results indicated 

that authoritarian leadership was negatively significant to dependence (β = -1.01, p < .001) and 

perceived supervisory support (β = -.33, p < .05), as shown in Table 6.12, thus meeting the 

first requirement for mediation. Authoritarian leadership was added to test the direct effect to 

followers’ in-role and extra-role performance. Authoritarian leadership was negatively related 

to in-role performance (β =- .81, p < .001), OCBO (β = -.76, p < .001) and OCBI (β = -.48, p 

< .001), thus meeting the second requirement of mediation. Self-efficacy, perceived 

supervisory support, and dependence were added to test the possible mediating effect on the 

relationship between authoritarian leadership and followers’ performance. Dependence (In-role 

performance: β = .30, p<.001; OCBO: β = .19, p<.05),  perceived supervisory support (In-role 

performance: β=.10, p<.001; OCBI: β=.08, p< .05), and self-efficacy (In-role performance: β 

= .34, p<.001; OCBO: β = .20, p<.05), were found to significantly mediated the relationship 

between authoritarian leadership and in-role performance as shown in model 5 of Table 6.3, 

OCBO as shown in model 5 of Table 6.4, and OCBI as shown in model 5 of Table 6.5. As the 

beta weights of authoritarian leadership was not significant on in-role performance, and 

authoritarian leadership was still significant on OCBO, partial mediation is present. Therefore, 

Hypothesis 4 was partially supported.  
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TABLE 6.12 (SAMPLE 2) 
HLM Results for the Tests of Mediation for Authoritarian, Benevolent, Moral Leadership 

 
Level Variables 

 
 SE 

 
PSS D 

 
SE 
 

PSS D 
 

SE 
 

PSS D 
 

  Parameter  3.08 *** 4.44 *** 5.05 *** 3.08*** 4.43 *** 5.05 *** 3.08 *** 4.44 5.05 *** 
1 Constant 

 
γ00          

2            
 Authoritarian 

Leadership 
γ01 -0.12 -0.33 * -1.01 ***       

 Benevolent 
Leadership 

γ01    0.21 0.63 *** 0.39 *    

 Moral 
Leadership 
 

γ01       0.27 0.38 * 0.38 
 

            
 Model 

deviance 
 

 1058.77 1293.91 1526.75 1056.59 1262.26 1544.36 1056.77 1293.26 1545.89 

 
Note. Unstandardized coefficients with robust standard errors. Estimates of the random error variance components in parentheses. 
N=556 for individual-level variables. N=66 for group level variable (Authoritarian, Benevolent, and Moral leadership) 
*P< .05; **P< .01;***P<.001 
SE = Self-efficacy, PSS = Perceived Supervisory Support, D = Dependence 
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Hypothesis 5 predicted that the positive effect of benevolent leadership on followers’ in-role 

and extra-role performance was primarily mediated by perceived supervisory support. 

Results indicated that benevolent leadership was positively significant to dependence (β = .39, 

p < .05), and strongly significant to perceived supervisory support (β = .63, p < .001), as 

shown in Table 6.12, thus meeting the first requirement for mediation. Benevolent leadership 

was added to test the direct effect to followers’ in-role and extra-role performance. Benevolent 

leadership was positively related to in-role performance (β = .40, p < 0.01), OCBO (β = .28, p 

< .05), and was not significant to OCBI (β = .05, p >.05), thus meeting the second requirement 

of mediation. Dependence (In-role performance: β=.31, p<.001; OCBO: β = .21, p < .001) and 

perceived supervisory support (In-role performance: β=.11, p<.001), and self-efficacy (In-role 

performance: β = .35, p<.001; OCBO: β =.21, p <.001) were found to significantly mediate the 

relationship between benevolent leadership and in-role performance as shown in Table 6.6, 

and OCBO as shown in Table 6.7. As the beta weights of benevolent leadership were not 

significant to in-role performance and OCBO, fully mediation is present. Hypothesis 5 was 

supported.  

 

Hypothesis 6 predicted that the positive effect of moral leadership on followers’ in-role and 

extra-role performance was primarily mediated by self-efficacy. Results indicated that 

moral leadership was significant to perceived supervisory support (β = .38, p < .05), as shown 

in Table 6.12, however, the effect of moral on dependence and self-efficacy did not reach .05 

significance level. These results failed to meet the first requirement for mediation. Even the 

direct effect of moral leadership was positively related to in-role performance (β = .63, p 

< .001) as shown in Table 6.9, OCBO (β = .53, p < .01) as shown in Table 6.10, and was not 
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significant to OCBI (β = .07, p >.05) as shown in Table 6.11. This leads to the rejection of 

Hypothesis 6. 

 

Table 6.13 shows the summary of the hypotheses in sample 2. The conceptual-based 

paternalistic leadership model, including all six hypotheses, was regressed in individual-

level of analysis by SPSS, as shown in Appendix VI, for information. 
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Table 6.13 Summary of the Hypotheses in Sample 2 

Hypotheses Significance 

Hypothesis 1: Authoritarian leadership is negatively 
associated with followers’ in-role and extra-
role performance. 

 

Supported 

Hypothesis 2: Benevolent leadership is positively 
associated with followers’ in-role and extra-
role performance. 

 

Partially  
Supported 

Hypothesis 3: Moral leadership is positively associated 
with followers’ in-role and extra-role 
performance. 

 

Partially  
Supported 

Hypothesis 4: The negative effect of authoritarian 
leadership on followers’ in-role and extra-
role performance will be primarily mediated 
by perceived dependence. 
 

Partially  
Supported 

Hypothesis 5: The positive effect of benevolent leadership 
on followers’ in-role and extra-role 
performance will be primarily mediated by 
perceived supervisory support. 

 

Supported 

Hypothesis 6: The positive effect of moral leadership on 
followers’ in-role and extra-role 
performance will be primarily mediated by 
self-efficacy. 

 

Not  
Supported 
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CHAPTER 7 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS  

 

7 Introduction 

The final chapter proceeds as follows. First, an overview of the key findings in sample 1 of a 

voluntary organization in Hong Kong, and sample 2 of a manufacturing firm in Mainland 

China are reviewed. Next, the discussion explores how paternalistic leadership behaviors, 

authoritarian, benevolent, and moral leadership are transmitted to follower performance. Third, 

the implications for theory and practice are discussed. The chapter ends by pointing out the 

limitations of the study, and, finally, by suggesting directions for future research. 

 

7.1 Key Findings - Sample 1 (A Voluntary Organization in Hong Kong)  

The main purpose of this study was to develop a conceptual-based paternalistic 

leadership model in multi-level of analysis. The two specific objectives were, first, to 

examine how paternalistic leadership behaviors, authoritarian, benevolent, and moral 

were transmitted to followers’ in-role and extra-role performance; and second, to 

examine the mediating mechanisms through intermediate variables, dependence, 

perceived supervisory support, and self-efficacy. 

 

Paternalistic leadership, which is composed of the three components, authoritarianism, 

benevolence, and morality, has its roots in Confucian wisdom and ideology and is influencing 

contemporary leaders (Cheng, Chou & Farh, 2000; Cheng et al., 2004). Results in sample 1 

indicated that authoritarian, benevolent, and moral leadership were directly associated 
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with followers’ in-role performance and extra-role performance. Consistent findings were 

found with the negative impact of authoritarian leadership on followers’ performance 

(Cheng et al., 2002, Farh et al., 2004). Authoritarian leaders maintained strong authority 

and followers were obligated to be obedient by regulations. As authoritarian leadership has 

long been assumed to be negatively related to followers’ performance (Cheng et al., 2002; 

Cheng et al., 2004), results provided support for the idea that authoritarian leadership was 

destructive in nature. One possible explanation was that leadership only acted as a 

hygiene factor in employment regulation. As the work nature of volunteers is not regulated 

by employment contract, the only way of getting individuals to work was solely by means of 

their own motivation and satisfaction. Otherwise, individuals are not likely to participate in any 

voluntary activities. Moreover, with the two positive sign of leadership behaviors, results 

indicated that benevolent and moral leadership have a positive effect on followers’ in-role 

and extra-role performance (Cheng et al., 2003; Cheng et al., 2004; Farh et al., 2004). In 

voluntary organizations, a leader with high levels of benevolence and morality would 

enhance members’ work performance. 

 

Furthermore, results of sample 1 indicated the relationship between benevolent leadership 

and followers’ performance was mediated by perceived supervisory support (Bono & 

Judge, 2003; Shamir, House & Arthur, 1993; Sosik, Avolio & Kahai, 1997). A reciprocal 

relationship between leaders and followers is crucial. Although there is much work to be done 

to enhance the precision with which researchers study how leadership behaviors are transmitted 

to followers’ task performance and organizational citizenship behavior (Settoon, Bennett, & 



Paternalistic Leadership and Followers’ Performance 
 

134 
 

Liden, 1996; Wayne et al., 2002), the results confirmed the importance of social exchange 

theory in the leadership literature. 

 

The relationship between moral leadership and followers’ performance was primarily 

mediated by self-efficacy. This finding was consistent with the notions that Western 

leadership behaviors influence followers’ performance through self-efficacy (Bono & 

Judge, 2003; Shamir, House & Arthur, 1993; Sosik, Avolio & Kahai, 1997). Leadership 

behaviors could be used as a constructive motivation for higher levels of work 

performance in voluntary organizations (Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Pierce, Rubenfeld & 

Morgan, 1991; Van Dyne, Graham & Dienesch, 1994). Many leadership theories and 

models have included intrinsic motivation that forms the basis of the empirical research 

(Bandura, 1986, 1997; Conger and Kanungo, 1988; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990). It was 

limited by looking at a narrow band of moral leadership that was in alignment with 

leadership framework.  

 

7.2 Key Findings - Sample 2 (A Manufacturing Factory in Mainland China) 

In sample 2, the three components of paternalistic leadership were directly related to 

followers’ in-role performance and extra-role performance. Results were similar to the 

findings in sample 1 showing that authoritarian leadership has a negative effect, and 

benevolent and moral leadership have a positive effect on followers’ performance. 

Authoritarian leadership is negatively associated with followers’ performance in Chinese 

manufacturing firms (Wu, Hsu & Cheng, 2002, Cheng, Huang, & Chou, 2002). Although 

some previous studies of authoritarian leadership gave mixed results (Cheng et al., 2003; 
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Cheng et al., 2004), this study supported the negative effect of authoritarian leadership on 

followers’ in-roler and extra-role performance.  

 

Additionally, empirical studies indicated that benevolent leadership and moral leadership 

were found to have positive effects on followers’ psychological response, such as 

identification, compliance and gratitude to the leader, and organizational citizenship 

behavior (Cheng et al., 2002b; Cheng et al., 2003; Farh et al., 2004). This study further 

confirmed the positive effect of benevolent and moral leadership on followers’ 

performance. Accordingly, the two samples display the same pattern of the direct 

relationship between paternalistic leadership behaviors and followers’ performance. 

 

Another objective was to examine the mediating processes of authoritarian, benevolent, 

and moral leadership on followers’ performance in manufacturing firms. Using the same 

ideology for the psychological mechanisms by which leadership effects on followers’ 

performance (Wang et al., 2005; Avolio et al., 2004), this study explored the “black box” 

of how authoritarian, benevolent, and moral leadership are transmitted to followers’ 

performance. This study extended the findings that dependence was a significant 

mediator between authoritarian leadership and followers’ performance (Kark et al, 2003). 

The negative effect of authoritarian leadership on followers’ dependence and performance was 

exposed.  

 

Social exchange theory dominates the mediating mechanism in explaining the effect of 

benevolent leadership on follower performance (Graen & Scandura, 1987; Wayne et al., 



Paternalistic Leadership and Followers’ Performance 
 

136 
 

2002). Results of sample 2 indicated the relationship between benevolent leadership and 

followers’ performance was primarily mediated by perceived supervisory support. This 

research lays a foundation for future inquiry and provides valuable insights by identifying 

the mediating effects of perceived supervisory support in manufacturing firms.  

 

7.3 Theoretical Implications 

The findings of the two samples have several theoretical implications. First, this study is to 

demonstrate empirically on how paternalistic leadership behaviors affect followers’ 

performance. Farh and Cheng’s (2000) PL model indicated that followers were hypothesized to 

respond to authoritarian leadership with compliance and dependence, moral leadership with 

respect and identification, and benevolent leadership with indebtedness and obligation to repay. 

Empirical studies have indicated that follower identification was strongly associated with moral 

leadership, and follower gratitude and loyalty (one form of repayment) linked with benevolent 

leadership (Cheng et al., 2004). The findings support previous research studies (Farh et al., 

2004) on the effects of paternalistic leadership on followers’ responses and follower 

performance. This study provided support for the notion that a leader who exhibits diverse 

types of leadership behaviors would bring about two opposite impacts on follower performance.  

 

Second, the study proposed a conceptual-based paternalistic leadership model which extends 

the existing leadership research by exploring the mediating mechanism on followers’ 

performance. Empirical research studies have already well-documented the psychological 

mechanisms in Western leadership (Dvir et al., 2002; Avolio et al., 2004), such as 

psychological empowerment (Dvir et al. 2002), dependence (Kark et al., 2003), and trust (Jung 
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& Avolio, 2000). Meanwhile, the mediating effects of authoritarian, benevolent, and moral 

leadership and followers’ in-role and extra-role performance have inspired considerable 

investigation from leadership researchers. Results indicated that self-efficacy, perceived 

supervisory support, and dependence explained part of the “black box” of mediating 

mechanisms of paternalistic leadership behaviors. Past empirical studies (e.g. Wang et al., 2005) 

examined the impact of social exchange theory between leadership and subordinates’ 

performance in existing literature, while this study examined the effect of dependence between 

authoritarian leadership and follower performance, perceived supervisory support between 

moral leadership and follower performance and self-efficacy between moral leadership and 

follower performance in Chinese organizations. The findings explored the mediating effects of 

authoritarian, benevolent, and moral leadership on followers’ performance. 

 

Third, in Asian contexts, majority of the existing works on leadership style has only translated 

Western measurements to test the generality of Western leadership models (Chen & Farh, 1999; 

Cheng, 1990; Farh, Podsakoff & Cheng, 1987). This study provided a foundation support on its 

investigation of indigenous paternalism in its own context should not only provide insights for 

understanding the emic aspects of Chinese leadership, but also contribute to etic knowledge 

about leadership in global contexts (Morris, Leung, Ames & Lickel, 1999). This study provided 

evidence to test the generality of paternalistic leadership model in two samples, a voluntary 

organization, Scout Association of Hong Kong and a manufacturing firm in Mainland China, 

which indicated consistent results on the hypotheses. 
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Last but not least, the concept of paternalistic leadership, (authoritarian, benevolent, and moral 

leadership), on followers’ performance is potentially important for enhancing the understanding 

of a wide array of group settings and organizational phenomena. Results of the two samples, in 

general, provided strong evidence of constructing leadership behaviors as group-level variables 

(authoritarian, benevolent, and moral leadership) in a qualitatively different way. Interestingly, 

in sample 2 of the manufacturing firm, authoritarian and moral leadership styles formed a 

strong group-level effect whereas benevolent leadership supported individual-level effect on 

followers’ performance. One possible explanations of this group-level phenomenon in the three 

dimensions of paternalistic leadership was that leaders implement strict authority and 

demonstrate morality consistently in front of their followers.  

 

However, benevolent leaders would provide individualized care to different individuals which 

vary on the needs of followers. This is particularly important when viewing the mediating 

effects as a fruitful arena for discourse and collaboration between scholars who emphasize 

individual-level of analysis, and researchers whose interests are in overall unit and 

organizational-level of analysis. The group-level analysis in leadership research using HLM is 

relatively new and has the ability to assess the quality of fit of the leadership model as a whole, 

while exploring the relationship with followers’ performance. This study provided supported 

for indicating the paternalistic leadership variables as group-level of analysis. 
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7.4 Managerial Implications 

The results of this study have implications for practitioners who are involved with leadership 

behaviors. First and foremost, the findings suggest that authoritarian leadership is negatively 

associated with subordinates’ in-role and extra-role performance within a dynamic competitive 

environment. Besides the economic exchange of leadership-follower performance relationship, 

the use of authoritarianism is not conducive to improving subordinates’ performance. This 

study indicates to HR practitioners that a leader who exhibits a high level of authoritarianism is 

destructive to subordinates’ psychological states and work performance. In order to manage 

Chinese employees more efficiently and effectively, authoritarian leadership is not an ideal 

leadership behavior in organizations. It is critically important that a leader should demonstrate 

appropriate leadership behaviors to enhance subordinates’ performance. Our findings are 

consistent with Cheng et al. (2004) results which show that an authoritarian style has a negative 

effect on followers’ performance. In contrast, benevolent and moral leadership has a positive 

interactive effect on followers’ performance.  

 

Second, the findings constitute important knowledge for the relationship between paternalistic 

leadership behaviors and follower performance. Benevolent and moral leadership was 

necessarily associated with perceived supervisory support and self-efficacy in voluntary 

organizations. In manufacturing firms, authoritarian leadership and benevolent leadership are 

mediated by dependence and perceived supervisory support for followers’ performance. The 

results help leaders to understand the fact that followers tend to prefer intrinsic motivation and 

social exchange approach in voluntary organizations, and social exchange approach in 

manufacturing firms are generally desirable. The results would also help team leaders in 
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general management to understand the fact that followers’ psychological states are important 

for enhancing performance. 

 

Third, the findings are relevant for organizational development and human resource 

professionals in organizations. They support specific leadership behaviors which voluntary and 

business organizations might implement through training and development processes, to help 

HR practitioners manage individuals more effectively. The job assignments of HR practitioners 

often include leadership assessment and development, executive coaching, management skills 

training and placement, all of which deal with developing and appropriately leveraging leaders. 

Since a leader who exhibits low levels of authoritarianism, high levels of benevolence and 

morality will enhance followers’ behaviors he or she is more likely to use different style of 

behaviors to influence followers to get the job done. Relevant training programs should 

develop careers for managers and encourage interaction with practicing leaders. This study 

provides insights for paternalistic leaders to develop their own perceptions of effective 

leadership, to learn specific strategies and to build the knowledge base from which the Chinese 

leadership styles will eventually define their own leadership behaviors. 

 

7.5 Limitations  

There are several major limitations. First, this study cannot draw definite conclusions about 

causation in a cross-sectional study, and we cannot rule out the possibility of reverse causation. 

It is possible that authoritarian leadership might not encourage followers to exhibit dependence 

and be positively associated to followers’ performance (Cheng et al., 2004). Researchers have 

found that there are mixed results in the relationship between authoritarian leadership and 
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followers’ performance (Wu et al., 2002; Cheng et al., 2004) and includes mediators, like fear 

and resentment, gratitude and obligation to repay, respect and identification in paternalistic 

leadership process (Farh & Cheng, 2000). Therefore, alternative explanations for the findings 

and causality, counter to the expected direction may exist.  

 

Second, this study explored a tightly articulated set of mediating mechanisms between 

authoritarian, benevolent, and moral leadership and followers’ performance. This perspective 

was derived from the three intermediate variables, self-efficacy, perceived supervisory support, 

and dependence. As Western leadership literature has proposed several other mediating 

mechanisms in leadership effects, there must exist other mediators for the effect of paternalistic 

leadership behaviors on followers’ performance, such as psychological empowerment (Dvir et 

al., 2002), and trust (Jung & Avolio, 2000). The scope of this study excluded consideration of 

the consequences of the outcome variables, such as job satisfaction, commitment, intention to 

leave, etc.  

 

Third, because the data was collected only in a voluntary organization in Hong Kong and a 

manufacturing factory in China, it is difficult to confirm whether our findings and theory can be 

generalized to other cultural settings. Some researchers have shown that leadership may vary 

across cultures (Farh, Leung, & Law, 1998; Hofstede, 1994; Westwood, 1997; Cheng, & Jiang, 

2000; Farh, Earley, & Lin, 1997; Farh, Podsakoff, & Cheng, 1987). The study’s external 

validity represents the tradeoff for examining a particular phenomenon in a specific context. 

For example, Den Hartog, House, Hanges, and Ruiz Quintanilla (1999) noted that “in a culture 

that endorses an authoritarian style, leader sensitivity might be interpreted as weak whereas in 
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cultures endorsing a more nurturing style, the same sensitivity is likely to prove essential for 

effective leadership”. Therefore, it is possible that different results may be found in other 

national cultures.  

 

Fourth, while the main objective of this study was to better understand the mediating 

mechanisms of paternalistic leadership behaviors, its precision constrains generalizability of the 

results. Specifically, the characteristics of the respondents of both leaders and members in 

voluntary organizations were quite different from the characteristics of frontline leaders and 

workers in manufacturing firms. Results cannot be applied to different work groups of leaders, 

and certainly not to the population at large. As one of the samples was a voluntary organization 

in Hong Kong, the respondents from this organization reflect a greater percentage of 

professionally oriented activities than would other organizations. Additionally, over half of the 

respondents in sample 2 were new to the manufacturing factory. The organization-tenure of the 

respondents was normally under 2 years. This creates, by design, a high turnover component 

and a high performance expectation that may not be typical of other organizations. 

 

7.6  Future Research Directions 

Several future areas of research arise from a consideration of the results. First, this study 

examines how authoritarian, benevolent, and moral leadership are transmitted to follower 

performance. The explicit testing of these leadership behaviors assumed mechanisms 

would add explanatory power to the paternalistic leadership model. Future research 

should examine on the mediating mechanisms of paternalistic leadership behaviors using 

social exchange theory (Wayne, Shore, Bommer, & Tetrick, 2002), and intrinsic 
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motivational theory (Brown, Jones, & Leigh, 2005). Other possible mediators may be 

involved in paternalistic leadership that could equally enhance followers’ performance. 

Therefore, longitudinal studies are needed to provide evidence of causation.  

 

Second, this study was based on a tightly focused set of possible mediators influencing 

followers’ performance. Studies have examined the mediating mechanisms (Wang et al., 

2005, Piccolo & Colquitt; 2006) in leadership, and leadership behaviors tend to influence 

followers’ performance through diverse types of mechanisms. Future researchers might 

further investigate Farh and Cheng’s (2000) paternalistic leadership triad model. Fear and 

resentment, gratitude and obligation to repay, and respect and identification are the 

proposed psychological responses which mediated the relationship between authoritarian, 

benevolent, and moral leadership and follower outcomes, such as satisfaction, 

commitment, trust, loyalty, intent to stay, task performance, organizational citizenship 

behavior. It would be better to test multiple measures or exact performance records which 

are worth examining, such as work units, follower job satisfaction, and turnover.  

 

Third, paternalistic leadership is a characteristic of leadership behaviors in Chinese 

family businesses. It is likely to be effective in family-based and managed businesses 

than in non-family-based businesses. The phenomenon of paternalistic leadership is 

embedded in the context of social, cultural and organizational factors Indeed, the cultural 

roots of Chinese tradition can account for the practices of paternalistic leadership. 

Existing findings in the literature seem to suggest that the phenomena of paternalistic 

leadership can be generalized to other contexts with similar cultural influences. Future 
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researchers should continue to study leadership effectiveness in different cultural contexts 

(Brislin, Lonner & Thorndike, 1973). This would help to expand the theoretical 

understanding of leadership and would also help practical applications that different types 

of organization can use to achieve and sustain competitive advantage.   

 

Last but not least, as there is a large research gap in leadership literature on individual-, 

group-, and organizational-level of analysis, the paternalistic leadership model should 

further investigate in multi-level of analysis. Even though this study has started to deal 

with a multi-level analysis, this is an interesting area for future research to continue 

treating leadership variables as a group-level construct. It would help to better define the 

level of analysis that needs to be created in every group of organization to support the 

development of paternalistic leadership. A multi-level approach illustrates how top-level 

paternalistic leadership can impact the organization (Dubin, 1979), and the complex 

interplay between leadership of and in organizations as these two levels of leadership 

operate together (Hunt & Ropo, 1998). Future researchers should examine the 

antecedents and consequences of paternalistic leadership on followers’ performance 

outcomes in a group-level of analysis. 

 

In conclusion, this study examined the direct relationship between the three components 

of paternalistic leadership behaviors (authoritarian, benevolent, and moral leadership) on 

followers’ performance (in-role and extra-role performance), and the mediating 

mechanisms of dependence, perceived supervisory support, and self-efficacy in multi-
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level of analysis. The study addressed paternalistic leadership behaviors by extending 

leadership theory, providing practical insights and guiding for future research.  
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Appendix V: Measurements  

 

Dependent Variable: In-Role Performance 

Followers’ in-role performance was measured by Williams and Andersons (1991) five items 

scale (1 = never; 7 = always). The immediate supervisors were asked to asses their followers’ 

performance using this scale. A sample item addressed “whether the subordinate adequately 

completes assigned duties”. As shown in Table A1, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .91 

(Williams & Anderson, 1991). 

 

 

Table A1 Dependent Variable: In-Role Performance 

Variable  Items 
In-role Performance  
IRP1 Adequately completes assigned duties. 

這位員工通常能夠完成他/她的工作範圍所規定的責任。   
IRP2 Fulfills responsibilities specified in job description. 

這位員工能夠履行這項工作對他/她所有要求。 
IRP3 Meets formal performance requirements of the job. 

這位員工達到所有對他/她正式要求。 
IRP4 Never neglects aspects of job he/she is obligated to perform. 

這位員工對他/她所要負責的各項工作總不掉以輕心。 
IRP5 Fails to perform essential duties (R). 

這位員工通常不能完成關鍵的任務。 

 
R = reverse score 
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Dependent Variable: Extra-Role Performance 

Extra-role work performance was measured using 16 items drawn from the OCB scale (OCBI 

and OCBO) developed by Lee and Allen (2002). OCBI is the pro-social behavior towards co-

workers, and OCBO is the pro-social behavior towards the organization. Immediate supervisors 

were asked to rate the scout members on 7-point scale (1 = never, 7 = always). There were 

eight items of OCBI. A sample question was, “(the subordinate) helps others who have been 

absent.” Another eight questions measured OCBO. A sample question was “(the subordinate) 

offers ideas to improve the functioning of the organization.” As shown in Table A2, the 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .88 for OCBO and .83 for OCBI (Lee & Allen, 2002). 
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Table A2 Dependent Variable: Extra Role Performance 

Variable  Items 

Extra Role Performance - Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) 

OCBO1 Attend functions that are not required but that help the organizational 
image. 
參加未被要求但卻有益於公司形式的活動。 

OCBO2 Keep up with developments in the organization. 
伴隨公司的發展自我發展。 

OCBO3 Defend the organization when other employees criticize it. 
當其他僱員批評公司時, 主動為公司辨護。 

OCBO4 Show pride when representing the organization in public. 
對公司在公眾中的任何展示都表現出自豪與驕傲。 

OCBO5 Offer ideas to improve the functioning of the organization. 
提供建議以提高公司的績效。 

OCBO6 Express loyalty toward the organization. 
對公司表示忠誠。 

OCBO7 Take action to protect the organization from potential problems. 
採取行動預防公司可能出現的問題。 

OCBO8 Demonstrate concern about the image of the organization. 
      關注公司的形象。 

OCBI1 Help others who have been absent. 
幫助缺勤的同事。 

OCBI2 Willingly give your time to help others who have work-related problems. 
自願花費時間幫助工作上遇到麻煩的同事。 

OCBI3 Adjust your work schedule to accommodate other employees’ requests 
for time off. 
為適應其他員工的休假要求, 愿意調整自己的工作計劃。 

OCBI4 Go out of the way to make newer employees feel welcome in the work 
group. 
於各種可能, 使新進員工感到工作團隊非常歡迎他們的加入。 

OCBI5 Show genuine concern and courtesy toward coworkers, even under the 
most trying business or personal situations. 
對同事表現出真誠的關心, 並以禮相待。 

OCBI6 Give up time to help others who have work or non-work problems. 
拿出時間幫助那些工作上或工作以外遇到困難的同事。 

OCBI7 Assist others with their duties. 
幫助其他同事承擔其責任。 

OCBI8 Share personal property with others to help their work. 
與同事分享自己的擁有, 來幫助同事的工作。 

 
 

a25 



Paternalistic Leadership and Followers’ Performance 
 

Mediating Variable: Self-Efficacy 

Self-efficacy was measured using 10-items scale developed by Schwarzer, BaBler, 

Kwiatek, Schroder, and Zhang (1997) for this study (1 = Not at all True; 4 = Exactly 

True). Sample items were “I am confident that I could deal efficiently with unexpected 

events,” “I can solve most problems if I invest the necessary effort.” As shown in Table 

A3, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was ranged .81 to .90 (Schwarzer et al., 1997). 

 

Table A3 Mediating Variable: Self-Efficacy 

Variable  
 

Items 

Self-Efficacy  
 
SE1 I can always manage to solve difficult problems if I try hard enough. 

如果我盡力去做的話, 我總能夠解決難題的。 
SE2 If someone opposes me, I can find means and ways to get what I want. 

即使別人反對我, 我仍有辦法取得我所要的。 
SE3 It is easy for me to stick to my aims and accomplish my goals. 

對我來說, 堅持理想和達成目標是輕而易舉的。 
SE4 I am confident that I could deal efficiently with unexpected events. 

我自信能有效地應付任何特如其來的事情。 
SE5 Thanks to my resourcefulness, I know how to handle unforeseen situations. 

以我的才智, 我定能應付意料以外情況。 
SE6 I can solve most problems if I invest the necessary effort. 

如果我付出必要的努力, 我一定能解決大多數的問題。 
SE7 I can remain calm when facing difficulties because I can rely on my coping 

abilities. 
我能冷靜地面對困難,因為我有自己解決問題的能力。 

SE8 When I am confronted with a problem, I can usually find several solutions. 
面對一個難題時, 我通常能找到幾個解決辦法。 

SE9 If I am in a bind, I can usually think of something to do. 
有麻煩的時候, 我通常能想到一些應付方法。 

SE10 No matter what comes my way, I’m usually able to handle it. 
無論什麼事在我身上發生, 我都能夠應付自如。 
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Mediating Variable: Perceived Supervisory Support (PSS) 

Perceived supervisory support (PSS) was measured by borrowing Eisenberger, 

Huntington, Hutchison, and Sowa’s (1986) scale of perceived organizational support 

(SPOS), a latest short-version with eight high-loading items were used to measure POS 

(Eisenberger, Stinglhamber, Vandenberghe, Sucharski & Rhoade, 2002). Perceived 

supervisory support with the same 8-items were used to assess POS, as modified by 

replacing the word organization with immediate supervisors (1 = strongly disagree; 7 = 

strongly agree). The items were “My supervisor strongly considers my goals and values,” 

“Help is available from my supervisor when I have a problem.” As shown in Table A4 

the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .81 and .82 (Eisenberger et al., 2002). 

Table A4  Mediating Variable: Perceived Supervisory Support (PSS) 
 

Variable  
 

Items 

Perceived Supervisory Support (PSS) 
 

 

PSS1 My supervisor strongly considers my goals and values.  
管理人員會強烈考慮我的目標及價值。 

PSS2 Help is available from my supervisor when I have a problem.  
當我遇見問題時, 可得到管理人員的幫助。 

PSS3 My supervisor really cares about my well-being.  
管理人員真的會關懷我身心狀況。 

PSS4 
 

My supervisor would forgive an honest mistake on my part.  
管理人員會原諒我誠實的錯誤。 

PSS5 My supervisor is willing to help me when I need a special favour.  
當我需要特別的支持時, 管理人員會願意幫助我。 

PSS6 If given the opportunity, my supervisor would take advantage of me (R). 
如果有機會, 管理人員會在我身上取利益。 

PSS7 My supervisor shows very little concern for me (R).  
管理人員很少對我付出關心。 

PSS8 My supervisor cares about my opinions.  
管理人員關心我的意見。 

R = reverse score 
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Mediating Variable: Dependence  

Kark, Shamir and Chen’s (2003) 8-items were used to measure dependence in this study 

(1 =totally disagree; 7 = totally agree). The items were “If the group leader was 

transferred to another branch, we would have difficulty to continue functioning as a 

team,” “I feel I can do my job better when the group leader is around /or in the area.” As 

shown in Table A5, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was .84 (Kark et al., 2003). 

 

Table A5 Mediating Variable: Dependence 

Variable  Items 

Dependence  

D1 If the group leader goes on vacation, the employees’ functioning would 
deteriorate.  
如團隊的領袖休假, 我的工作效率會下降。 

D2 If the group leader was transferred to another branch, we would have 
difficulty to continue functioning as a team. 
如團隊的領袖被調配到其他團隊, 我們便失去團隊的凝聚力。 

D3 I feel I can do my job better when the group leader is around /or in the area. 
當我和領袖再一起時, 我覺得我的工作會做得更好。 

D4 Were the group leader to leave, my commitment to work would decline. 
當領袖離開我們, 我對工作的投入會降低。 

D5 I feel I can function well at work, irrespective of who manages the group. 
無論誰是我們的團隊領袖, 我覺得我都會有良好的表現。 (R) 

D6 Were the leader of this group to leave, the employees’ motivation would 
decline. 
當我們的團隊領袖離開我們, 隊員們的工作動力會下降。 

D7 I find it difficult to function without the guidance of the group leader.   
當沒有領袖的指導, 我在運作上會遇到困難。 

D8 If the leader of this group was replaced, the employees would feel they do not h
someone to solve their problems. 
如領袖被取代, 沒有人能解決他們的問題。 
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Independent Variable: Paternalistic Leadership 

The components of paternalistic leadership: authoritarian leadership, benevolent 

leadership, moral leadership using items from Cheng, Chou and Farh (2000) scales were 

measured. Followers were asked to rate the leadership behaviors of their immediate 

supervisors with 9-items on authoritarian leadership, 11-items on benevolent leadership 

and 6-items on moral leadership (1 = strongly disagree; 6 = strongly agree). Sample 

item for authoritarian leadership was “My immediate supervisor has asks me to obey 

his/her instructions completely”. Sample item for benevolent leadership was “My 

immediate supervisor is like a family member when he/she gets along with us”. Sample 

item for moral leadership was “My immediate supervisor employs people according to 

their virtues and does not envy others’ abilities and virtues”. As shown in Table A6. The 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for authoritarian leadership, benevolent leadership and moral 

leadership were .89, .94, and .90 (Cheng et al., 2004). 
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Table A6 Independent Variable: Paternalistic Leadership 
 
Variable  Items 
 
Paternalistic Leadership  
 
Authoritarian Leadership My supervisor has asks me to obey his/her instructions 

completely. AL 1 
他/她要求我完全服從他的領導。 

Authoritarian Leadership My supervisor determined all decisions in the organization 
whether they are important or not. 
本部門大小事情由他/她自己決定。 

AL 2 

Authoritarian Leadership 
AL 3 

My supervisor always has the last say in the meeting. 
開會時, 都照他/她的意思做決定。 

Authoritarian Leadership 
AL 4 

My supervisor always behaves in a commanding fashion 
in front of employees. 
他/她展現卓越的工作積效給我們看。 

Authoritarian Leadership 
AL 5 

I feel pressured when working with him/her. 
與他/她一起工作時, 他/她帶給我很大的壓力。 

Authoritarian Leadership 
AL 6 

My supervisor exercises strict discipline over 
subordinates. 
在我們面前, 他/她表現出威嚴的樣子。 

Authoritarian Leadership 
AL 7 

My supervisor scolds us when we can’t accomplish our 
tasks. 
當任務無法達成時, 他/她會責備我們。 

Authoritarian Leadership 
AL 8 

My supervisor emphasizes that our group must have the 
best performance of all the units in the organization. 
他/她強調我們的表現一定要超過其他單位。 

Authoritarian Leadership 
AL 9 

We have to follow his/her rules to get things done. If not, 
he/she punishes us severely. 
他/她遵照原則辨事, 觸發時, 我們會受到嚴厲的處罰。 

Benevolent Leadership 
BL 1 

My supervisor is like a family member when he/she gets 
along with us. 
他/她與我們相處在一起時像一家人一樣。 

Benevolent Leadership 
BL 2 

My supervisor devotes all his/her energy to taking care of 
me. 
他/她盡心盡力的照顧我。 

Benevolent Leadership 
BL 3 

Beyond work relations, my supervisor expresses concern 
about my daily life. 
關心我私人的生活及起居 。 

Benevolent Leadership 
BL 4 

My supervisor ordinarily shows a kind concern for my 
comfort. 
平常會向我喧寒問暖 。 

Benevolent Leadership 
BL 5 

My supervisor will help me when I’m in an emergency. 
我有急難時,會及時伸手援助。 
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Benevolent Leadership 
BL 6 

My supervisor takes very thoughtful care of subordinates 
who have spent a long time with him/her. 
對相處較久的部屬, 會做無微不至的照顧 。 

Benevolent Leadership 
BL 7 

My supervisor meets my needs according to my personal 
requests. 
他/她會根據我個人的需要, 來滿足我的要求。 

Benevolent Leadership 
BL 8 

My supervisor encourages me when I encounter arduous 
problems. 
當我碰到難題時, 他/她會即時給我鼓勵。 

Benevolent Leadership 
BL 9 

My supervisor takes good care of my family members as 
well. 
對我的照顧會擴及到我的家人 。 

Benevolent Leadership 
BL 10 

My supervisor tries to understand what the cause is when I 
don't perform well. 
當我表現不佳時, 他/她會去暸解真正的原因何在。 

Benevolent Leadership 
BL 11 

My supervisor handles what is difficult to do or manage in 
everyday life for me. 
他/她會幫我解決生活上的難題。 

Moral Leadership 
ML 1 

My supervisor never avenges a personal wrong in the 
name of public interest when he/she is offended. (R) 
他/她能把公司的集體利益於個人的利益之上。 

Moral Leadership 
ML 2 

My supervisor employs people according to their virtues 
and does not envy others’ abilities and virtues. 
他/她任人唯賢, 不嫉才妒賢。 

Moral Leadership 
ML 3 

My supervisor uses his/her authority to seek special 
privileges for himself/herself. (reversed) 
他/她會利用職位搞特權。 

Moral Leadership 
ML 4 

My supervisor doesn't take the credit for my achievements 
and contributions for himself/herself. 
他/她不會把我或別人的成果與功勞據為己有。 

Moral Leadership 
ML 5 

My supervisor does not take advantage of me for persona 
gain. 
他/她不會佔我的小便宜。 

Moral Leadership 
ML 6 

My supervisor does not use guanxi (personal relationship) 
or back-door practices to obtain illicit personal gains. 
他/她不會因個人利益去拉關係, 走後門 。  

R = reverse score 
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Control Variables 

Followers’ gender, education level, age, organization tenure (Lee & Farh, 2004), 

supervisor-subordinate dyad tenure and job nature were added as control variables. 

Measures of these demographic variables were obtained from the followers’ rating. 

Gender was dummy coded (0= female; 1=male). Education levels of the respondents 

were divided into five categories (1=primary school or below; 2=secondary school; 3= 

tertiary education; 4 = university or above, 5 = others). Age, organization tenure and 

leader-follower dyad tenure were self-reported in years (Bauer & Green 1996; Liden, 

Wayne & Stilwell, 1993; Maslyn & Uhl-Bien, 2001). 
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APPENDIX VI - Individual-Level of Analysis for Paternalistic Leadership Model 

 

Results for Sample 1 - Individual-Level of Analysis 

A hierarchical multiple regression was used to test the three dimensions of paternalistic 

leadership: authoritarian leadership, benevolent leadership, and moral leadership influence 

followers’ performance. Hypothesis 1 predicted that authoritarian leadership was negatively 

associated with followers’ in-role and extra-role performance. Results indicated that 

authoritarian leadership was negatively related to followers’ in-role performance (β =- .27, p 

< .001), but not related to OCBO (β = -.14, p>.05) and OCBI (β =-.15, p>.05) as shown in 

model 2 of Table A7. Hypothesis 1 was supported.  
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Table A7 Tests of Mediation for Authoritarian Leadership (Sample 1) 
 

Variables 
 

D 
 

PSS
 

SE 
 

 IP 
 

  
 

OCBO 
 

  OCBI 
 

 

    Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 

Control Variables             
Gender  -.05 -.05 -.17 * -.19 * -.17 * -.09 -.07 -.06 .01 -.06 -.04 -.02 
Age -.03 .08 .06 .33 *** .19 * .15 * .21 ** .15 .10 .23 ** .15 .14 
Education -.02 -.08 .00 -.09 -.13 -.09 .02 .01 .04 -.17 * -.19 * -.17 * 
Organization Tenure .04 .02 .06 .05 .07 .04 .16 * .17 * .14 * .17 * .18 * .17 * 
Dyad Tenure .03 .00 .08 .09 .07 .05 .11 .10 .08 .01 .00 -.00 
             
Independent Variable 
 

            

Authoritarian Leadership 
 

-.03 -.08 -.20 *  -.27 *** -.18 **  -.14 -.05  -.15 -.12 

Mediating Variables             
Dependence 
 

     .06   .03   .06 

Perceived Supervisory Support 
 

     .38 ***   .39 ***   .15 

Self-efficacy      .31 ***   .28 ***   .06 
             
n 178 178 178 178 178 178 178 178 178 178 178 178 
df 6 6 6 5 6 9 5 6 9 5 6 9 
R2 .10 .03 .10 .17 .23 .51 .11 .12 .37 .14 .15 .19 
Δ R2 .01 .01 .03 .17 .06 .28 .11 .01 .25 .14 .01 .04 
             

Notes: 
D = dependence, PSS = perceived supervisory support, SE = self-efficacy, IP = In-role performance, OCBO = Organizational citizenship 
behaviors for organizations, and OCBI = Organizational citizenship behaviors for individuals. 
*P< .05, ** P< .01, *** P<.001 
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Hypothesis 2 predicts that benevolent leadership was negatively associated with followers’ 

in-role and extra-role performance. Results indicated that benevolent leadership was 

positively related to followers’ in-role performance (β = .29, p < 0.01), OCBO (β = .21, p 

< .01) and OCBI (β = .15, p < .05), as shown in model 2 of Table A8. Hypothesis 2 was 

supported.  
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Table A8 Tests of Mediation for Benevolent Leadership (Sample 1) 
 

Variables 
 

D 
 

PSS 
 

SE 
 

 IRP 
 

  
 

OCBO 
 

  OCBI 
 

 

    Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 

Control Variables             
Gender  -.05 -.04 -.15 * -.19 * -.16 * -.10 -.07 -.05 .01 -.06 -.04 -.03 
Age -.02 .11 .14 .33 *** .31 *** .23 *** .21 ** .20 ** .12 .23 ** .22 ** .20 ** 
Education -.02 -.08 -.00 -.09 -.11 -.08 .02 .01 .04 -.17 * -.18 * -.16 * 
Organization Tenure .05 .03 .08 .05 .06 .04 .16 * .18 * .15 * .17 * .18 * .17 * 
Dyad Tenure .02 -.02 .01 .09 .02 .03 .11 .06 .07 .01 -.02 -.02 
             
Independent Variable 
 

            

Benevolent Leadership 
 

.08 .13 .37 ***  .29 *** .13 *  .21 ** .06  .15 * .11 

Mediating Variables             
Dependence 
 

     .06   .03   .06 

Perceived Supervisory 
Support 

     .37 ***   .38 ***   .14 

Self-efficacy      .29 ***   .26 ***   .04 
             
n 178 178 178 178 178 178 178 178 178 178 178 178 
df 6 6 6 5 6 9 5 6 9 5 6 9 
R2 .02 .04 .20 .17 .25 .50 .10 .15 .37 .14 .16 .19 
Δ R2 .01 .02 .13 .17 .08 .25 .10 .05 .22 .14 .02 .03 
             

Notes: 
D = dependence, PSS = perceived supervisory support, SE = self-efficacy, IP = In-role performance, OCBO = Organizational citizenship 
behaviors for organizations, and OCBI = Organizational citizenship behaviors for individuals. 
*P< .05, ** P< .01, *** P<.001
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Hypothesis 3 predicts that moral leadership was negatively associated with followers’ in-

role and extra-role performance. Results indicated that moral leadership was positively 

related to in-role performance (β = .25, p < .001), and OCBO (β = .16, p < .05), but was not 

related to OCBI (β = .12, p> .05), as shown in model 2 of Table A9. Hypothesis 3 was 

supported. 
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Table A9 Tests of Mediation for Moral Leadership (Sample 1) 
 

Variables 
 

D 
 

PSS 
 

SE 
 

 IRP 
 

  
 

OCBO 
 

  OCBI 
 

 

    Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 

Control Variables             
Gender  -.06 -.06 -.20 ** -.19 * -.20 ** -.11 -.07 -.08 .00 -.06 -.06 -.04 
Age -.04 .08 .07 .33 *** .27 *** .22 *** .21 ** .17 * .12 .23 ** .20 * .19 * 
Education -.01 -.07 .02 -.09 -.09 -.07 .02 .03 .05 -.17 * -.17 * -.16 * 
Organization Tenure .04 .02 .05 .05 .05 .03 .16 * .16 * .14 * .17 * .17 * .16 * 
Dyad Tenure .03 .00 .08 .09 .08 .05 .11 .10 .08 .01 .01 .00 
             
Independent Variable 
 

            

Moral Leadership 
 

.10 .15 .36 ***  .25 *** .07  .16 * -.00  .12 .08 

Mediating Variables             
Dependence      .06   .03   .06 
Perceived Supervisory 
Support 

     .38 ***   .39 ***   .14 

Self-efficacy      .32 ***   .28 ***   .05 
             
n 178 178 178 178 178 178 178 178 178 178 178 178 
df 6 6 6 5 6 9 5 6 9 5 6 9 
R2 .02 .05 .19 .17 .23 .49 .11 .13 .36 .14 .15 .18 
Δ R2 .01 .02 .12 .17 .06 .26 .11 .02 .24 .14 .01 .03 
             

Notes: 
D = dependence, PSS = perceived supervisory support, SE = self-efficacy, IP = In-role performance, OCBO = Organizational citizenship 
behaviors for organizations, and OCBI = Organizational citizenship behaviors for individuals. 
*P< .05, ** P< .01, *** P<.001 
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Hypothesis 4 predicted that the negative effect of authoritarian leadership to followers’ in-

role and extra-role performance was primarily mediated by dependence. As shown in 

Table A7, results indicated that authoritarian leadership was significant positively to self-

efficacy (β = -.20, p<.05), however, the effect of authoritarian leadership on dependence (β = -

.03, p>.05), and perceived supervisory support (β = -.08, p>.05), did not reach .05 significance 

level. These results failed to meet the first requirement for mediation. Even the direct effect of 

authoritarian leadership on followers’ in-role performance (β =- .27, p < .001), but not related 

to OCBO (β = -.14, p>.05) and OCBI (β =-.15, p>.05), leading to the rejection of Hypothesis 

4.  

 

Hypothesis 5 predicted that the positive effect of benevolent leadership to followers’ in-role 

and extra-role performance was primarily mediated by perceived supervisory support. As 

shown in Table A8, results indicated that benevolent leadership was highly significant 

positively to self-efficacy (β = .37, p<.001), however, the effect of benevolent leadership on 

dependence (β = .08, p>.05), and perceived supervisory support (β = .13, p>.05), did not 

reach .05 significance level. These results failed to meet the first requirement for mediation. 

Even the direct effect of benevolent leadership was positively related to followers’ in-role 

performance (β = .29, p < 0.01), OCBO (β = .21, p < .01) and OCBI (β = .15, p < .05), 

leading the rejection of Hypothesis 5. 

 

Hypothesis 6 predicted that the effect of moral leadership to followers’ in-role and extra-

role performance was primarily mediated by self-efficacy. As shown in Table A9, results 

indicated that moral leadership was highly significant positively to self-efficacy (β = .36, 
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p<.001), thus meeting the first requirement for mediation. Second, we added moral leadership 

to test the direct effect to followers’ in-role and extra-role performance. Results indicated that 

moral leadership was positively related to in-role performance (β = .25, p < .001), and OCBO 

(β = .16, p < .05), but was not related to OCBI (β = .12, p> .05), thus meeting the second 

requirement of mediation. Third, results indicated that the relationship between moral 

leadership and in-role performance was mediated by perceived supervisory support (β 

= .38, p < .001) and self-efficacy (β = .32, p < .001), and extra-role performance was 

mediated by perceived supervisory support (β = .39, p < .001) and self-efficacy (β = .28, p 

< .001).  As moral leadership was highly significant to self-efficacy (β = .39, p < .001), 

therefore, Hypothesis 6 was supported. 

 

Table A10 shows the summary of the hypotheses in sample 1. 
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Table A10 Summary of the Hypotheses in Sample 1 
 
Hypotheses  Significance 

Hypothesis 1: Authoritarian leadership is negatively 
associated with followers’ in-role and extra-
role performance. 

 

Supported 

Hypothesis 2: Benevolent leadership is positively 
associated with followers’ in-role and extra-
role performance. 

 

Supported 

Hypothesis 3: Moral leadership is positively associated 
with followers’ in-role and extra-role 
performance. 

 

Supported 

Hypothesis 4: The negative effect of authoritarian 
leadership on followers’ in-role and extra-
role performance will be primarily mediated 
by perceived dependence. 

 

Not  
Supported 

Hypothesis 5: The positive effect of benevolent leadership 
on followers’ in-role and extra-role 
performance will be primarily mediated by 
perceived supervisory support. 

 

Not  
Supported 

Hypothesis 6: The positive effect of moral leadership on 
followers’ in-role and extra-role 
performance will be primarily mediated by 
self-efficacy. 

 

Supported 
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Results for Sample 2 - Individual–Level of Analysis 

A hierarchical multiple regression was used to test the three dimensions of paternalistic 

leadership: authoritarian leadership, benevolent leadership, and moral leadership influence 

followers’ performance. Hypothesis 1 predicted that authoritarian leadership was negatively 

associated with followers’ in-role and extra-role performance. Results indicated that 

authoritarian leadership was negatively related to followers’ in-role performance (β =-.22, 

p< .001), OCBO (β = -.20, p<.001) and OCBI (β=.18, p < .001), as shown in model 2 of 

Table A11. Hypothesis 1 was supported.  
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Table A11 Tests of Mediation for Authoritarian Leadership (Sample 2) 
 

Variables 
 

D 
 

PSS
 

SE 
 

 IP 
 

  
 

OCBO 
 

  OCBI 
 

 

    Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 

Control Variables             
Gender  -.04 .01 -.06 .03 .03 .05 -.03 -.02 -.01 .05 .06 .06 
Age -.01 .05 -.09 .01 .02 .03 .00 .00 .01 -.05 -.04 -.05 
Education -.03 .07 .02 .07 .08 .07 .02 .03 .03 .00 .01 .00 
Organization Tenure -.07 -.04 -.11 -.21 ** -.20 ** -.15 * -.15 -.14 -.10 -.11 -.11 -.09 
Dyad Tenure .01 -.01 .15 .10 .09 .06 .06 .05 .03 .04 .03 .02 
             
Independent Variable 
 

            

Authoritarian Leadership 
 

-.47 *** -.03 -.04  -.22 *** -.06  -.20 *** -.07  -.18 *** -.13 

Mediating Variables             
Dependence 
 

     .31 ***   .25 ***   .09 

Perceived Supervisory 
Support 

     .23 ***   .17 ***   .18 *** 

Self-efficacy      .19 ***   .12 **   .05 
             
n 556 556 556 556 556 556 556 556 556 556 556 556 
df 6 6 6 5 6 9 5 6 9 5 6 9 
R2 .23 .01 .02 .02 .07 .24 .01 .05 .15 .01 .05 .09 
Δ R2 .22 .00 .00 .02 .05 .17 .01 .04 .10 .01 .03 .04 
             

Notes: 
D = dependence, PSS = perceived supervisory support, SE = self-efficacy, IP = In-role performance, OCBO = Organizational citizenship 
behaviors for organizations, and OCBI = Organizational citizenship behaviors for individuals. 
*P< .05, ** P< .01, *** P<.001 
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Hypothesis 2 predicted that benevolent leadership was negatively associated with followers’ 

in-role and extra-role performance. Results indicated that benevolent leadership was 

positively related to followers’ in-role performance (β = .25, p < 0.01), OCBO (β = .19, p 

< .001) and OCBI (β = .17, p < .001), as shown in model 2 of Table A12. Hypothesis 2 was 

supported.  

 

a44



Paternalistic Leadership Styles and Follower Performance 
 

Table A12 Tests of Mediation for Benevolent Leadership (Sample 2) 
 

Variables 
 

D 
 

PSS 
 

SE 
 

 IP 
 

  
 

OCBO 
 

  OCBI 
 

 

    Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 

Control Variables             
Gender  -.05 .02 -.05 .03 .03 .06 -.03 -.03 -.01 .05 .05 .06 
Age -.03 .03 -.10 .01 -.00 .02 -.00 -.01 .01 -.05 -.06 -.05 
Education -.05 .04 .01 .07 .06 .07 .02 .01 .02 -.00 -.01 -.01 
Organization Tenure -.08 .00 -.10 -.21 ** -.19 * -.15 * -.15 -.13 -.10 -.11 -.10 -.09 
Dyad Tenure .04 -.02 .15 .10 .10 .06 .06 .06 .04 .04 .04 .03 
             
Independent Variable 
 

            

Benevolent Leadership 
 

.09 * .61*** .18 ***  .25 *** .08  .19 *** .07  .17 *** .07 

Mediating Variables             
Dependence 
 

     .34 ***   .28 ***   .15 *** 

Perceived Supervisory 
Support 

     .17 ***   .12 *   .13 * 

Self-efficacy      .18 ***   .11 **   .04 
             
n 556 556 556 556 556 556 556 556 556 556 556 556 
df 6 6 6 5 6 9 5 6 9 5 6 9 
R2 .02 .38 .05 .02 .09 .25 .01 .05 .15 .01 .04 .08 
Δ R2 .01 .38 .03 .02 .06 .16 .01 .04 .10 .01 .03 .04 
             

 
Notes: 
D = dependence, PSS = perceived supervisory support, SE = self-efficacy, IP = In-role performance, OCBO = Organizational citizenship 
behaviors for organizations, and OCBI = Organizational citizenship behaviors for individuals. 
*P< .05, ** P< .01, *** P<.001
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Hypothesis 3 predicted that moral leadership was negatively associated with followers’ in-

role and extra-role performance. Results indicated that moral leadership was positively 

related to followers’ in-role performance (β = .23, p < .001), OCBO (β = .17, p < .001) and 

OCBI (β = .08, p < .05), as shown in model 2 of Table A13. Hypothesis 3 was supported. 
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Table A13 Tests of Mediation for Moral Leadership (Sample 2) 
 

Variables 
 

D 
 

PSS 
 

SE 
 

 IP 
 

  
 

OCBO 
 

  OCBI 
 

 

    Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
 

Control Variables             
Gender  -.06 .01 -.06 .03 .03 .05 -.03 -.03 -.01 .05 .05 .06 
Age -.03 .05 -.10 .01 .00 .02 -.00 -.01 .01 -.05 -.05 -.05 
Education -.05 .05 .01 .07 .06 .06 .02 .01 .02 -.00 -.01 -.01 
Organization Tenure -.08 -.01 -.10 -.21 ** -.19 * -.14 * -.15 -.13 -.09 -.11 -.11 -.09 
Dyad Tenure .03 -.02 .15 .10 .09 .06 .06 .06 .03 .04 .04 .03 
             
Independent Variable 
 

            

Moral Leadership 
 

.06 .31 *** .13 **  .23 *** .13 ***  .17 *** .10 *  .08 * .02 

Mediating Variables             
Dependence 
 

     .34 ***   .28 ***   .15 *** 

Perceived Supervisory Support 
 

     .19 ***   .14 ***   .17 *** 

Self-efficacy      .18 ***   .11 **   .05 
             
n 556 556 556 556 556 556 556 556 556 556 556 556 
df 6 6 6 5 6 9 5 6 9 5 6 9 
R2 .01 .10 .05 .02 .08 .26 .01 .04 .16 .01 .02 .08 
Δ R2 .00 .10 .02 .02 .05 .18 .01 .03 .11 .01 .01 .05 
             

 
Notes: 
D = dependence, PSS = perceived supervisory support, SE = self-efficacy, IP = In-role performance, OCBO = Organizational citizenship 
behaviors for organizations, and OCBI = Organizational citizenship behaviors for individuals. 
*P< .05, ** P< .01, *** P<.001
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Hypothesis 4 predicted that the negative effect of authoritarian leadership to followers’ in-

role and extra-role performance was primarily mediated by dependence. As shown in 

Table A11, results indicated that authoritarian leadership was highly significant to dependence 

(β = -.47, p<.001), thus meeting the first requirement for mediation. Second, we added 

authoritarian leadership to test the direct effect to followers’ in-role and extra-role performance. 

Results indicated that authoritarian leadership was negatively related to in-role 

performance (β =-.22, p< .001), OCBO (β = -.20, p<.001) and OCBI (β=.18, p < .001), 

thus meeting the second requirement of mediation. Third, the mediating effect of 

dependence was highly significant with authoritarian leadership to followers’ in-role 

performance (β =.31, p < .001), OCBO (β = .25, p < .001) and OCBI (β = .09, p < .001). 

Hypothesis 4 was supported.  

 

Hypothesis 5 predicted that the positive effect of benevolent leadership to followers’ in-role 

and extra-role performance was primarily mediated by perceived supervisory support. s 

shown in Table A12, benevolent leadership was slightly significant to dependence (β = .09, p 

< .05), and strongly significant to perceived supervisory support (β = .61, p < .001), and self-

efficacy (β = .18, p < .001), thus meeting the first requirement for mediation. Second, we 

added authoritarian leadership to test the direct effect to followers’ in-role and extra-role 

performance.   Results indicated that benevolent leadership was positively related to in-role 

performance (β = .25, p < 0.01), OCBO (β = .19, p < .001) and OCBI (β = .17, p < .001), thus 

meeting the second requirement of mediation. Third, results indicated that the relationship 

between benevolent leadership and followers’ in-role and extra-role performance was 

mediated by dependence, perceived supervisory support and self-efficacy. As the Δ R2 
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between benevolent leadership and perceived supervisory support (β = .61, p< .001, Δ 

R2= .38) was much stronger than self-efficacy (β = .18, p < .001, Δ R2= .03). Hypothesis 5 

was supported.  

 

Hypothesis 6 predicted that the positive effect of moral leadership to followers’ in-role and 

extra-role performance was primarily mediated by self-efficacy. As shown in Table A13, 

moral leadership was significant to perceived supervisory support (β = .31, p < .001), and self-

efficacy (β = .13, p < .01), thus meeting the first requirement for mediation. Second, we added 

moral leadership to test the direct effect to followers’ in-role and extra-role performance. 

Results indicated that moral leadership was positively related to in-role performance (β = .23, p 

< .001), OCBO (β = .17, p < .001) and OCBI (β = .08, p < .05), thus meeting the second 

requirement of mediation. Third, results indicated that the relationship between moral 

leadership and followers’ in-role and extra-role performance was mediated by perceived 

supervisory support (β = .31, p < .001, Δ R2= .10), and self-efficacy (β = .13, p < .01, Δ 

R2=.02). Hypothesis 6 was partially supported. 

 

 Table A8 shows the summary of the hypotheses in sample 2. 
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Table A8 Summary of the Hypotheses in Sample 2 

Hypotheses Significance 

Hypothesis 1: Authoritarian leadership is negatively 
associated with followers’ in-role and extra-
role performance. 

 

Supported 

Hypothesis 2: Benevolent leadership is positively 
associated with followers’ in-role and extra-
role performance. 

 

Supported 

Hypothesis 3: Moral leadership is positively associated 
with followers’ in-role and extra-role 
performance. 

 

Supported 

Hypothesis 4: The negative effect of authoritarian 
leadership on followers’ in-role and extra-
role performance will be primarily mediated 
by perceived dependence. 
 

Supported 

Hypothesis 5: The positive effect of benevolent leadership 
on followers’ in-role and extra-role 
performance will be primarily mediated by 
perceived supervisory support. 

 

Supported 

Hypothesis 6: The positive effect of moral leadership on 
followers’ in-role and extra-role 
performance will be primarily mediated by 
self-efficacy. 

 

Partially 
Supported 
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