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Article

Leaders play a key role in the creation and maintenance of 
processes that enhance follower performance (Gong, Huang 
& Farh, 2009; Gooty, Gavin, Johnson, Frazier, & Snow, 
2009; Gupta & Singh, 2015; Paulsen, Maldonado, Callan, 
& Ayoko, 2009). One such process that transfers the effects 
of leadership to follower outcomes is psychological capital 
(PsyCap). PsyCap refers to an individual’s positive psycho-
logical state of development, which includes self-efficacy, 
optimism, hope, and resilience (Luthans & Youssef, 2007; 
Luthans, Youssef, & Avolio, 2007). Recent research has 
shown that PsyCap is an important antecedent of not only 
high task performance but also creative and innovative per-
formance at the workplace (Huang & Luthans, 2015). 
Indeed, prior research indicated that PsyCap is a state-like 
construct that can be developed by leaders (Luthans & 
Avolio, 2003; Newman, Ucbasaran, Zhu, & Hirst, 2014; 
Woolley, Caza, & Levy, 2010). Although there has been an 
increasing amount of research integrating leadership and 
PsyCap literatures, there is a need to open this black box 
especially in Eastern countries characterized by collectiv-
ism and high power distance, where expected leader 

behaviors are quite different than those in individualistic 
Western contexts. One of the most prevalent and effective 
leadership styles in these Eastern contexts is paternalistic 
leadership (PL) (Aycan, Schyns, Sun, Felfe, & Saher, 2013; 
Pellegrini & Scandura, 2008). Although this leadership 
style is highly relevant for fostering the psychological 
resources of employees because of its person-centered 
approach, there is scant research examining its effects on 
PsyCap. To this end, the present study integrates PL and 
PsyCap literatures and proposes that dimensions of PL (i.e., 
benevolent, authoritarian, and authoritative leadership) 
serve as critical antecedents to the development of follow-
ers’ PsyCap, which, in turn, influence followers’ task and 
innovative performance.
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PL suggests that people in authority consider it an obli-
gation to provide protection to those under their care and, in 
exchange, expect loyalty and deference (Aycan, 2001, 
2006; Farh & Cheng, 2000). The traditional business con-
text in Turkey is relatively collectivistic and high in power 
distance (Aycan, Kanungo, Mendonce, Kaicheng, & Deller, 
2000). In agreement with these cultural values, PL is a prev-
alent management style in the Turkish context (Berkman & 
Özen, 2007; Erben & Güneşer, 2008) where employees 
tend to form and maintain close relationships with their 
leaders as well as avoid conflict with them. Leaders provide 
support and protection to their employees, act like father/
mother figures, and show concern for their followers’ per-
sonal and family-related problems. Such leaders get to 
know each employee and participate in their special days 
(birthdays, weddings, funerals, etc.). Even in R&D con-
texts, Turkish leaders are expected to act like parental fig-
ures, and R&D workers want to maintain harmonious 
relationships with these leaders (Karakitapoğlu-Aygün & 
Gumusluoglu, 2013a, 2013b; Gumusluoglu, Karakitapoğlu-
Aygün, & Scandura, 2017).

Based on these observations, in the current study we, 
first, test how different dimensions of PL are associated 
with followers’ PsyCap. More specifically, by integrating 
PL and positive organizational behavior literatures, we pro-
pose that benevolent and authoritative leadership will have 
positive influences on followers’ psychological strength, 
while authoritarian leadership will have negative effects. 
Second, we contribute to leadership, PsyCap, and innova-
tion literatures by examining the mediating role of PsyCap 
in understanding how PL facilitates or impairs not only task 
performance but also innovative performance, which is 
extremely important for organizations to survive in today’s 
rapidly changing world.

Literature Review and Hypotheses

Paternalistic Leadership

PL is defined as a leadership style that combines discipline, 
authority, and power with fatherly benevolence including 
different dimensions (Aycan, 2006; Cheng, Chou, Wu, 
Huang, & Farh, 2004; Farh & Cheng, 2000). Benevolence 
subdimension of PL refers to leader behaviors that demon-
strate individualized, holistic concern for subordinates’ per-
sonal and familial well-being. Authoritarianism dimension 
refers to leader behaviors that assert authority and control 
and demand unquestioning obedience from subordinates. 
Recently, in her refinement of paternalism construct, Aycan 
(2006) contrasted authoritarian leadership with authorita-
tive leadership. She claims that the leader behavior shared 
by authoritarian and authoritative leadership is “control.” 
What distinguishes the two styles is the underlying intent. 
In authoritarian leadership, a leader exploits rewards and 

punishments to make subordinates comply; in return, sub-
ordinates show conformity to receive rewards or avoid pun-
ishment. In other words, the underlying intent of 
authoritarian leadership is “people-control.” Authoritative 
leaders also exercise control, but the underlying intent is to 
help employees reach organizational goals, as well as to 
promote subordinate welfare and development. Subordinates 
understand that the rules are for their benefit and respect the 
leader’s decisions and willingly comply with them (Aycan, 
2006). That is, the motive behind authoritative leadership is 
“task-control.” Based on this reasoning, the current study 
employs a new conceptualization by Scandura (2017) that 
captures the authoritarian and authoritative dimensions 
separately in addition to the third traditional dimension of 
paternalism, namely, benevolence.

Previous studies reported positive effects of benevolence 
on task performance, while studies on authoritarianism 
referred to negative effects (Chan, Huang, Snape, & Lam, 
2013; Chan & Mak, 2012; Wu, Huang, Li, & Liu, 2011). 
Although the role of different leadership styles such as 
transformational leadership on creative and innovative per-
formance is well established (Gumusluoglu & Ilsev, 2009; 
Scott & Bruce, 1994; Tierney, Farmer, & Graen, 1999), the 
linkage between PL and innovative performance has not 
been much examined. Among a few of those studies, Wang 
and Cheng (2010) found a strong positive relationship 
between benevolence and creativity at the individual level 
when either creative role identity or job autonomy is high. 
In another study, Gumusluoglu et  al. (2017) found that 
benevolent leaders facilitate both within-and cross-team 
innovative behaviors in R&D contexts through creating 
strong identifications with the team and the R&D depart-
ment, respectively. Moreover, in a recent study examining 
authoritarianism, Guoa et al. (2018) showed that employees 
under authoritarian leaders choose to remain silent and 
exhibit lower levels of creative behavior. These studies sup-
port the link between PL and innovation, yet there is a need 
to understand the underlying processes that explain how 
authoritarian, authoritative, and benevolent leaders influ-
ence task and innovative performance of their followers.

Indeed, some past research studied different mediating 
mechanisms in the PL-task performance relationship. For 
example, in one such study, Chan et al. (2013) showed that 
PL shaped the construction of subordinate’s organization-
based self-esteem and evaluations which, in turn, influ-
enced their performance. Similarly, Chan and Mak (2012) 
illustrated that leader-member exchange partially mediated 
the relationship between benevolence and follower task 
performance. Besides, Chen, Eberly, Chiang, Farh, and 
Cheng (2014) reported that affective trust mediated the rela-
tionship between benevolent PL and employee perfor-
mance. In another study, Wu et  al. (2011) found that 
benevolent leadership positively influenced interactional 
justice perceptions and trust-in-supervisor, which, in turn, 
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facilitated work performance, while authoritarian leader-
ship had a negative impact on trust-in-supervisor, which 
impaired work performance. All in all, although previous 
research looked at some relational and psychological pro-
cesses, there is a paucity of research studying positive psy-
chological resources as a mechanism through which these 
paternalistic leaders influence performance. This is surpris-
ing given that PL involves a particularly person-centered 
approach (Chou, Sibley, Liu, Lin, & Cheng, 2015), and 
thus, it may have strong influences on followers’ PsyCap. 
For example, since benevolent leaders are interested not 
only in their followers’ professional but also in their per-
sonal lives, subordinates under such leaders may have a 
more positive outlook about their future personal and work 
life (optimism) and have the ability to overcome obstacles 
(resilience). Similarly, authoritative leaders’ orientation 
toward follower development in task-related issues may 
enhance followers’ hope and confidence in themselves to 
accomplish these tasks. On the other hand, authoritarian 
leaders may impede their employee’s psychological states 
by creating pressure, anxiety, fear, and uncertainty. To this 
end, we investigate how different dimensions of paternal-
ism facilitate or damage followers’ positive psychological 
states, which, in turn, influence their performance.

Psychological Capital

PsyCap is a multidimensional construct including hope, 
optimism, efficacy, and resilience (Luthans & Youssef, 
2007; Luthans, Youssef, & Avolio, 2007). It consists of atti-
tudinal and cognitive resources that have a positive impact 
on performance. Self-efficacy refers to the positive belief or 
confidence in one’s ability to successfully complete a task. 
Employees high in self-efficacy perceive that they have the 
ability to take action to change their environment, expend 
high levels of effort, and are persistent in the effort they put 
until the task is accomplished. Optimism is a positive evalu-
ation of one’s future including both social and material 
aspects of the life. Optimists distance themselves from neg-
ative life events; thus, they are less likely to give up and 
more likely to have a more positive outlook about their 
future. Hope is composed of two dimensions: willpower 
and pathways (Snyder & Lopez, 2002). Willpower refers to 
the ability to set valued goals, and pathways refer to the 
psychological resources to find multiple and alternative 
paths to accomplish the goal. Finally, resilience represents 
the ability to withstand and bounce back from failures, set-
backs, and stressful situations. Resilient people are more 
likely to recover from negative emotional difficulties and 
are more prone to experience positive emotions in stressful 
times. Although it has been described as a multidimensional 
construct, PsyCap has been shown to account for more vari-
ance in predicting outcomes when considered as a core con-
struct as compared with individual dimensions (Luthans, 

Youssef-Morgan, & Avolio, 2015; Luthans, Avolio, Avey, & 
Norman, 2007). Pointing to the shared mechanisms between 
them, Luthans and Youssef-Morgan (2017) claim that these 
psychological resources “may travel together and interact 
synergistically to produce differentiated manifestations 
over time and across contexts” (p. 343). In light of these 
previous studies (Clapp-Smith, Vogelgesang, & Avey, 2009; 
Luthans et al., 2005; Luthans, Avolio, et al., 2007), we are 
primarily concerned with the combined effect of self- 
efficacy, hope, optimism, and resilience on performance 
and treated PsyCap as a unitary construct while assessing its 
mediation effects between dimensions of PL and perfor-
mance in the current study.

Recently, Luthans and Youssef-Morgan (2017) men-
tioned about key theoretical mechanisms through which 
PsyCap operates, namely, conation, positive cognitive 
appraisals, positive emotions, and social mechanisms. First 
of all, conation refers to agentic, planful, and goal-oriented 
behaviors including free will and freedom to make choices, 
which promote a positive reaction when obstacles are 
encountered. Second, positive cognitive appraisals help 
mental reframing and interpreting neutral or negative events 
in a more positive light. Such positive appraisals reduce 
negativity biases and enhance perseverance, rather than giv-
ing up when faced with obstacles. Thirdly, PsyCap triggers 
positive emotions that can facilitate widening one`s cogni-
tive repertoires leading to more innovative and creative 
behavior (Luthans, Youssef, & Rawski, 2011). Finally, 
social support and help from others are important for build-
ing efficacy and resilience. Improved relationships and 
strong networks can facilitate optimism and hope, as well.

Since PsyCap represents employees’ psychological 
resources that are rooted in positive beliefs, emotions and 
cognitions, and social support, people who have higher levels 
of PsyCap are more confident and energized to achieve goals 
and put forth effort that is reflected in higher performance 
over long periods of time. This is because they will have will-
power and the energy to succeed at a given task (hope), use 
their cognitive resources and show necessary effort and 
actions to achieve their goals (self-efficacy), have positive 
expectations about the results (optimism), and overcome dif-
ficulties and bounce back from adversity or failure and repeat 
attempts to be successful at those times (resilience). 
Supporting these points, many studies reported positive asso-
ciations between PsyCap and self- or leader-rated perfor-
mance as well as objective performance scores obtained from 
human resources department (Avey, Luthans, & Youssef, 
2010; Gooty et  al., 2009; Luthans, Avolio, et  al., 2007; 
Luthans, Norman, Avolio, & Avey, 2008; Peterson, Luthans, 
Avolio, Walumbwa, & Zhang, 2011). This positive associa-
tion was even established in longitudinal studies, which 
found that employees who demonstrated an increase (or 
decrease) in PsyCap also showed an increase (or decrease) in 
their leader-rated performance (Peterson et al., 2011).
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Having necessary positive psychological resources is not 
only important for task performance but also critical for cre-
ative and innovative performance at the workplace. 
Innovative performance refers to the intentional introduc-
tion and application of new ideas, products, processes, and 
procedures to work roles, units, or organizations (West & 
Farr, 1989) and is vital to survive in dynamic, fast-paced 
global environmental contexts in today’s world. Yet there is 
a scarcity of research studying the linkage between PsyCap 
and creative and innovative performance in the literature. 
One notable exception is a study by Huang and Luthans 
(2015), which found a strong positive relationship between 
PsyCap and creativity. Accordingly, individuals high in 
PsyCap are more likely to be positive toward uncertainties, 
search for alternative solutions to problems, take a broader 
perspective in their tasks, and continuously explore oppor-
tunities and new ideas. As indicated by Huang and Luthans 
(2015), “The core construct of PsyCap is a rich psychologi-
cal mechanism which individuals might rely on to generate 
creative outcomes” (p. 466). In another study, Luthans et al. 
(2011) found that core construct of PsyCap and reinforcing 
feedback were positively related to problem solving and 
innovative performance, especially when mediated through 
a mastery-oriented mind-set. In a similar vein, Rego, Sousa, 
Marques, and Cunha (2012) illustrated that when employ-
ees are psychologically stronger, they have higher levels of 
intrinsic motivation, and therefore are more inclined to 
search for and propose creative ideas. In light of these 
observations, one of our aims in the present study is to 
delineate the role of PsyCap on not only task performance 
but also innovative performance. While doing that, we 
study how different dimensions of PL enhance or hinder 
task and innovative performance through their effects on 
subordinates’ psychological resources. Below, these link-
ages between dimensions of PL, PsyCap, and performance 
are discussed.

Benevolent Leadership and Performance: The 
Mediating Role of PsyCap

Benevolent leadership can influence follower performance 
especially through the “positive emotions” and “social sup-
port” mechanisms of PsyCap (Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 
2017). First of all, when benevolent leaders show caring 
and nurturing behaviors, they are likely to induce positive 
feelings among their followers who experience high levels 
of trust, emotional bonding, warm feelings, comfort, and 
identification with the leader to continue the positive cycle 
(Farh & Cheng, 2000; Wasti, Tan, & Erdil, 2010). All these 
positive feelings bring about personal bonding and sharing 
of positive affect between the two people (Webber, 2002). 
These affective elements flourish further as individuals 
engage in acts of social reciprocity. Second, benevolent 
leaders who act like parental figures provide support to their 

followers’ both personal and professional lives. In other 
words, such leaders help their followers cope with problems 
and obstacles by building and maintaining healthy interper-
sonal relationships and providing social support (Rego 
et al., 2012). Consistent with this parental style, these lead-
ers try to get to know each employee, are interested in all 
aspects of their lives (e.g., attending their wedding ceremo-
nies, funerals, special days, etc.), and help them especially 
in difficult times. For example, the general manager of a 
Turkish company accompanied a worker’s child who was 
receiving cancer treatment in England because the family 
did not speak English (Paşa, Kabasakal, & Bodur, 2001). It 
is also not surprising that benevolent leaders in Turkey pay 
the tuition fees for their employees’ children who are in 
need. This emotional and social support from one’s leader 
can strengthen follower’s efficacy (Bandura, 1997) and 
also, especially in adverse times, instill positive psychologi-
cal states into followers such as more positive outlook about 
one’s future (hope) and higher levels of ability to recover 
from negative work and life events (resilience). Reliance on 
one’s leader especially when the resources are scarce or 
lacking can also enhance optimism and “every cloud has a 
silver lining” thinking.

Taken together, these arguments imply that positive 
emotions and perceived support created by benevolent lead-
ers make followers more willing to sustain their willpower, 
achieve challenging goals, approach problems from differ-
ent perspectives, and contribute to the success of their units 
by exhibiting higher levels of task and innovative perfor-
mance. For example, Rego et al. (2012) reported that when 
leaders strengthen followers’ positive psychological 
resources, these subordinates are more likely to take advan-
tage of opportunities and challenges, choose challenging 
and difficult tasks, look for alternative and creative ways to 
overcome obstacles, and take more risks. These types of 
positive people tend to view problems from a broader per-
spective and be intrinsically motivated where they attribute 
success to their internal characteristics while distancing 
themselves from failures. They are more likely to exhibit 
creative behavior since they demonstrate a cognitive style 
favorable to taking new perspectives on problems and a 
working style conducive to persistent and energetic pursuit 
of one’s work (Amabile, 1998). Thus, we hypothesize,

Hypothesis 1: PsyCap will mediate the positive rela-
tionship between benevolent leadership and (a) task per-
formance and (b) innovative performance.

Authoritarian Leadership and Performance: The 
Mediating Role of PsyCap

Authoritarian leaders are claimed to exert power and con-
trol over their followers, expect absolute conformity and 
obedience, and punish them when they do not follow their 
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rules and instructions (Aycan, 2006; Chan et al., 2013; Farh 
& Cheng, 2000). Therefore, these leaders could influence 
follower performance negatively through all the key theo-
retical mechanisms of PsyCap (i.e., conative, affective, cog-
nitive, and social) (Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2017). First 
of all, Farh and colleagues (Farh, Cheng, Chou, & Chu, 
2006) suggest that people-control-oriented authoritarian 
leaders display personal dominance, request conformity 
from their followers, and cannot truly motivate them. This 
emphasis on obedience and control may reduce followers’ 
agentic, proactive, and planful goal-oriented behaviors 
since the external pressure to conform and perform is made 
salient by these leaders. Thus, followers’ motivation and 
effort as well as mindfulness and sense of control will 
diminish under authoritarian leadership.

Second, these authoritarian leaders are likely to trigger 
negative emotions among their followers such as distrust, 
fear, anger, anxiety, and uncertainty (Guoa et al., 2018; Wu 
et al., 2011). Moreover, they cannot manage their emotions 
and are more likely to exhibit abusive behaviors at the 
workplace (Ertureten, Cemalcılar, & Aycan, 2013). Thus, 
these leaders provoke destructive psychological processes 
and followers are more likely to feel helpless. The resulting 
negative affective states hinder rather than facilitate broad-
ening one’s thought-action repertoires and building and res-
toration of physical, social, and psychological processes 
(Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2017), consequently resulting 
in poor performance.

Third, Chan et al. (2013) stated that authoritarian leaders 
view their followers as incompetent and dependent, and 
undermine their followers’ abilities. In other words, these 
leaders signal their followers that they are not valuable, and 
they harm their followers’ self-evaluations, self-esteem, and 
confidence in their capabilities. As a result, followers lack-
ing positive self-worth and self-efficacy may not be pas-
sionate and motivated enough to show effort in performing 
tasks and achieving their goals. Such negative affectivity 
results in a pessimistic outlook (less optimism) where fol-
lowers question their self-competence (low self-efficacy), 
cannot show positive adaptation patterns to overcome 
obstacles (low resilience), and attribute their failures to 
internal and stable characteristics while attributing success 
to external factors (less hope). These negative perceptions 
further increase subordinates’ feelings of powerlessness 
resulting in less optimistic views of themselves, their lead-
ers, jobs, and the organization in which they work.

Finally, unlike benevolent leaders, authoritarian leaders 
strive to maintain a distance with their followers and cannot 
maintain high-quality relationships with them. The distant 
nature of the relationship signals a strong disregard for the 
interests and perspective of their followers. Therefore, sub-
ordinates are likely to perceive these authoritarian behav-
iors as signs of disrespect and devaluation. These leaders 
are also likely to exert control by promising rewards for 

compliance and threatening punishment for disobedience. 
Consequently, followers of such authoritarian leaders feel 
that they cannot trust the leader since she or he will not sup-
port them when needed, impairing the quality of the rela-
tionship with the leader and the amount/level of perceived 
social support from the leader.

In line with the above-mentioned theoretical mecha-
nisms, we propose that authoritarian leadership influences 
task and innovative performance through its negative 
influences on the psychological resources of the followers 
by impeding the motivational and emotional forces of con-
fidence, self-worth, optimism, and hope. Such lower lev-
els of PsyCap triggered by authoritarian leaders may 
paralyze followers such that they are not willing to go 
beyond their job responsibilities for fear of doing some-
thing wrong and then being reprimanded. This hence moti-
vates them to withhold their efforts in performing the 
tasks. Similarly, under such fear-inspiring leaders, follow-
ers feel less psychological strength resulting in reluctance 
to generate and exchange novel ideas and solutions to the 
problems (Guoa et al., 2018; Zhang, Huai, & Xie, 2014). 
Thus, we hypothesize,

Hypothesis 2: PsyCap will mediate the negative rela-
tionship between authoritarian leadership and (a) task 
performance and (b) innovative performance.

Authoritative Leadership and Performance: The 
Mediating Role of PsyCap

Authoritative leaders clearly define and communicate 
goals, strategy, and performance standards in accomplish-
ing tasks. They are skillful in building individual initiative 
on the part of followers. As mentioned before, authoritative 
leaders are different from authoritarian leaders in that they 
exercise control and set the boundaries in order to help 
employees reach their goals, as well as promoting their 
welfare and development (Aycan, 2006). They emphasize 
the reasons for work-related rules, set clear expectations 
about the tasks and performance targets, and provide feed-
back. Consequently, subordinates know the rules of the 
game and willingly comply with these rules. They don’t 
experience confusion or ambiguity about what is expected 
from them since the leader clearly explains his or her 
expectations in advance. Kim and Mauborgne (1997) 
argued that such explanation and expectation clarity pro-
vided by these leaders creates a fair process in the company 
and enhances subordinate motivation. When the leader 
communicates expectations clearly, employees know up 
front by what standards they will be judged and the penal-
ties for failure. Explanation of the rules and decisions 
makes people confident that the leader serves the overall 
interests of the company and allows employees to trust his 
or her intentions.
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Authoritative leadership can influence follower perfor-
mance particularly through “agentic conation” and “`cogni-
tive appraisal” mechanisms of PsyCap (Luthans & 
Youssef-Morgan, 2017). When authoritative leaders help 
subordinates understand the details of the work to reach their 
targets, this encourages followers to show planful, inten-
tional, and self-controlled behaviors, which enhance job per-
formance. This agentic and proactive control of motivation 
and effort will facilitate goal-directed energy whereby fol-
lowers work hard to attain their goals. Furthermore, authori-
tative leaders are able to clear up subordinates’ paths to goal 
accomplishment by clarifying their performance goals, the 
means through which they can effectively carry out tasks, 
and the standards by which subordinates’ performance will 
be judged (House, 1996). When leaders emphasize goal 
achievement and set challenging goals, followers tend to 
have personal interest in the tasks they perform, which may 
evoke feelings of pleasure and intrinsic motivation. Intrinsic 
motivation affects innovative performance by influencing 
the likelihood that more innovative possibilities will be 
explored during task engagement (Amabile, 1988). Then, 
followers are likely to cope effectively with such difficulties 
by putting substantial effort into the job of innovation in 
order to identify and apply the strategies needed to succeed. 
Therefore, this task and goal orientation of the leader and the 
feedback provided by the leader to facilitate goal accom-
plishment can lead to positive cognitive appraisals where the 
follower may reframe and reinterpret situations more posi-
tively (optimism), have enhanced level of self-efficacy, as 
well as the motivation to pursue challenging goals (hope). 
Such positive cognitive appraisals can also result in height-
ened levels of perseverance (resilience).

All in all, path-goal clarifying behaviors of authoritative 
leaders minimize role ambiguity and confusion. High levels 
of role ambiguity are stressful and unpleasant for followers 
(Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964), which will 
likely reduce their PsyCap. Therefore, authoritative leaders 
can enhance followers’ feelings of hope, optimism, and confi-
dence by providing directions to pursue their goals, and a safe 
and fair environment to perform. Such an environment may 
allow for high levels of task performance as well as enhanced 
initiative and creativity. Therefore, we hypothesize,

Hypothesis 3: PsyCap will mediate the positive rela-
tionship between authoritative leadership and (a) task 
performance and (b) innovative performance.

Method

Sample

Data were collected from a heterogeneous sample of private 
and public organizations in Ankara, Turkey (total 24 organi-
zations). Public organizations mostly included municipalities 

and ministries of health, education, and culture and tourism, 
while private firms included banks, construction firms, and 
private hospitals. The overall response rate was 74.36%. The 
sample consisted of 409 white-collar professionals and their 
72 leaders. The minimum number of employees from each 
organization was 3, and the maximum was 41, with an aver-
age of 17. Of the participants, 60% were male, 38% were 
female, and 2% unidentified. Around 72% of the employees 
were from public organizations, and 28% were from private 
organizations. The average age of the leaders and employees 
was 46 years (SD = 7.17) and 35 years (SD = 8.72), respec-
tively. The average tenure with the leader and the company 
were 4.25 (SD = 4.77) and 7.06 years (SD = 7.85), 
respectively.

Procedure and Measures

We first contacted managers and/or HR supervisors to 
obtain their permission for the study. They provided us with 
the names of the employees and their immediate leaders 
who agreed to participate. Data were collected by two sepa-
rate questionnaires: one for the employees and the other for 
their immediate supervisors. The Turkish version of the 
scales was checked through back translations of the original 
translations (Brislin, 1970). Native speakers of English and 
Turkish also checked the scales for wording, accuracy, and 
clarity of items. On each survey, we used codes for employ-
ees and their leaders, and the surveys were matched. The 
surveys were distributed in envelopes to assure confidenti-
ality, and respondents completed the surveys in their offices.

Paternalistic Leadership.  Scandura’s (2017) measure of PL 
was used that includes benevolent, authoritative, and 
authoritarian leadership dimensions. Six items were used 
for each dimension. Sample items for benevolence dimen-
sion are, “He/She is like an elder family member (father/
mother, elder brother/sister) to me,” and “Beyond work 
relations, he/she expresses concern about my daily life.” 
Sample items for authoritative leadership are, “He/She 
emphasizes the reasons for work-related rules,” and “He/
She explains the consequences for my poor performance.” 
Sample items for authoritarian leadership are “He/She asks 
me to obey his/her instructions completely,” and “He/She 
punishes me when I can’t accomplish my tasks.” Employ-
ees evaluated the behaviors of their immediate leaders on a 
5-point response scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 
5 (strongly agree). We conducted a confirmatory factor 
analysis using LISREL (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1993) to test 
the three-dimension structure of PL. The three-factor model 
yielded an acceptable fit, χ2(132) = 1040.24, p < .01; CFI 
(confirmatory fit index) = .92; NNFI (nonnormed fit index) 
= .91; SRMR (standardized root mean square residual) = 
.09. All the factor loadings for each scale indicator and all 
the error variances were significant at p < .05. Furthermore, 
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PL in the present study is treated as an individual-level vari-
able as leaders may not behave in a uniform manner across 
followers and situations. Prior studies suggested that indi-
vidual attitudes and behaviors are more likely to be affected 
by the leadership each individual receives from the leader 
as opposed to the average level of leadership received by 
the group (Gooty et al., 2009).

Psychological Capital.  PsyCap was measured by a 24-item 
scale developed by Luthans, Avolio, et  al. (2007) and 
Luthans, Youssef, et al., (2007) via subordinate surveys. Six 
items were used for each subscale of hope, resilience, opti-
mism, and efficacy. Sample items are, “I feel confident 
helping to set targets/goals in my work area” (efficacy), “I 
can think of many ways to reach my current work goals” 
(hope), “I usually manage difficulties one way or another at 
work” (resilience), and “I always look on the bright side of 
things regarding my job” (optimism). Participants responded 
on a 6-point response scale ranging from 1 (strongly dis-
agree) to 6 (strongly agree). As mentioned before, we 
treated PsyCap as an individual-level core construct and 
combined self-efficacy, hope, optimism, and resilience 
dimensions while computing the scale.

Task Performance.  Performance was measured by three 
items from Wang and Takeuchi (2007) and Podsakoff and 
Mackenzie (1989). Immediate leaders evaluated the task 
performance of each of their employees on a 5-point 
response scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 
(strongly agree). Sample items are, “He/she always com-
pletes the duties assigned to him/her,” and “He/she fulfills 
all responsibilities required.”

Innovative Performance.  Innovative performance of the 
employees was measured by seven items from Janssen 
(2000). Immediate leaders were asked to rate their employ-
ees’ innovative performance in the past year. Sample items 
are, “S/He created new ideas for difficult issues” (idea gen-
eration), “S/He mobilized support for innovative ideas” 
(idea promotion), and “S/He transformed innovative ideas 
into useful applications” (idea realization). Leaders 
responded on a 5-point response scale ranging from 1 (not at 
all) to 5 (very).

Control Variables.  Past research has identified several vari-
ables, such as age, gender, and tenure with the leader, as 
potential influences on how employees respond to leader-
ship behavior and exhibit innovative behavior (Mumford, 
Scott, Gaddis, & Strange, 2002). These demographic vari-
ables are also suggested to influence PsyCap (Luthans & 
Youssef-Morgan, 2017). Hence, age, gender, and tenure 
with the leader are used as control variables. In addition, 
sector (public vs. private) at which the participants are 
working is also treated as a control variable since the extent 

to which innovative behavior is relevant and expected may 
be different in these public and private sectors (Bysted & 
Hansen, 2013).

Results

Means, standard deviations, reliability estimates 
(Cronbach’s alpha), and correlations among the study vari-
ables are shown in Table 1. We checked the correlations 
between control variables and the main study variables. 
Since none of them showed significant correlations, they 
were not included in subsequent analyses. Then, to examine 
construct distinctiveness of our measures, we performed 
confirmatory factor analysis using LISREL to test compet-
ing models. Preliminary analyses revealed that three 
reversed-coded PsyCap items (one from resilience and two 
from optimism dimensions) as well as one positively 
worded resilience item (i.e., “I usually take stressful things 
at work in stride”) had very low factor loadings, and they 
were not statistically significant. Therefore, we deleted 
these four items.1 We first tested a single factor model com-
bining PL, PsyCap, task, and innovative performance items. 
This model exhibited poor fit as anticipated, χ2(1077) = 
29021.11, p < .01; CFI = .67; NNFI = .65; SRMR = .24. 
Then, we tested a four-factor model where we combined all 
leadership items into the first factor, PsyCap, and task and 
innovative performance items into the second, third, and 
fourth factors, respectively. This four-factor model again 
yielded a poor fit, χ2(1071) = 9117.98, p < .01; CFI = .83; 
NNFI = .82; SRMR = .10. Finally, we considered PL items 
under three dimensions and tested a six-factor model. This 
model yielded the best fit, χ2(1062) = 5874.12, p < .01; 
CFI = .88; NNFI = .87; SRMR = .08. Overall, we con-
cluded that our measures were appropriate.

Leaders rated task and innovative performance of their 
employees, which introduces the possibility of nonindepen-
dence due to common raters. To assess this possibility, we 
calculated the intraclass correlation (ICC)(1) values for our 
main study variables (Bliese, 2000). The ICC(1) shows the 
amount of variance in a given variable that can be attributed 
to group membership. Since the number of organizations is 
relatively small in the current study (24) to yield valid 
results, we computed the ICC(1) scores for the 72 leaders. 
We found that the ICC(1) values were .07, .06, and .11 for 
authoritative, authoritarian, and benevolence dimensions of 
PL, respectively, and .04 for PsyCap. These results suggest 
that means are not strongly affected by group membership 
and there is considerable individual-level variability in 
these constructs, supporting our above-mentioned argu-
ments. However, ICC(1) values were above the threshold 
for both task and innovative performance (.36 and .42 for 
task and innovative performance, respectively) indicating 
that a significant portion of the variance in the ratings  
of employees’ performance could be accounted for by 



Karakitapoğlu-Aygün et al.	 145

differences in the leaders that provided the ratings. 
Therefore, our data required an analytical tool that account 
for the nested structure using multilevel modeling. Multilevel 
modeling can be used to control for potential dependencies 
and to account for the nested nature of data, even when all 
variables are at the individual level of analysis, as is the case 
in the present study. As such, we used multilevel path analy-
sis in Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2017) to test our 
hypotheses where we controlled for the leader id cluster 
variable. We used grand-mean centering to facilitate the 
interpretation of the results and to reduce the potential prob-
lems with multicollinearity.

Hypothesis Testing

The results from our multilevel path analysis where all the 
predictors and the outcomes were put in the analysis alto-
gether are presented in Tables 2 and 3. As can be followed 
from Table 2, benevolent and authoritative dimensions of 
PL predicted PsyCap positively, while authoritarian leader-
ship predicted it negatively. Furthermore, PsyCap was 
found to be a significant predictor of innovative perfor-
mance (γ = .13, p = .001), but not for task performance  
(γ = .11, p = .10), which still can be considered as “a 

trend” given the conservative statistical methods used in the 
study (controlling for nestedness as well as putting all the 
independent and dependent variables in the same analysis).

Our first hypothesis predicted that PsyCap would medi-
ate the relationship between benevolent leadership and task 
(Hypothesis 1a), and innovative performance (Hypothesis 
1b). The mediating effect of the PsyCap was not statistically 
significant for task performance (an indirect effect of .00 
with a 95% CI ranging from −.005 to .019). Furthermore, 
although, the indirect effect was not statistically significant 
for innovative performance, it showed a trend at p = .08 (an 
indirect effect of .01 with a 90% CI ranging from .001 to 
.019). Therefore, Hypothesis 1a was not supported, but 
there was a trend for Hypothesis 1b.

Paralleling the previous result, the mediating effect of 
PsyCap in authoritarian leadership and performance link 
was not significant for task performance (an indirect effect 
of −.00 with a 95% CI ranging from −.023 to .005). 
However, the indirect effect for innovative performance 
was negative and marginally significant at p = .06 (an indi-
rect effect of -.01 with a 90% CI ranging from −.020 to 
−.001). Hence, these results suggest rejection of Hypothesis 
2a, but they provide a support for Hypothesis 2b.

Finally, PsyCap did not mediate the relationship between 
authoritative leadership and task performance supporting the 
aforementioned authoritarian and benevolent leadership find-
ings (an indirect effect of .01 with a 95% CI ranging from 
−.005 to .030). But support was found for this mediating 
effect on innovative performance (an indirect effect of .02 
with a 95% CI ranging from .002 to .028]). Thus, Hypothesis 
3a was not supported, but Hypothesis 3b was supported.

Supplementary Analyses

As a supplemental analysis, we explored the possibility  
of direct effects of three dimensions of PL on task and 
innovative performance. None of the direct effects on task 
performance was significant (γ = .00, p = .985, γ = .05,  
p = .431, γ = −.01, p = .621 for authoritative, benevolent, 
and authoritarian leadership dimensions, respectively). 
Similarly, both authoritative and authoritarian leadership 

Table 1.  Descriptive Statistics for the Main Study Variables.

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6

1.	 Benevolent leadership 3.14 1.08 (.77)  
2.	 Authoritative leadership 3.87 .81 .45*** (.79)  
3.	 Authoritarian leadership 2.59 .74 −.32*** −.42*** (.91)  
4.	 PsyCap 4.71 .58 .24*** .26*** −.22*** (.93)  
5.	 Innovative performance (leader-rated) 2.98 .82 .21*** −.13** −.03 .22*** (.94)  
6.	 Task performance (leader-rated) 3.93 .77 .24*** −.04 −.01 .22*** .55*** (.87)

Note. N = 409; reliabilities are reported in parentheses.
**p <. 01. ***p <. 001.

Table 2.  Unstandardized Path Estimates for PsyCap, Task, and 
Innovative Performance.

PsyCap
Task 

performance
Innovative 

performance

  Est. SE Est. SE Est. SE

Benevolent 
leadership

.07* .04  

Authoritative 
leadership

.12** .05  

Authoritarian 
leadership

−.08* .03  

PsyCap .11† .07 .13*** .04

Note. N = 409; Est. = the unstandardized estimate; SE = standard error.
†p = .10. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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did not have direct effects on innovative performance  
(γ = −.02, p = .650 for authoritative and γ = −.00, p = .952 
for authoritarian leadership). However, the direct effect of 
benevolent leadership on innovative performance was mar-
ginally significant (γ = .09, p = .070).

Discussion

This study is among the first attempts to open the PL and 
performance black box and shows that PsyCap is an impor-
tant explanatory mechanism in this relationship. In doing 
so, our contributions are twofold: First, by integrating lead-
ership and positive organizational behavior literatures, we 
found that dimensions of PL serve as important antecedents 
of PsyCap. This is an important contribution to both PsyCap 
and leadership literatures, which have mostly focused on 
leadership theories developed in the West (i.e., transforma-
tional leadership, authentic leadership, etc.). Our findings 
illustrated that PL, as an Eastern leadership style, also has 
significant effects on followers’ psychological strength. 
Second, we examined PsyCap as an antecedent of perfor-
mance, especially innovative performance for which empir-
ical studies remain scarce. Our study supports the findings 
of those few research that pointed to the positive effects of 
PsyCap on creative and innovative performance (Huang & 
Luthans, 2015; Rego et al., 2012). While our results showed 
no mediation effects of PsyCap on the relationships between 
PL and task performance, it was a mediator between all 
three dimensions of PL and innovative performance. As 
expected, we found that authoritarian leadership is nega-
tively related, but both benevolent and authoritative leader-
ship are positively related to PsyCap, which, in turn, 
enhanced innovative performance. Furthermore, post hoc 
analyses revealed that among these three dimensions of PL, 
only the benevolent leadership style has direct effects on 
innovative performance.

Our analyses imply that there is only a marginal effect of 
PsyCap on task performance. This finding may be related to 
the nature of the task performance measure employed in the 

current study, as further discussed in the limitations section. 
Our operationalization of task performance is based on 
whether employees fulfilled their responsibilities in a very 
general sense, as compared with performance measures 
employed in previous studies that included more cognitive 
aspects of performance (e.g., quality of work, quality of 
customer service, complexity of assignment, teamwork, 
contributing to the organization’s mission, etc.) or objective 
performance measures (Luthans, Avolio, et  al., 2007; 
Luthans et  al., 2008; Peterson et  al., 2011). Given that 
PsyCap is primarily cognitive in nature (Luthans, Avolio, 
et al., 2007; Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2017), measures 
capturing cognitive aspects of performance can be more rel-
evant to PsyCap. Another tentative explanation for this 
finding may be that we put all the predictors and the perfor-
mance outcomes together in the same analysis to enhance 
statistical rigor. As can be followed from Table 1, task and 
innovative performance are relatively correlated. Given the 
conservative statistical tests employed to control for nested-
ness on performance ratings and to control for the relatively 
high correlation between these two performance outcomes, 
the coefficients might be attenuated on the behalf of task 
performance. Apparently, PsyCap, as a cognitive mecha-
nism, is a better predictor of creative and innovative perfor-
mance as compared with task performance for which 
cognitive resources may not be required all the time. In 
accordance with this argument, the significant effect of 
PsyCap on innovative performance, but not on task perfor-
mance, may also speak to recent calls to examine boundary 
conditions on the relationship between PsyCap and work 
outcomes (Newman et al., 2014). For example, Schmidt 
and DeShon (2010) suggested that the relationship between 
PsyCap and task performance is moderated by performance 
ambiguity. When there are high degrees of performance 
ambiguity, PsyCap is unlikely to have a positive influence 
on job performance and may even have a negative effect 
since employees do not know how well they are doing. 
Accordingly, when one’s true level of performance is 
unclear, it must be inferred if one wants to evaluate the 

Table 3.  Mediation Results.

Indirect 
effect SE

95% Confidence interval

  Lower bound Upper bound

Benevolent leadership → PsyCap → Task performance .00 .006 −.005 .019
Authoritative leadership → PsyCap → Task performance .01 .009 −.005 .030
Authoritarian leadership → PsyCap → Task performance −.00 .007 −.023 .005
Benevolent leadership → PsyCap → Innovative performance .01a .005 .001c .019c

Authoritative leadership → PsyCap → Innovative performance .02* .007 .002 .028
Authoritarian leadership → PsyCap → Innovative performance −.01b .006 −.020c −.001c

Note. N = 409; Est. = the unstandardized estimate; SE = standard error.
ap = .08. bp = .06. c90% confidence intervals are reported.
p < .05.
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progress being made toward attaining one’s goals. Our sam-
ple in the present study consisted of highly educated (88% 
of them had university and higher degrees) white-collar 
professionals. It might be the case that they are highly 
expected to engage in creative and innovative work, which 
might be an important dimension of their performance eval-
uations, possibly resulting in more emphasis on generation 
and implementation of new ideas as compared with accom-
plishment of more general and routine daily tasks. In line 
with this clear focus on innovative performance, our highly 
qualified group in the current study might be allocating 
their efforts and psychological resources more toward inno-
vative tasks to achieve challenging goals.

This significant association between PsyCap and inno-
vative performance in the present study overall implies that 
PsyCap provides individuals with cognitive and motiva-
tional resources to withstand the difficulties of achieving 
innovative outcomes. Psychologically strong individuals 
develop a more positive attitude toward their future course 
of action because they have a better understanding of how 
to overcome potential problems and produce expected out-
comes. They are also more positive in the face of uncer-
tainty, eager to explore opportunities, and persist in their 
jobs (Luthans, Avolio, et al., 2007; Luthans, Youssef, et al., 
2007; Parker, Williams, & Turner, 2006). Such persistent 
individuals tend to generate and use alternative approaches 
for solving problems and demonstrate continuous passion 
for coming up with new ideas (Zhou & Shalley, 2008). For 
instance, resilience might enable followers to reduce the 
“attempted-yet-failed” fear and thus make them pursue new 
knowledge and experiences, which constitutes great poten-
tial for novel ideas (Amabile, 1988; Huang & Luthans, 
2015). Followers with strong psychological resources also 
tend to take a broader view and more proactive role in their 
jobs (Parker et  al., 2006). Because of such a thorough 
understanding of the context in which they work, they are 
more likely to develop novel and applicable ideas (Oldham 
& Cummings, 1996).

Regarding the mediating effects of PsyCap on the rela-
tionships between PL and performance, our results showed 
that PsyCap acts as a mediator between all three dimensions 
of PL and innovative performance. First, as expected, we 
identified that PsyCap operates as a mediating mechanism 
between benevolent leadership and follower innovative per-
formance. Our finding that followers’ perceptions of benev-
olent leadership are positively related to their PsyCap is an 
original one, which implies that benevolent leaders 
strengthen their followers’ psychological resources and 
help them cope with problems and obstacles by building 
and maintaining support both in their personal and profes-
sional lives. This emotional and social support from the 
leader enhances the follower’s belief in his or her ability to 
mobilize the motivation and cognitive resources needed to 
successfully perform tasks (Luthans, Avolio, et  al., 2007; 

Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2017). Under such parent-like 
leaders, followers, especially in difficult times, have a more 
positive outlook and higher levels of ability to overcome 
and bounce back from negative work and life events to 
quickly get over, and recover from stress. Consequently, 
those psychologically strong followers channel this motiva-
tion and energy to look for alternative and creative ways to 
achieve their goals, take more risks, and exhibit higher lev-
els of innovative performance, as was also implied by pre-
vious research (Rego et al., 2012). Identification of PsyCap 
as a mediating mechanism between benevolent leadership 
and innovative performance contributes to PL literature, 
which lacks studies examining this black box. Only recently, 
Gumusluoglu et al. (2017) reported identification with the 
team and the department as mechanisms through which 
benevolent leaders facilitate innovation both within and 
across teams, respectively. Hence, our study contributes to 
this line of research by showing that benevolent leaders can 
foster innovative behavior of the followers at the individual 
level by strengthening their psychological resources.

Moreover, post hoc analyses illustrate that benevolent 
leaders have a direct influence on the innovative perfor-
mance of their followers, as well, and it is the only dimen-
sion of PL that had direct effects. Indeed, this finding is 
consistent with previous research that indicated that in col-
lectivistic contexts, even in R&D settings where more inno-
vative performance is expected, benevolent leadership is an 
effective leadership style (Chan et al., 2013; Chan & Mak, 
2012; Chen et al, 2014; Farh & Cheng, 2000; Gumusluoglu 
et al., 2017; Karakitapoğlu-Aygün & Gumusluoglu, 2013a, 
2013b). When benevolent leaders show individualized con-
cern for the professional and personal well-being of their 
subordinates, they feel more valued, which increases their 
feelings of gratitude to the leader (Wang & Cheng, 2010). 
With a strong sense of gratitude toward the leader, subordi-
nates are likely to exert more time and effort on their tasks 
and go above and beyond their job roles in order to benefit 
broader organizational goals (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994). 
Positive reciprocity beliefs provide an explanation for these 
follower behaviors since this view suggests that subordi-
nates are likely to reciprocate beneficial behaviors based on 
their sense of gratitude, indebtedness, and obligation to 
repay (Umphress, Bingham, & Mitchell, 2010). When a 
leader provides long-term care, protection, and nurtur-
ance, followers tend to form an emotional bond and a 
reciprocal relationship with their leaders in order to con-
tinue this positive cycle. Farh and Cheng (2000) suggest 
that employees of benevolent leaders reciprocate by tak-
ing assignments seriously, meeting leader’s expectations, 
and working diligently. In such a strong bond-, affect-, and 
gratitude-based environment, employees also show higher 
levels of innovative performance since they are more will-
ing to ask questions, seek help, and take risks knowing that 
mistakes will be tolerated (Edmondson, 1999).
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Second, consistent with our expectations, we found that 
authoritarian leadership is negatively associated with 
PsyCap, which mediates the effect on innovative perfor-
mance. This finding is consistent with previous research, 
which found that authoritarian leadership is undesirable and 
even destructive for the psychological well-being of the fol-
lowers (Chan et  al., 2013; Karakitapoğlu-Aygün & 
Gumusluoglu, 2013b). Indeed, Pellegrini and Scandura 
(2008, p. 570) claim that “. . . once exploitation replaces 
benevolence, and control replaces concern, the relationship 
moves away from paternalism toward authoritarianism.” 
Followers of such authoritarian leaders are more likely to 
feel distrust, fear, anger, anxiety, and uncertainty (Guoa 
et  al., 2018; Wu et  al., 2011). One common underlying 
theme of this leadership style is that these leaders have a 
high need for control, power, and emotional instability, and 
achieve obedience and submission by commanding, ridicul-
ing, or humiliating, which result in perceptions of hostility 
among their followers (Ertureten et al., 2013). Karakitapoğlu-
Aygün and Gumusluoglu (2013b) indicate that this authori-
tarian leadership style represents the dark side of PL in 
Turkey. This qualitative study among R&D workers illus-
trated that authoritarian leaders in the Turkish context are 
perceived to be coercive, and use threats and punishment 
for goal accomplishment as indicated by the following sub-
ordinate quotes: “These leaders are very aggressive. They 
give orders and threaten people. People work hard not 
because they respect their leaders, but because they are 
scared. As such, when employees find an alternative, they 
quickly leave.” Additional comments included, “These 
leaders create an unhealthy climate. Employees become 
very unhappy and start judging fairness at the workplace. 
So many people had severe health problems due to such a 
negative atmosphere.” These comments suggest that such 
leaders impair their followers’ psychological strength, 
which, in turn, result in poor innovative performance, espe-
cially among white-collar professionals as is the case in the 
current study.

In contrast to benevolent leadership, authoritarian lead-
ership had no direct effect on innovative performance, 
implying a full mediation via PsyCap. This finding is con-
sistent with reports from the parenting literature, which sug-
gest that restrictive, authoritarian, and obedience-oriented 
psychological control has adverse effects on adolescents’ 
developmental outcomes such as psychological symptoms, 
psychological adjustment, self-esteem, and so on (Steinberg, 
Lamborn, Darling, Mounts, & Dornbusch, 1994) as com-
pared with behavioral control, which has direct effects more 
on behavioral outcomes. In other words, overemphasis on 
obedience to authority impairs adolescents’ perceptions of 
competence and self-reliance rather than creating behav-
ioral problems. This may also be the case in leader-follower 
relationship where such authoritarian leaders damage 

subordinates’ positive cognitive and motivational beliefs 
and may even destroy their self-confidence in their ability 
to accomplish their tasks (Zhang, Tsui, & Wang, 2011). Put 
differently, authoritarian leaders attenuate desired behav-
ioral outcomes such as innovative performance at the work-
place through exerting psychological control over their 
followers and impairing their psychological resources.

Third, as expected, we found that authoritative leadership 
is positively associated with PsyCap, which mediates the 
effect on innovative performance. Authoritative leaders, who 
have a high concern about the welfare of their employees and 
organizations, focus on the development of their employees 
and help them reach organizational goals by setting expecta-
tions about their performance and by providing feedback. 
When these leaders emphasize goal accomplishment and 
reduce role ambiguity, followers are motivated to allocate 
their psychological resources in order to take initiative and 
reach those goals. Indeed, Newman et  al. (2004) indicated 
that PsyCap is likely to be more effective when employees 
are provided with greater clarity as to what is expected of 
them in their job. High levels of goal clarity have also been 
shown to increase the number of new ideas generated by the 
employees (Stetler & Magnusson, 2015). By providing direc-
tions and pathways to pursue, authoritative leaders encourage 
followers to work hard to attain their goals, look for different 
pathways to achieve goals, and overcome obstacles. 
Especially when the environment and organizational context 
do not provide for clear causal linkages between effort and 
goal attainment, authoritative leaders clarify these percep-
tions and create such linkages. Thus, these behaviors enhance 
followers’ feelings of hope and optimism, in turn, feelings of 
pleasure, and intrinsic motivation and enable them to show 
perseverance toward goals and, when necessary, redirect 
paths to goals in order to succeed. Furthermore, authoritative 
leaders provide a procedurally just environment by providing 
explanations about the rules and procedures and clarifying 
the expectations from subordinates (Kim & Mauborgne, 
1997). When these leaders create a fair process in the com-
pany, employees trust their leaders’ intentions. Such a psy-
chologically safe environment brings about positive 
job-related cognitions on the part of the followers as well as 
enhanced motivation and initiative taking.

Moreover, we found that authoritative leadership influ-
ences innovative performance only via PsyCap, but not 
directly. One tentative explanation for the nonsignificant 
direct effect is that there is a strong leader-follower rela-
tionship, which allows for a level of leader worship in 
Turkey. One aspect of this leader worship ritual is that the 
emotional attachment of the followers is often polarized 
across the spectrum of love and hate (Ozbilgin, 2011). 
Accordingly, it can be argued that while benevolent leaders 
are loved, authoritarian leaders are hated, and authoritative 
leaders fall in the middle of the spectrum. In other words, 
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while authoritative leader behaviors can influence follow-
ers’ PsyCap, these leaders may not exhibit a “strong 
enough” leadership style to directly spark high innovative 
performance among their followers. It is likely that these 
leaders are not strong role models for their followers unlike 
benevolent leaders who act like parents and lead by exam-
ple. This may explain why we did not find a direct effect of 
authoritative leadership on followers’ innovative perfor-
mance, as compared with benevolent leadership. Clearly, 
more research is needed on authoritative leadership, now 
that a reliable and content valid measure is available for 
research.

Limitations

This study was conducted in the Turkish context where PL 
has been consistently found to be effective. Therefore, to 
examine the generalizability of these findings, future 
research should investigate the effects of the three dimen-
sions of PL in other cultural contexts where PL is a pre-
dominant leadership style (e.g., Asian cultures). In the light 
of recent studies that indicate that PL can be a successful 
leadership style even in individualistic environments 
(Pellegrini, Scandura, & Jayaraman, 2010), future research 
comparing different individualistic versus collectivistic or 
high versus low power distance cultures is needed. In addi-
tion, future researchers may also investigate the additive or 
interactive effects of other leadership styles such as trans-
formational or authentic leadership (Luthans & Avolio, 
2003) together with PL in predicting different work-related 
outcomes. Such research would reveal the unique effects of 
dimensions of PL, after controlling for the effects of other 
leadership styles. We acknowledge that the cross-sectional 
design in the present study does not allow examination or 
inferences of causality. Future longitudinal studies would 
be valuable to examine the causal relationships between 
dimensions of PL, PsyCap, and performance. The measure 
of task performance may be another limitation of the study 
since it included very general items about whether the fol-
lower completes the duties and fulfills the responsibilities 
required, without paying any attention to their quality and 
complexity. Future studies interested in PsyCap–performance 
link might employ instruments capturing whether work 
roles require challenging or high-quality task activities 
while measuring task performance. Finally, the effect sizes 
and the amounts of explained variation were relatively 
small in the current study. For example, as mentioned by 
Luthans (2012), PsyCap accounts for only about 25% of the 
variance in attitudes and behaviors and 10% of performance. 
The remaining unexplained variation is made up of numer-
ous other important variables. Therefore, future research 
could identify other possible mediators (e.g., individual-
level trust, team-level collective efficacy, or empowerment) 
or moderators (e.g., climate, organizational identification) at 

different levels to explore individual, team, and organiza-
tional outcomes.

Despite these limitations, the mediating role of PsyCap 
in PL and innovative performance linkage in the present 
study suggests some practical implications for human 
resource development and management. Our results imply 
that the emotional and motivational effects of PsyCap may 
help individuals get through difficult situations and respond 
more positively to today’s complex job requirements. 
Accordingly, PsyCap developmental programs may be 
used to facilitate employee innovation. Moreover, leader 
development programs should target relational and goal-
oriented leadership styles, which enhance psychological 
resources of followers. Leader-subordinate mentoring pro-
grams that help strengthen followers’ positive psychologi-
cal resources may also be beneficial especially when 
followers feel dissatisfied, when they have difficult assign-
ments, or when they encounter uncertainty and risk at the 
workplace.

Our findings basically imply that leaders can enhance 
innovative performance at the workplace by exhibiting a 
benevolent style of leadership, while avoiding authoritar-
ian style. They should build individualized relationships 
with their followers and show that they care about their 
followers’ work-life balance. Leaders’ concern for fol-
lowers’ personal and professional well-being may be 
especially critical in times of adversity and uncertainty. 
Therefore, management training and development pro-
grams should include both bright and dark sides of PL. 
Such programs may help leaders how to show personal 
concern, care, and support in both work and nonwork 
domains, while avoiding oppressive, punitive, and restric-
tive behaviors. Finally, authoritative leadership can be 
suggested as a middle ground for authoritarian leaders 
who need to shift their leadership style away from being 
punishing. As authoritative leaders, they can provide goal 
clarity and direction without being abusive.

Conclusion

To respond to the rapid changes in the environment, orga-
nizations need to invest not only in financial or social capi-
tal but also in employees’ PsyCap. The current study 
extends PL and PsyCap literatures by introducing PsyCap 
as an important mechanism, which sheds light into the 
effectiveness of this leadership style. We hope that the 
findings of the study encourage future research on PL and 
innovative performance, and provide some insight into the 
leadership skills necessary to create high performance 
organizations.
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Note

1.	 We reran all the analyses by including these items in the 
PsyCap scale. Our results remained the same, and their sig-
nificance levels did not change at all.
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