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The aim of this study is to determine the impact of  the managers’ leadership behaviors over job 
satisfaction and performance of employees. In this way, a questionnaire was applied over the managers 
and employees who were working in the small and med ium size business in the industrial zone of 
Ankara Ostim Turkey and 266 questionnaires were acc epted as suitable for analyzing. The 
questionnaire was prepared as two parts. The first part of the questionnaire included demographic 
information of respondents and second part included  the statements about leadership behaviors of 
manager, job satisfaction and performance of employ ees. The statements for job satisfaction and 
leadership behaviors were marked by employees and t he statements of the employee performance were 
marked by managers. The significant relationships w ere found between leadership behaviors of 
managers and job satisfaction and performance of em ployees. Also the significant relationship was 
found out between job satisfaction and performance of employees. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Management for organizations is defined as the 
execution of the tasks and operations within plans and 
reaching the already-set objectives and managers are 
defined as the ones performing the necessary actions 
aligned for the set objectives and plans. On the other 
hand, a leader is “ the one who can make people follow 
the right or wrong deeds with appearance and personality 
and is able to transform his/her ideas and will into the 
followers’ ideas and will” (Garih, 2000). It is not possible 
to claim that all the managers have the character of 
leadership but the most effective managers are the ones 
who are able to exhibit the qualities of leadership in the 
long term (Arıkan, 2003). 

In the general sense, although there are a variety of dif-
ferences   between managers and leaders, when viewed 
from the point of modern management techniques, it is 
preferred that managers should have the leadership 
qualities. Hence, it could be held that managers with the 
leadership qualities might be more successful in terms of 
the efficiency of the management process. 
 
 
 
JEL classification:  M12, M54, L20. 

Examining the different dimensions of the leadership 
behavior of the managers have become a focus of 
interest and research in sociological and organizational 
aspects and a number of models have been developed 
dealing with the leadership behavior form different 
aspects and the factors affecting the leadership behavior 
of the managers have been researched through the 
developed models (Arıcı, 2002). In this study, the main 
objective is to find out the impact of leadership behavior 
of the managers on job satisfaction and employee 
performance.  

The literature host studies into the relation between 
leadership behavior and job satisfaction as well as 
leadership behavior and employee performance. Some of 
these studies hold that one of the most important factors 
affecting job satisfaction is the leadership behavior of the 
managers (Tengilimoğlu, 2005), there is a relation 
between leadership behavior and job dissatisfaction, 
which leads to discontent, burn-out, hatred and anger 
(Brooke, 2007), there is a strong relation between the 
leadership behavior of the managers and job satisfaction 
and dissatisfaction (Watson, 2009), the leadership 
behavior has positive effects in enhancing the job 
satisfaction Morrison et al. (1997). On the other  hand,  in 



 

 
 
 
 
the studies into leadership behavior and employee 
performance, positive relations have been found out. For 
example, Elenkov (2002) held that effective leadership 
behavior increases the performances of the employees 
and organizations, the leadership skills affect the group 
performance (Marta, et al., 2005), and  Hayward (2005) 
found out that  there is a positive first grade relation 
between leadership behavior and employee performance.   

As it can be seen, there are a lot of studies into the 
effects of leadership behavior on job satisfaction and 
employee performance. However, many of these studies 
have attempted to find out a relation between the two va-
riables. On the other hand, the data have been obtained 
through one-sided measurement. However, in this study, 
the data set is comprised of the employees and the 
managers while trying to the relation between leadership 
behavior and job satisfaction and employee performance.  

Leaders have existed in every era of the history and it 
will not be wrong to say that, due to the hierarchical 
nature of humankind, leaders will be a part of societal 
and organizational life. People are always in an attempt 
to realize the interests and needs that cannot be obtained 
alone by forming groups with people with the same needs 
and interests (Eren, 1998). Since the day humankind 
started to live in groups as social entity to pursue –life-
related activities with other people, they have been in a 
need to cooperate with other people. This need has led 
leaders, who will enable them to reach the targets and 
will direct the organizations they are in, to emerge (Koç, 
2007). Therefore, it could be said that “leaders are the 
ones who can direct the followers to the behavior in line 
with the leaders’ desires in order to realize the individual 
and group objectives.  

In other words, leaders are the ones who are able to 
put the common thoughts and desires, felt by the group 
members (followers) but not revealed, in an embraceable 
objective and put the potential powers of the group 
members around the common objective into action 
(Sabuncuoğlu-Tüz, 2001). 

Leadership has become a concept of focus of many 
studies within scientific principles and norms and been 
studied by the researchers since the 1930s. There are a 
variety of studies into the concept of leadership. All these 
studies have put different theories and approaches 
related to the concept of leadership. In these theories, 
what was commonly sought was the answer for a 
definition, qualities of a leader. As of 1950s, there are a 
number of definitions for what a leader is and what is 
leadership as well as the qualities of leadership. Some of 
them can be listed as the following (Koç, 2007). 

According to Mejia et al. (2005), leadership is to be 
able to be successful in situations where other people 
cannot be and to have a unique style other people do not 
have, according to Cook et al. (1997), leadership is the 
process of directing, energizing and the voluntary 
commitment of the followers to the vision of the leader, 
according to Yukl (2002), it is the process   of  impressing  
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the people in order to achieve the preset group and 
organizational objectives, according to Daft (1999), it is 
the ability to set an objective and target and then to set 
people in motion  to reached the defined aims and 
targets, according to Zel (2001) it is the ability to gather 
people around specific objectives and set them in action 
to perform the objectives, according to Koçel (1999)  it is 
the process of directing and impressing other people in 
order to accomplished personal and group objectives 
under specific circumstances.   

The common point of all the definitions made related to 
the concept of leadership is that leaders have the ability 
to impress the followers and the followers are committed 
to their leader by their own will. Within this perspective, 
leadership can be defined as the process of directing and 
stimulating the potential knowledge, skill and talents of 
the followers in order to achieve the common objectives 
of the members of organizations (Koç, 2007). 
 
 
Job satisfaction 
 
People, following a certain age, spend most of their times 
at work. In this respect, people could add to their 
happiness from job, which does not only affect the 
economic status but psychological condition as well. 
Therefore, job satisfaction is of great significance in terms 
of economic and psychological aspects in people’s life 
(Bakan and Büyükbeşe, 2004).  

Job satisfaction has been defined as the positive 
attitudes of employees towards job or some aspect of 
their job (Erdoğan, 1991; Baş and Ardıç, 2002; Toker, 
2007) and by some researchers different aspects of job 
satisfaction have been highlighted. In this context, job 
satisfaction, according to Lam et al. (2001), is the 
emotional responses towards towards a job, according to 
Odom et al. (1990) it is the whole of the negative or 
positive feelings against a job, according to Eren (2006), 
the aggregate attitude towards some aspects of a job and 
the extent the results meet expectations.  

Besides the above definitions, the most comprehensive 
definition of job satisfaction is “the positive emotional 
responses of an individual towards job, job environment, 
behavior encountered and the services received” (Testa, 
1999; Ergeneli, 2001; Weiss, 2002; Baş and Ardıç, 2002; 
Akıncı, 2002). 

In basic terms, job satisfaction is the evaluations of an 
employee related to job and there are many factors 
affecting the job satisfaction. Erdoğan (1991) classifies 
these factors as individual and organizational factors; 
Özgen et al., (2002) classifies them as individual factors 
and factors stemming from the structure of the job; 
Başaran (1992) classifies them as factors of individual 
and organizational ones. Individual factors are age, 
gender, educational level, vocational status, seniority, 
personality, intelligence, length of service, marital status 
and  similar  ones. On  the  other hand, the organizational 
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ones are the content of the job, managerial style and 
auditing, sense of security, communication, wage, 
opportunity to promote and develop, competition, work 
conditions, co-workers and organizational atmosphere 
(Tengilimoğlu, 2005). 
 
 
Employee performance 
 
The result obtained as a result of the efforts to reach the 
set objectives and target in organizations determines 
performance. Within this frame, performance can be 
defined as “the extent a task is achieved” (Bayram, 
2006). From an organizational point of view, there are a 
variety of performance indicators, some of which are 
financial performance, marketing performance, human 
resources performance, etc…, all of which make up the 
general performance of an organization.  

Organizational performance is the total performance of 
the system. What is important to the organizations is the 
individual performance, since an organization can be at 
best to the extent of the performance of employees (Çöl, 
2008). The employee performance, thought to be an 
import part of the organizational performance (Patibandla 
and Chandra, 1998), can be defined as the total effort of 
an individual to reach the objectives and targets set by an 
organization.  

The performance level depends heavily on the 
personality, cognitive abilities, beliefs and the values of 
individuals. However, in recruitment or promotions, the 
attention is on the abilities and the qualifications of 
individuals and beliefs and values are underestimated. 
An individual holds some expectations before entering 
into a job. When these expectations are met, the level of 
motivation, job satisfaction and morel increase. The 
individual goes over his/her efforts within this frame and 
compares his/her contributions with the rewards gained. 
Subsequent to this, the individual decided whether to 
increase or decrease his/her effort (Uygur, 2007).  
 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
The study sets out to find out the relations among the leadership 
behavior of managers, job satisfaction and employee performance. 
To serve this purpose, the following hypotheses were set: 
 
H1: there is a positive relation between leadership behavior and job 
satisfaction.  
H2: there is a positive relation between leadership behavior and 
employee performance.  
H3: there is a positive relation between job satisfaction and 
employee performance.  
 
To test the above-mentioned hypotheses, a survey was 
administered to the employees at small and medium sized 
establishments located in Ankara Ostim Turkey Industrial Zone. The 
questionnaire covered items on demographic features, leadership 
behavior of managers, the job satisfaction level of employees and 
level of employee performance. The implementation of the ques-
tionnaire was in two phases. In the first phase, in order to determine  

 
 
 
 
the perception of the employees on the leadership behavior of the 
managers and the level of job satisfaction, the questionnaire form 
was delivered to employees in a closed file and collected after a 
week. In the next phase, managers were handed in a questionnaire 
form of employee performance to evaluate the performance of the 
employees and they were asked to evaluate the each individual 
employee. Then, a data set was prepared matching the 
questionnaire forms from managers and employees. The study 
covered only 11 establishments and a total of 266 questionnaires 
was taken into consideration and evaluated.  

Developed by Ekvall and Arvonen (1991), leadership behavior 
scale was employed in order to collect information on leadership 
behavior. The scale is comprised of 36 items and the Turkish 
translation validity and reliability were confirmed by the studies by 
Tengilimoğlu (2005) and Saygı and Tüfekçi (2008). To measure the 
job satisfaction, a 20-item Minnesota job satisfaction scale was 
used. As for the employee performance, a scale of 7 items was 
used, 3 of which was taken from the studies by Lam et al. (2002) 
and the rest was taken from the studies by Kirkman and Rosen 
(1999). 

The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were calculated and found to 
be α: 0.9816 for leadership behavior scale, α: 0.9592 for job 
satisfaction scale and as for employee performance α: 0.9028. 
Considering the reliability coefficients, the scales are observed to 
have highly high values.  
The data collected was analyzed using SPSS package program. 
For the demographic feature of the sampling group frequency and 
percentile values, and to find out the strength of the relation among 
leadership behavior, job satisfaction and employee performance, 
correlation analysis was performed. Table 1 reports the findings on 
demographic features of the 266 employees. 

According to Table 1, big proportions (35.3%) of the employees 
are between 26-30 years of age. On the other hand, a small group 
of employees (10.5%) are 36-40 years of age. 

When examined from the point of the gender variable, it is seen 
that 77.4% of the employees are male, 22.6% are female. 
Considering the marital status, 60.5% of the employees are 
married, while 39.5% are single. 

With regard to the variable of duration of employment, it is ob-
served that 42.1% of the employees have 2-5 years of experience 
and 7.9% of the employees have 11-15 years of experience. When 
it comes to the education, 15.8% of the employees have primary 
school diploma, 35.3 have high school diploma, 21.1% have 
bachelor’s degree and 27.8% hold an undergraduate degree. 

The findings obtained were statistically analyzed. Table 2 reports 
the averages of leadership behavior, job satisfaction and employee 
performance, Pearson correlation analysis (Table 3), in order to test 
the differentiation among leadership behavior, job satisfaction and 
employee performance t-test (Tables 4 and 5) in terms of gender 
and marital status, and in order to examine the leadership behavior, 
job satisfaction and employee performance by age, duration of 
employment and education, ANOVA (Tables 7 and 8) was 
employed. 

Table 2 reports the means of leadership, job satisfaction and 
performance scores. In interpreting the means, the intervals in 
Table 5 have been taken into consideration (Özdamar, 2003). 

 When the means of the sampling groups are examined, it is 
seen that the arithmetic average for leadership behavior is 4.14, for 
job satisfaction 3.88 and for employee performance 3.87, which are 
all at high level.  

As a result of the correlation analysis performed, it is seen that 
there is a high correlation (r=0.815) between the leadership beha-
vior of the managers and there is a low correlation (r=0.259) 
between the leadership behavior of the managers and employee 
performance and when it comes to job satisfaction and employee 
performance, there is a low correlation (r=0.205). These correlation 
coefficients support H1, H2 and H3.  

T-test    was   performed   in   order   to   see   whether   there   is  
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Table 1.  Descriptive statistics of the sampling group. 
 

Age N %  Duration of employment (years)  N % 

20-25  48 18.0  0-1  34 12.8 
26-30 94 35.3  2-5 112 42.1 
31-35 58 21.8  6-10  84 31.6 
36-40  28 10.5  11-15 21 7.9 
≥41 38 14.3  ≥16 15 5.6 
Total 266 100.0  Total 266 100.0 
       
Gender N %  Education N % 
Female 60 22.6  Primary 42 15.8 
Male 206 77.4  High school 94 35.3 
Total 266 100.0  Bachelor’s 56 21.1 
       
Marital status  N %  Undergraduate  74 27.8 
Married 161 60.5  Total 266 100.0 
Single 105 39.5     
Total 266 100.0     

 
 
 

Table 2.   Arithmetic averages of leadership, job satisfaction and performance. 
 

 Variable N Min. Max.  SD 

Leadership 266 1.00 5.00 4.1464 0.83398 
Job satisfaction 266 1.00 5.00 3.8895 0.76153 
Performance 266 1.43 5.00 3.8797 0.66599 

 
 
 

Table 3.  Correlation of leadership behavior of managers with job satisfaction and employee performance. 
 

    Leadership  Job satisfaction Employee  performance 
Leadership behavior Correlation 1 0.815 0.259 

p  0.000 0.000 
N 266 266 266 

     
Job satisfaction  Correlation 0.815 1 0.205 

p 0.000  0.001 
N 266 266 266 

     
Employee performance 
  

Correlation 0.259 0.205 1 
p 0.000 0.001 0 
N 266 266 266 

 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
 
 
differentiation among leadership behavior of the managers, job 
satisfaction and employee performance by gender. The result of the 
t-test shows that there is statistically significant (p<0.05) difference 
for leadership behavior of the managers by gender. Besides, there 
is also statistically significant difference for the job satisfaction level 
of the employees by gender (p<0.05). On the other hand, there is 
no statistically significant difference for employee performance by 
gender (p>0.05). 

T-test was performed in order to see whether there is 
differentiation among leadership behavior of the managers, job 
satisfaction and employee performance by marital status. The result 
of the t-test shows that there is statistically significant (p<0.05) 
difference for leadership behavior of the managers by marital sta-
tus. Besides, there is also statistically significant difference for the 
job satisfaction level of the employees by marital status (p<0.05). 
Also,   there   is   statistically   significant   difference   for  employee  



11840         Afr. J. Bus. Manage. 
 
 
 

Table 4.  The differences of leadership behavior, job satisfaction and employee performance by gender. 
 

 Variable Gender N  SD t p 

Leadership behavior Female 60 4.3602 0.66629 2.274 0.024 
Male 206 4.0841 0.86836 

       
Job satisfaction Female 60 4.1750 0.53373 3.364 0.001 

Male 206 3.8063 0.79804 
       
Employee performance Female 60 3.8714 0.47541 -0.109 0.913 

Male 206 3.8821 0.71294 
 
 
 

Table 5.  The differences of leadership behavior, job satisfaction and employee performance by marital status. 
 

 Variable Marital status  N  SD t p 
Leadership behavior Married 161 4.2307 0.74674 2.053 0.041 

Single 105 4.0172 0.94154 
       
Job satisfaction Married 161 3.9913 0.67027 2.733 0.007 

Single 105 3.7333 0.86363 
       
Employee performance Married 161 3.9734 0.64843 2.880 0.004 

Single 105 3.7361 0.67000 
 
 

Table 6.  The differences of leadership behavior, job satisfaction and employee performance by age. 
 

 Age N  SD F P 
Leadership behavior 
 

20-25 48 3.9850 1.07289 1.646 0.63 
26-30 94 4.1076 0.80292 
31-35 58 4.3295 0.79116 
36-40 28 4.0020 0.59754 
≥41 38 4.2734 0.74257 
Total 266 4.1464 0.83398 

       
Job satisfaction 
 

20-25 48 3.5875 1.01124 3.468 0.009 
26-30 94 3.8734 0.68335 
31-35 58 4.0414 0.76089 
36-40 28 3.8393 0.55883 
≥41 38 4.1158 0.59276 
Total 266 3.8895 0.76153 

       
Employee performance 
 

20-25 48 3.5179 0.81221 5.514 0.000 
26-30 94 3.8997 0.57595 
31-35 58 4.0936 0.47910 
36-40 28 3.8980 0.61581 
≥41 38 3.9474 0.79187 
Total 266 3.8797 0.66599 

 
 
performance by marital status (p<0.05). 

ANOVA was performed in order to see whether there is 
differentiation   among  leadership  behavior  of  the  managers,  job 

satisfaction and employee performance by age. The result of the 
ANOVA shows  that  there  is  no  statistically  significant  (p>0.05) 
difference for leadership behavior of the managers by  age.  On  the  
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Table 7.  The differences of leadership behavior, job satisfaction and employee performance by duration of employment. 
 

Variable Duration  of employment (Years)  N  SD F p 
Leadership behavior 0-1  34 4.1062 1.07970 7.795 0.000 

2-5  112 4.3537 0.60529 
6-10  84 4.1409 0.77707 

11-15  21 3.7566 0.81857 
≥16  15 3.2667 1.25316 
Total 266 4.1464 0.83398 

       
Job satisfaction 0-1 34 3.8853 0.87659 3.185 0.014 

2-5  112 3.9884 0.59191 
6-10  84 3.9143 0.82406 

11-15  21 3.6881 0.60413 
≥16 15 3.3033 1.15317 
Total 266 3.8895 0.76153 

       
Employee performance 0-1  34 3.4286 0.70338 6.532 0.000 

2-5  112 3.9643 0.52182 
6-10  84 3.8946 0.73150 

11-15  21 4.2245 0.47503 
≥16 15 3.7048 0.90103 
Total 266 3.8797 0.66599 

 
 
 

Table 8.  The differences of leadership behavior, job satisfaction and employee performance by education. 
 

Variable Education  N  SD F p 
 
Leadership behavior 
  

Primary 42 4.0225 0.75057 1.620 0.185 
High 94 4.0461 0.92981 
Bachelor’s 56 4.2242 0.80980 
Undergraduate 74 4.2853 0.75296 
Total 266 4.1464 0.83398 

       
 
 
Job satisfaction 
 

Primary 42 3.7000 0.81315 1.132 0.336 
High 94 3.8989 0.80023 
Bachelor’s 56 3.9179 0.63335 
Undergraduate 74 3.9635 0.76737 
Total 266 3.8895 0.76153 

       
 
Employee performance 

Primary 42 4.0476 0.68742 3.062 0.029 
High 94 3.7842 0.77080 
Bachelor’s 56 3.7551 0.62698 
Undergraduate 74 4.0000 0.48690 
Total 266 3.8797 0.66599 

 
 
 
other hand, there is statistically significant difference for the job 
satisfaction level of the employees by age (p<0.05). Also, there is 
statistically significant difference for employee performance by age 
(p<0.05). 

ANOVA   was   performed   in   order   to   see   whether there is 
differentiation among leadership behavior of the managers, job 
satisfaction and employee performance by duration of employment.  

The result of the ANOVA shows that there is statistically significant 
(p<0.05) difference for leadership behavior of the managers by 
duration of employment. Besides, there is statistically significant 
difference for the job satisfaction level of the employees by duration 
of employment (p<0.05). Also, there is statistically significant 
difference for employee performance by duration of employment 
(p<0.05). 
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Table 9.  Arithmetic means and intervals of leadership, 
job satisfaction and performance scores. 
 

Arithmetic mean Interval 

Very low  1.00 – 1.79 
Low  1.80 – 2.59 
Medium 2.60 – 3.39 
High 3.40 – 4.19 
Very high 4.20 – 5.00 

 
 
 

ANOVA was performed in order to see whether there is 
differentiation among leadership behavior of the managers, job 
satisfaction and employee performance by education. The result of 
the ANOVA shows that there is no statistically significant (p>0.05) 
difference for leadership behavior of the managers by education. 
Besides, there is no statistically significant difference for the job 
satisfaction level of the employees by education (p>0.05). On the 
other hand, there is statistically significant difference for employee 
performance by education (p<0.05). 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
Employee performance is an issue of great importance 
and each day new techniques and methods are 
developed to increase the employee performance. With 
this approach, leadership behavior of the managers, 
thought to have great influence on the employee 
performance and the level of job satisfaction are the 
concepts of focus and attention.  

The results of the analyses, in line with the data 
collected from the employees, in order to find out the job 
satisfaction level of the employees and the level of 
leadership behavior of the managers, and managers, in 
order to find out the performance level of the employees, 
indicates: 
 
1. That the leadership behavior of the managers, job 
satisfaction level of the employees and performance level 
are high. 
2. That there is a high correlation (r=0.815) between the 
leadership behavior of the managers and job satisfaction 
level of the employees. 
3. That there is a statistically significant relationship, 
despite being low (r=0.259), between the managerial 
leadership behavior of the managers and employee 
performance. 
4. That there is a statistically significant relationship, 
despite being low (r=0.205), between job satisfaction 
level and employee performance. 

When all the results obtained are examined, although 
there is a strong relation between leadership behavior of 
the managers and job satisfaction, there is a low relation 
between leadership behavior of the managers and job 
satisfaction with employee performance. The result for 
this could be thought that the leadership behavior and job 
satisfaction questionnaires were completed by emplo-
yees   and   employee  performance   questionnaire  was 

 
 
 
 
completed by the managers. On the other hand, even 
though there is a low relation, it is understood that this 
has a noteworthy impact on the employee performance.  
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