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ABSTRACT 

EFFECTS OF THE BIG FIVE, MACHIAVELLIANISM, AND NARCISSISM 

ON PERSONNEL SELECTION METHODS AND LEADER PREFERENCES 

 

ÇİL, Fatmanur Esma 

                                                    M.A. in Psychology 

 

Thesis Advisor: Assoc. Prof. Aslı GÖNCÜ KÖSE  

 September 2022, 91 pages 

 

Current research focuses on the effects of the Big Five personality traits, 

Machiavellianism, and narcissism on preferences for six different personnel selection 

methods (resume, interview, personality test, general cognitive ability test, reference 

letter, performance in a job sample) and preferences for four different leadership styles 

(i.e., Transformational leadership, Paternalistic leadership, Relationship-Oriented 

leadership, and Task-Oriented leadership) In Study 1, data were collected from 460 

university students studying in different parts of Turkey. In Study 2, data were 

collected from 479 working adults in Turkey. The results were calculated by 

performing correlation analysis in the SPSS program. The findings showed that 

students with higher conscientiousness scores preferred the cognitive ability test 

method in their personnel selection system. Similarly, students with higher neuroticism 

and Machiavellianism scores preferred cognitive and work ability test methods. In 

addition, working adults with a high neuroticism score preferred interview and 

reference letters methods. Moreover, the "similar to me" effect, as assumed, finds 

partial support in the student sample; and it was fully supported among the working 

adult sample. In other words, the participants preferred leaders/managers lwho are 

similar to themselves. Students with high agreeableness scores preferred PL style. In 

addition, students who scored high on the Machiavellianism preferred the T-O 

leadership style. Likewise, working adults who scored high on extraversion, openness 

to experience, and conscientiousness scores preferred TL style. Working adults with 
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high narcissism scores preferred TL and T-O leadership styles. Similarly, working 

adults with a high score on the agreeableness preferred the R-O leadership style. The 

findings are discussed in relation to their theoretical contributions and practical 

implications, along with recommendations for future research. 

Keywords: Big Five personality, Machiavellianism, narcissism, personnel selection 

methods, similar to me effect, leadership preferences. 
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ÖZET  

 

BÜYÜK BEŞLİ KİŞİLİK ÖZELLİKLERİ İLE MAKYAVELİZM VE 

NARSİSİZMİN PERSONEL SEÇİM SÜREÇLERİ VE LİDER TERCİHLERİNE 

ETKİSİ 

 

ÇİL, Fatmanur Esma  

                                           Psikoloji Yüksek Lisans Tezi 

 

Tez Danışmanı: Doç. Dr. Aslı GÖNCÜ KÖSE  

Eylül 2022, 91 Sayfa 

 

Mevcut araştırmalar, Beş Büyük kişilik özelliğinin, Makyavelizm ve narsisizmin 

altı farklı personel seçim yöntemi (özgeçmiş, görüşme, kişilik testi, genel bilişsel yetenek 

testi, referans mektubu, bir iş örneğindeki performans) tercihleri ve dört farklı liderlik stili 

(Dönüşümcü liderlik, Babacan liderlik, İlişki Odaklı liderlik ve Görev Odaklı liderlik) 

tercihleri üzerindeki etkilerine odaklanmaktadır. Çalışma 1'de Türkiye'nin farklı 

bölgelerinde okuyan 460 üniversite öğrencisinden veri toplanmıştır. Çalışma 2'de, 

Türkiye'de çalışan 479 yetişkinden veri toplanmıştır. Sonuçlar SPSS programında 

korelasyon analizi yapılarak hesaplanmıştır. Bulgular, sorumluluk puanı yüksek olan 

öğrencilerin personel seçim sistemlerinde bilişsel yetenek testi yöntemini tercih ettiklerini 

göstermiştir. Benzer şekilde nevrotiklik ve Makyavelizm puanları yüksek olan öğrenciler 

bilişsel ve iş yeteneği test yöntemlerini tercih etmişlerdir. Ayrıca nevrotiklik puanı yüksek 

çalışan yetişkinler mülakat ve referans mektubu yöntemlerini tercih etmişlerdir. Ayrıca, 

"bana benzer" etkisi, varsayıldığı gibi, öğrenci örnekleminde kısmen destek bulurken; 

çalışan yetişkin örnekleminde tam olarak desteklenmiştir. Diğer bir deyişle, katılımcılar 

kendilerine benzeyen liderleri/yöneticileri tercih etmişlerdir. Uyumluluk puanları yüksek 

olan öğrenciler babacan liderlik stilini tercih etmişlerdir. Ayrıca Makyavelizm puanları 

yüksek olan öğrenciler görev-odaklı liderlik stilini tercih etmişlerdir. Aynı şekilde 

dışadönüklük, deneyime açıklık ve sorumluluk puanları yüksek olan çalışan yetişkinler 

dönüşümcü liderlik stilini tercih etmişlerdir. Narsisizm puanı yüksek çalışan yetişkinler, 
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dönüşümcü ve görev-odaklı liderlik tarzlarını tercih etmişlerdir. Benzer şekilde, 

uyumluluk konusunda yüksek puan alan çalışan yetişkinler, ilişki-odaklı liderlik stilini 

tercih etmişlerdir. Bulgular, gelecekteki araştırmalar için önerilerle birlikte teorik katkıları 

ve pratik çıkarımları ile ilgili olarak tartışılmaktadır. 

Anahtar Kelimeler: Büyük Beş kişilik, Makyavelizm, narsisizm, personel seçim 

yöntemleri, bana benzer etkisi, liderlik tercihleri.
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CHAPTER I  

INTRODUCTION 

Personnel selection is the most important unit in Human Resources 

Management (HRM) units which maintain recruitment and selection processes in line 

with the interests of both the company and the individuals (Kaynak 2002: 125). 

Personnel selection is needed for choosing the right personnel for the right job (Cascio, 

2003: 256). Individuals' job performance shows diversity and differences in 

performance and this situation partially depends on personality factors (e.g., 

Viswesvaran et al. 2001:63). Different methods such as paper-pencil tests, interviews, 

and cognitive ability tests are used to measure individual differences. Özcan (2006: 

55) stated that hiring individuals by examining individual differences is the most 

effective method for both the institution and individuals. Kenger and Organ (2017: 

152) state that a person who is chosen correctly is someone who is sufficient in terms 

of knowledge, skills, and abilities and is likely to work with his/her colleagues and 

manager in harmony. If the right personnel are not selected, the organization suffers 

both financial and performance losses. Wrong choices or selection decisions also harm 

one's own career. In summary, choosing the right personnel for the right job puts both 

the organization and the individuals in an advantageous position in the competitive 

business environment. 

In the literature, there are many written and verbal methods related to personnel 

selection (e.g., general cognitive ability tests, personality tests, work samples, etc.). 

The organizations may use these tests in line with its own needs (Arvey & Campion 

1982: 281). According to research conducted in recent years, recruitment tests are 

mainly used to assess personality traits as well as the knowledge, skills, and 

experiences of the person (Highhouse et al. 2016: 188). According to a survey 

conducted in 2003, 30% of American companies apply personality tests before 

evaluating the performance of job applicants (Heller 2005: 74). Moreover, more than 

40% of Fortune 100 companies conduct personality tests when recruiting (Erickson 

2004: 25). Another study reported that almost all of the UK's leading large companies 
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use personality testing in selection (Faulder 2005: 25). It is apparent that personality 

is one of the most essential features in selection processes. One of the aims of this 

study is to examine different personnel selection methods that are preferred by 

individuals with different personality traits. 

On the other hand, one of the main factors affecting the behavior and attitudes 

of an individual in the workplace is the leader or supervisor and his/her behaviors. 

Some leaders mainly try to motivate and inspire their followers regarding work 

activities and goals (e.g., transformational leadership) (Bass 1985: 191), while other 

leaders mainly emphasize the emotional needs of their subordinates (e.g., paternalistic 

leadership) (Farh & Cheng 2000: 84). Similarly, while some leaders focus on their 

relationship with their followers (e.g., relationship-oriented leaders), some leaders 

focus on their followers' task performance (e.g., task-oriented leaders) (Bass 1990a: 

195). Leader/manager preferences of individuals in the institutions they work for may 

differ according to the values, needs, and motivations of them (Shalit et al. 2009: 458; 

Miner, 1978: 284). For example, Sahraee and Abdullah (2018: 1925) found that 

individuals who were open to innovation, development and learning, as well as 

extroverted and energetic, preferred transformational leaders. Consistently, I suggest 

that personality characteristics are likely to affect leadership style or behavior 

preferences. Another aim of this study is to reveal the effects of various personality 

traits on preferences for leaders with different characteristics. 

Although there are many studies on personnel selection, the number of studies 

that focused on the effects of personality traits on preferences for recruitment processes 

and manager traits is quite limited. The main purpose of this study is to contribute to 

the literature by examining the effects of the Big Five personality traits, 

Machiavellianism, and narcissism on preferences for different personnel selection 

methods (i.e., interview, general cognitive ability test, personality test, performance in 

work samples, references, and resumes) among two different samples (i.e., university 

students and working adults). In addition, according to a study which examined the 

"similar to me" effect, people prefer to work with people who are similar to themselves 

(Bagues & Perez-Villadoniga 2012: 12).  The second aim of the present research is to 

examine the effects of personality traits mentioned above on individuals' preferences 

for managers with similar or different traits as well as compatible vs. incompatible 

leadership styles (i.e., TL, PL, R-O and T-O leadership styles). 
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1.1  EFFECTS OF THE BIG FIVE PERSONALITY TRAITS, 

MACHIAVELLIANISM, AND NARCISSISM ON PREFERENCES FOR 

PERSONNEL SELECTION METHODS AND LEADERSHIP 

PREFERENCES 

1.1.1 Personnel Selection Methods  

Personnel selection is one of the key tasks of HRM units (Aksakal & 

Dağdeviren 2010: 905). There are different personnel selection methods used to recruit 

and select the right person for the right job. The interview is a method of obtaining 

objective and subjective information verbally about the applicant. In this process, 

applicants also get information regarding the institution (Çiftçi & Öztürk 2013: 146). 

The most common type of interview involves face-to-face interaction, but it can also 

be conducted via mail, email, or telephone depending on the preferences of the 

institution (Silverman 1993:405; Atkinson & Silverman 1997: 304). Another widely 

used personnel selection method is personality tests. Personality tests were first used 

in the First World War to create personality inventories, to determine and measure the 

personality traits required for special tasks (Youngman 2017: 261). Today, personality 

tests, which are performed independently of job performance in personnel selection 

processes, have become one of the most preferred methods among selection methods 

because of their fast results and low cost (Piotrowski & Armstrong 2006: 489). 

Personality tests are called "measures of personality at work" in personnel selection. 

The purpose of naming it as such is to determine the compatibility of the job position 

with the personality trait (Salgado et al. 2003: 1  ; Anderson et al. 2004: 487).  

Cognitive ability tests, which is another widely used selection method, are used 

in personnel selection processes and for measuring job performance, as well as 

measuring individual differences (Schmidt & Hunter 2004: 162;  Bertua et al. 2005: 

387). These tests are used to measure the applicant's verbal and numerical knowledge, 

reading comprehension, and general mathematics level (Outtz 2002: 161). Borman and 

Motowidlo (1997: 99) state that the best measurement tools of task performance are 

the cognitive ability tests. Reference letters is also one of the most popular selection 

methods (Dany & Torchy 1994: 21). A reference letter is a document that contains the 

information an about applicant's qualifications, abilities, knowledge, and skills written 

by another person (e.g., the former supervisor or employer). There are two types of 

reference letters; specific references and employment references. Specific references 
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give specific information about the person and about the character of the applicant; 

and employment references are given by the person responsible for the applicant's 

previous job (his/her supervisor or teammates in the unit he/she works for) (Akoğlan 

1998: 26). 

Another selection method is evaluating the curriculum vitae or resumes. A 

curriculum vita includes the detailed information of the individual's professional life, 

academic success, and work experience (Cañibano & Bozeman 2009: 86). It has been 

defined as the first stage of the personnel selection system (Dipboye & Jackson 1999: 

229). Evaluating resumes or curriculum vitaes are a practical and simple method of 

selection. The critical point in evaluating the curriculum vitae is that the evaluator 

should be objective and non-discriminative (Kang, et al. 2016: 469). The most 

important task of the evaluators is to decide which candidates would be given more 

consideration in the evaluation process and which candidates would be rejected (Cole 

et al. 2005: 321). The last method focused in the present study is work sample test. 

Callinan and Robertson (2000: 248) state that work sample test is a type of applied test 

in which the job applicant performs a task given under the same conditions at actual 

work. Work sample test can be used as a predictor of future performance in personnel 

selection (Ployhart et al. 2006: 499).  

1.1.2  Effects of the Big Five Personality Traits on Preferences for Selection 

Methods  

It is accepted that the personality of the individual has five main personality 

dimensions: openness to experience, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, 

and neuroticism (emotional instability) (Elaheh 2011: 836). Individuals who score 

high in openness to experience are imaginative, sensitive, open to innovations and 

different experiences in their lives. Individuals who score low on this dimension have 

traditional, stereotypical thoughts and their view of events is more realistic. The most 

important feature that distinguishes individuals who are highly open to experience 

from others is that they are creative and curious (McCrae & John 1992: 175).  

Individuals who score high in extraversion reflect a happy and friendly mood 

towards other people, they are energetic and they enjoy social interaction. Individuals 

who score low on extraversion are generally reserved and passive. Individuals who 

score high on agreeableness show a positive attitude towards other individuals, they 

are helpful, sensitive, and willing to cooperate. Individuals who score low on this 
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dimension are generally irritable, uncooperative and nonadaptive (Roccas et al. 2002: 

789). Individuals who score high on conscientiousness work with a sense of duty, do 

the given job on time, and behave honestly. Individuals who score low on this 

dimension tend to be irresponsible, unable to control their impulses, unable to 

complete work, and inattentive. The most distinctive feature of these individuals is 

their need for success and the determination. Individuals with a high neuroticism (or 

emotional instability) score have feelings of anxiety, restlessness, guilt, and anger. 

Individuals who score low in this dimension are generally calm and balanced (Kraczla 

2017: 77). 

Individuals with high score on neuroticism are expected to prefer individual 

tests and recruitment methods that do not involve social interaction since they would 

not be comfortable in situations that involve high levels of social interaction. On the 

other hand, it is predicted that individuals with high score on openness to experience, 

agreeableness, and extraversion would prefer selection methods that involve high level 

of social interaction compared to individuals with low scores on these characteristics. 

It is expected that individuals who score high on conscientiousness would not have 

any problems in conveying the information accurately and genuinely. Therefore, I 

predict that they would be more likely to prefer the most complex selection method in 

which they can convey the highest level of information about themselves. 

Consistently, the first set of hypotheses of the present study are generated as follows: 

Hypothesis 1: Conscientiousness is positively associated with preferences for 

all selection methods; however, the selection method most preferred by individuals 

with high conscientiousness is the most complex selection process (including both 

subjective and objective methods). 

Hypothesis 2: Openness to experience, agreeableness, and extraversion are 

positively associated with preference for subjective methods such as interviews, 

personality tests, and reference letters. 

Hypothesis 3: Extraversion is negatively related to the preference for objective 

methods. 

Hypothesis 4a: Neuroticism is positively associated with the preference for 

objective methods. 

Hypothesis 4b: Neuroticism is negatively associated with preference for 

subjective methods. 
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1.1.3 Effects of Machiavellianism and Narcissism on Preferences for Different 

Selection Methods 

In the present study, I focused on the two of the Dark Triad personality traits: 

Machiavellianism and narcissism. Machiavellianism is characterized by a cold, 

manipulative tendency (Grams & Rogers 2010: 71). Individuals who score high in this 

dimension have attitudes of cheating, exploitation for their own benefit, manipulation, 

and deception (Jones & Kavanagh 1996: 511 Zettler & Solga 2013: 545). Individuals 

who score high on Machiavellianism tend to think that every means to a desirable end 

is justifiable. In addition, previous studies showed that career commitment is high 

among these people due to their ambition and perseverance (Zettler et al. 2011: 20).  

Individuals who score high on narcissism sees himself/herself as more valuable 

and important than others; they continuously seek admiration, attention, and approval 

from others (Timuroglu & Iscan 2008: 240).  Research showed that narcissism causes 

people to be perceived more positively in job interviews (Grijalva & Harms 2014: 

108). Individuals who score high on narcissism are likely to try to display their 

perfectionist attitudes in the work settings (Timuroglu & Iscan 2008: 240). In addition, 

these individuals may exploit others for attention.  

Machiavellianism and narcissism have a few things in common. The first one 

is tendency for manipulation. The second is giving low level of importance to others 

and low level of empathy. The final similarity is arrogance and a cold attitude in human 

relations (Mchoskey 1995: 755). 

Individuals with a high score on Machiavellianism are expected to prefer 

subjective personnel selection methods that involve a high level of social interaction 

and high probability of manipulation, as they tend to manipulate others. On the other 

hand, individuals with high score on narcissism expect very good performance from 

themselves and believe that they will successfully complete all methods. Therefore, it 

is expected that there will not be a significant difference in preference for various 

personnel selection methods. 

Hypothesis 5a: Machiavellianism is positively related to preference for 

subjective methods such as interviews, personality tests, reference letters. 

Hypothesis 5b: Machiavellianism is negatively associated with preference for 

objective methods such as general cognitive ability tests and performance in work 

samples. 
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Hypothesis 6: Narcissism is positively associated with preferences for all selection 

methods; however, the selection method most preferred by individuals with high 

narcissism is the most complex selection process (including both subjective and 

objective methods). 

 

1.2 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SUBORDINATES’ PERSONALITY 

TRAITS AND LEADER PERSONALITY TRAITS 

Thielmann et al. (2020: 172) found that individuals tended to prefer 

management and leadership styles close to their own personality traits. However, 

especially the "similar to me effect" (Banal-Estañol et al. 2021: 2) and the reflections 

of individuals on the leadership style preferences for their managers in work life have 

been the subject of very few studies. Yet, consistent with the above mentioned finding, 

the social identity theory (SIT) of leadership (Hogg 2001: 184) suggests that 

individuals are likely to prefer leaders who are highly prototypical members of their 

in-groups in terms of values, norms, and attitudes. According to SIT of leadership, the 

more compatible the leaders are with the group prototype, the more positively the 

followers perceive their leaders (Fielding & Hogg 1997: 39). Many studies provided 

support fort the proposition of the SIT of leadership that the prototypical members 

were more likely to be endorsed as leaders than non-prototypical members, especially 

by followers who were highly identified with their group (e.g., Hogg & van 

Knippenberg 2003:1). In addition, leader-group prototypicality was positively 

associated with perceived leadership effectiveness (e.g.,Pierro et al. 2007: 504 ; Hogg, 

2001: 184; Hogg et al. 2012: 258). Traditional assessments of leader-group 

prototypicality include questions regarding perceived similarity of the leader with 

other group members including the evaluator. More specifically, individuals who 

perceive high level of similarity between the target (i.e., the leader) and themselves are 

expected to report high levels of leader-group prototypicality. Consistent with the 

“similar to me effect” and the SIT of leadership, I expect individuals to prefer leaders 

or supervisors who are highly similar to themselves in many aspects including norms, 

values, attitudes, personality, and behaviors (e.g., Smith & Hogg 2008: 337).In line 

with the theoretical propositions and the related findings revealed by previous 

research, I suggest that individuals are likely to prefer managers with leadership styles 

that comply with their own dominant personality traits.  
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Hypothesis 7a: Extraversion is positively related to a preference for an 

extraverted leader. 

Hypothesis 7b: Neuroticism is positively related to a preference for a neurotic 

leader. 

Hypothesis 7c: Conscientiousness is positively related to a preference for a 

conscientious leader. 

Hypothesis 7d: Openness to experience is positively related to a preference for 

a leader who is open to experience.  

Hypothesis 7e: Agreeableness is positively related to a preference for an 

agreeable leader. 

Hypothesis 7f: Machiavellianism is positively related to a preference for a 

Machiavellian leader. 

Hypothesis 7g: Narcissism positively related to a preference for a narcissistic 

leader. 

1.3  THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SUBORDINATES’ PERSONALITY 

TRAITS AND PREFERENCES FOR DIFFERENT LEADERSHIP STYLES 

The first leadership style investigated in the present study is the paternalistic 

leadership (PL) style (Aycan 2006: 445). Managers with PL style try to create a family 

atmosphere in the workplace, behave like an older family figure (e.g., 

father/mother/older sibling), protect and watch over their subordinates from outside 

criticisms, but expect loyalty and obedience in return. They also emphasize hierarchy 

and status quo in their relationships with their subordinates and do not want their 

authority to be questioned.  

The second leadership style included in the present research is the task-oriented 

(T-O) leadership style (Forsyth 2010: 280). The main characteristics of T-O leaders 

include identifying the work-related goals and roles of group members, making 

detailed work plans, and discovering new ways to complete work (Ergün 2016: 203). 

For a T-O manager, performance is more important than forming and maintaining 

harmonious and close interpersonal relationships the in workplace.  

Another leadership style investigated in the present study is the relationship-

oriented (R-O) leadership style (Fiedler 1967:150). A leader or manager with an R-O 

leadership style establishes strong communication with his/her subordinates and shows 

sensitivity and concern for to subordinates’ needs (Avcı & Topaloğlu 2009: 1). 
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Therefore, their priority is maintaining harmonious interpersonal relationships rather 

than performance.   

The last leadership style examined in the present study is transformational 

leadership (TL) (Bass & Avolio 1993: 112). TL includes four dimensions which are 

idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individual 

consideration (Bass & Avolio 1995: 5). Managers with TL style use strong rhetoric to 

inspire their subordinates, they motivate them and increase their commitment to the 

vision and mission of the organization (Landrum et al. 2000: 150). At the same time, 

they become role models by making individual sacrifices to achieve organizational 

goals and encourage their subordinates to develop different solutions to routine 

problems by providing intellectual stimulation. 

Considering the different characteristics of leadership styles included in the 

present study, individuals with high scores on agreeableness and extraversion, who 

prefer to have harmonious and close relationships with others, are expected to prefer 

R-O and PL styles. In addition, individuals with high extraversion, openness to 

experience, and conscientiousness scores are expected to prefer to work with managers 

who endorse TL style. Moreover, individuals with high scores on neuroticism and 

conscientiousness are expected to prefer T-O leadership style. 

Hypothesis 8a: Agreeableness and extraversion are positively related to 

preference for R-O and PL styles. 

Hypothesis 8b: Extraversion, openness to experience, and conscientiousness 

are positively associated with preference for TL style. 

Hypothesis 8c: Neuroticism and conscientiousness are positively related to 

preference for T-O leadership style.  

Individuals with a high score for Machiavellianism strongly aim to achieve 

their specific self-interests and goals (Christie & Gies 1970: 198). In addition, these 

individuals have goal orientation and determination to win (Jones & Paulhus 2009: 

93). Rehman and Shahnawaz (2021: 79) found that there was a positive relationship 

between Machiavellianism and task-oriented leadership. That is, individuals who 

scored high on Machiavellianism were more likely to be T-O leaders themselves. 

Consistently, I expect individuals who score high on Machiavellianism to prefer a T-

O leadership approach to achieve the goal they want to achieve.  

At least to my knowledge, there is no previous study on how the Machiavellian 

and narcissistic personality traits of individuals predict the preferences for the four 
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leadership styles (PL, T-O leadership, R-O leadership, and TL styles) examined in the 

present study.  In line with the relevant literature and the above-mentioned theoretical 

propositions, individuals with Machiavellianism are expected to prefer managers with 

task-oriented leadership styles like themselves. In addition, it is predicted that they are 

more like to prefer PL and R-O leadership styles that are more open to manipulation.  

On the other hand, individuals who score high on narcissism is expected to prefer TL, 

PL, and R-O leadership styles, which offer the opportunity to renew their self-

confidence, and they are expected not to prefer the T-O leadership style. 

Hypothesis 9a: Machiavellianism is positively related to preferences for PL and 

R-O leadership styles. 

Hypothesis 9b: Machiavellianism is negatively related to preferences for T-O 

leadership styles. 

Hypothesis 10a: Narcissism is positively related to preferences forTL, PL, and 

R-O leadership styles. 

Hypothesis 10b: Narcissism is negatively related to preference for T-O 

leadership style. 
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CHAPTER II  

STUDY 1 METHOD 

2.1 PARTICIPANTS AND THE PROCEDURE 

Data were collected from approximately 460 university students. The online 

study questionnaire was prepared by using the Qualtrics program and data were 

collected online due to pandemic conditions. Participation in the research was 

voluntary. The researchers shared general information about the research and survey 

link on their social media accounts and professional online networks (e.g., Linkedin), 

and the participants were reached by snowball sampling method. The duration of the 

questionnaire for the students lasted an average of 15 minutes. The months in which 

the data were collected are between September and November. Before the study, 

participants were presented with a consent form containing general information about 

the purpose of the study and information that they could withdraw at any stage of the 

study. 

According to the results of the initial analyses, 40 out of 460 participants filled 

out 70% to 77% of the questionnaire, and the data of these participants were excluded 

from the data set. A total of 440 (21 of whom did not complete the demographic 

information form) university students from Turkey formed the final sample. Among 

419 participants who filled out the demographics form 310 (67.4%) were female, 100 

(21.7%) were male, and nine (2%) of them did not want to specify gender. In total, 

students from 122 different universities and 93 different departments participated in 

the study. The ages of the participants ranged from 18 to 51, and most of the 

participants were young adults (M = 24.0, SD = 5.979). The demographic 

characteristics of the sample were presented in Table 1. 
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Table 1: Demographic Characteristics of the Participants of Study 1 

Gender   

 Male 21.7 

% Female  67.4 

Age   

 M 24.00 

 SD 5.979 

GPA   

 3.50 out of 4.00 and above 27.4 

% Between 3.00-3.49 out of 4.00 37.8 

 Between 2.00-3.00 out of 4.00 24.8 

 Below 2.00 out of 4.00 1.1 

Mother’s Education Level   

 Primary education 45.7 

% High school 21.5 

 University 21.5 

 Master 2.2 

 Doctorate 2 

Father’s Education Level   

 Primary education 30.7 

% High school 24.5 

 University 31.1 

 Master 3.5 

 Doctorate 1.3 

Income   

 Less than 2.825.90 TL 7.4 

% 2.825.90 TL - 4.000 TL 16.3 

 4.000 TL - 6.000 TL 20.0 

 6.000 TL - 8.000 TL 17.0 

 8.000 TL-10.000 12.8 

 More than 10.000 TL 17. 

2.2 MEASURES 

The questionnaire package included the Big Five Personality Scales, the Dark 

Triad Personality Scale, the Managerial Personality Preference Scale, the Leadership 

Style Preferences Scale, the Personnel Selection and Placement Methods Preference 

Scale, and the Demographic Information Form. 
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2.2.1 The Big Five Scale 

The Five Factor Inventory (BFI) developed by Benet-Martinez and John (1998: 

729) and adapted to Turkish by Sümer and Sümer (2005) was used to measure the Big 

Five personality traits. The scale consists of 44 items. Participants give their answers 

using a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from “1 = strongly disagree” to “5 = strongly 

agree”. Basım et al. (2015: 82) reported Cronbach's alpha values as .75 for 

extraversion, .65 for agreeableness, .70 for conscientiousness, .70 for neuroticism 

(emotional instability) and .69 for openness to experience. The internal reliability 

coefficients of the extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism and 

openness to experience subscales were .89, .66, .75, .78, and .80, respectively, in the 

present study.  

2.2.2 The Dirty Dozen Dark Triad (Machiavellianism and Narcissism Subscales)  

Machiavellianism and narcissism subscales of the Dirty Dozen Dark Triad 

developed by Jonason and Webster (2010: 420) and adapted to Turkish by Atılgan and 

Yaşlıoğlu (2018: 725) was used. The scale measures each dimension (i.e., 

Machiavellianism, psychopathy, and narcissism) with 4 items and consists of a total 

of 12 items. Participants give their answers using a 5-point Likert-type scale (1 = 

strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree). Atılgan and Yaşlıoğlu (2018: 725) reported 

Cronbach’s alpha internal reliability coefficients of Machiavellianism and narcissism 

subscales as .85 and .83, respectively. The internal reliability coefficients of 

Machiavellianism and narcissism subscales were .78 and .62 in the present study.  

2.2.3 Managerial Personality Preference Scale  

Managerial personality preference scale which consisted of seven personality traits 

(i.e., Machiavellianism, narcissism, openness to experience, conscientiousness, 

neuroticism, extraversion, agreeableness) was developed by the researchers for the present 

study. In each item, the target personality trait was described in 3 or 4 sentences (ranging 

between 41-53 words) in the form of a narrative in which a manager introduces 

himself/herself. Participants indicated the extent to which they prefer each manager using 

a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = I definitely would not prefer to work with this manager, 7 

= I would definitely prefer to work with this manager). In order to assess the construct 

validity of the scale, a pilot study was conducted with 20 participants. Participants in the 

pilot study were presented a survey sheet that included 2 different columns. Definitions of 

seven personality traits were presented in the first column. In the second column, there 
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were descriptions of seven different individuals. Participants were asked to match the 

personality traits presented in the first column with the definitions presented in the second 

column. Demographics part of the pilot survey included gender and age information. 

Among 20 participants 11 were women and nine were men, the age range of the 

participants was between 22 and 49 (M = 31.75, SD = 6.50). 

The results of the pilot study revealed that all participants answered the 

question of Machiavellianism correctly, the percentage of agreement was 100%. The 

number of people who answered the narcissism question correctly was 18, the number 

of people who answered incorrectly was 2, and the percentage of agreement was 

calculated as 90%. The number of people who answered the extraversion question 

correctly was 16, the number of people who answered incorrectly was 4, and the 

percentage of agreement was found to be 80%. The number of people who answered 

the agreeableness question correctly was 18, the number of people who answered 

incorrectly was 2, and the percentage of agreement was calculated as 90%. The number 

of people who answered the neuroticism question correctly was 17, the number of 

people who answered incorrectly was 3, and the percentage of agreement was 

calculated as 85%. The number of people who answered the question openness to 

experience correctly is 19, the number of people who answered incorrectly is 1, the 

percentage of agreement is calculated as 95%. All participants answered the 

conscientiousness question correctly, that is, the percentage of agreement was 

calculated as 100%. The average inter-rater agreement was 91.43 % (please see Table 

2) revealing that personality descriptions prepared for the current study appropriately 

represented the personality traits they were intended to represent.  
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2.2.4 Leadership Type Preferences Scale  

The scale, created by Ehrhart and Klein (2001: 153), consists of 3 separate 

paragraphs or vignettes describing T-O, R-O, and TL styles. It was adapted to Turkish 

by Göncü-Köse (2019). Göncü-Köse (2019) also added another vignette representing 

the PL style to the scale. Participants were asked how much they prefer each manager 

using a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = I do not prefer to work with this manager, 7 = I 

would definitely prefer to work with this manager).  

2.2.5 Personnel Selection and Placement Methods Preference Scale  

In the scale created by the researchers, eight different selection methods 

(formed by different combinations of subjective and objective methods) were 

presented to the participants. The resume method is the standard (by default) method 

included in every procedure. The first selection procedure includes the resume and the 

interview (a subjective method) technique. The second selection procedure includes 

the resume and the general cognitive ability test (an objective method). The third 

selection procedure included the resume and the personality test (a method that is 

objective but may not be performance-related depending on the job). The fourth 

selection procedure includes the resume, the interview (a subjective method) and the 

personality test (an objective method but may not be performance-related depending 

on the job). The fifth selection procedure includes the resume, the general cognitive 

ability test (an objective method) and the personality test (a subjective method). The 

sixth selection procedure includes the resume, the general cognitive ability test (an 

objective method), and the work samples test (an objective method). The seventh 

selection procedure includes the resume, the interview (a subjective method) and the 

reference letter (a subjective method). The eighth selection procedure includes all six 

techniques used in other procedures. Respondents were asked to think that they were 

applying for a job and to rank the presented eight selection methods using a scale 

ranging from “1 = my first choice” to “8 = my last choice”.  

2.2.6 Demographic Information Form 

The demographic information form included the questions regarding the 

participants' gender, age, university, department, class, CGPA, education level of the 

parents, and monthly familial income. 



17  

CHAPTER III  

STUDY 1 RESULTS 

3.1 OVERVIEW  

This section includes the detailed information regarding the analyzes of the 

data. First, data cleaning and screening processes explained. Second, bivariate 

correlations among the study variables are presented and interpreted. In the last 

section, the results of the hypothesis testing are presented. All of the data analyses 

were conducted using the Statistical Package of Social Sciences (SPSS), version 26.0. 

3.2 DATA SCREENING AND DATA CLEANING FOR STUDY 1 

In the final data set that included data of 440 participants, there were 33,120 

data points. Apart from demographic data, a total of 168 (0.3%) missing data were 

found in 33,120 data points. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), when the data 

set contains missing values less than 5%, the mean replacement method can be used 

in order to handle the missing data. Therefore, missing values in the data set were 

handled with the series mean replacement method. 

Next, outlier analysis was performed, and to detect multivariate outliers in the 

data, Mahalanobis distance was used. These analyses revealed that 33 participants 

were multivariate outliers, and they were excluded from the data set. Therefore, the 

final sample included 409 participants. 

3.3  DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS AND BIVARIATE CORRELATIONS 

AMONG THE VARIABLES 

Means, standard deviations, minimum and maximum, skewness, and kurtosis 

values of study variables  are presented in Table 3. 
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Table 3:  Means, Standard Deviations, Minimum and Maximum Scores, Skewness and 

Kurtosis Values of the Study Variables 

Variables Mean SD Min. Max. Skewness Kurtosis 

Extraversion 3.26 0.81 1.00 5.00 0.00 -0.63 

Machiavellianism 2.39 0.90 1.00 5.00 0.52 -0.16 

Conscientiousness 3.62 0.58 1.89 5.00 -0.10 -0.29 

Openness to experience 3.80 0.54 1.70 5.00 -0.32 0.23 

Agreeableness 3.58 0.51 1.67 4.78 -0.32 0.55 

Neuroticism 3.11 0.71 1.13 4.75 -0.08 -0.36 

Narcissism 3.47 0.73 1.00 5.00 -0.50 0.31 

Preference for Neurotic Leader 2.10 1.63 1 7 1.66 1.99 

Preference for Agree. Leader 4.91 1.70 1 7 -0.69 -0.38 

Preference for a leader who is 

open to experience 
5.69 1.60 1 7 -1.45 1.49 

Preference for Cons. Leader 5.70 1.59 1 7 -1.48 1.59 

Preference for Extra. Leader. 4.94 1.65 1 7 -0.62 -0.36 

Preference for Mach. Leader 2.57 1.81 1 7 1.02 0.02 

Preference for Nars. Leader 2.60 1.82 1 7 0.90 -0.31 

Preference for PL 4.42 1.85 1 7 -0.31 -0.93 

Preference for T-O Leader 4.31 1.84 1 7 -0.26 -0.96 

Preference for R-O Leader 5.14 1.77 1 7 -0.89 -0.10 

Preference for TL  5.66 1.67 1 7 -1.50 1.53 

Valid (Listwise) 460      

Note. The Big Five personality scale and narcissism and Machiavellianism scales are rated on a 5-point 

Likert type scale. Managerial Personality Type Preference Scale is rated on a 7-point Likert type scale. 

Leadership Type Preferences Scale is rated on a 7- point Likert type scale. 

Bivariate correlations among the study variables are presented in Table 4. Age 

was positively correlated with extraversion, conscientiousness, openness to 

experience, and agreeableness (r = .15, p < .01; r = 16, p < .01; r = 12, p < .05; r = 12, 

p < .05; respectively). On the other hand, age was negatively correlated with 

neuroticism, Machiavellianism, narcissism, preference for a neurotic leader, and an 

extraverted leader (r = -.10, p < .01; r =-.16, p < .01; r = -.18, p < .01; r = -.10; p < .05; 

r = -.17; p < .01; respectively).  

Gender was positively associated with CGPA, Machiavellianism and openness 

to experience (r = .12, p < .05; r = .21, p < .01; r = .10, p < .05; respectively). That is, 

males reported higher levels of CGPA, Machiavellianism, and openness to experience 

than females. On the other hand, gender was negatively related to conscientiousness, 

preference for an extraverted leader, and a R-O Leader (r = -.16, p < .01; r = -.14, p < 
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.01; r = -.11, p < .05; respectively). More specifically, females reported higher levels 

of conscientiousness, preference for an extraverted leader, and a R-O Leader than 

males. 

CGPA was negatively correlated with conscientiousness and preference for a 

supervisor with TL style (r = -.18, p < .01; r = -.12, p < .05; respectively).  

There was a positive correlation between SES and Machiavellianism (r = .11, 

p < .05); that is, as income increased, Machiavellianism score also increased.
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Conscientiousness was positively correlated with preference for organization 2 

(which used the resume and the cognitive ability test) (r = .12, p < .01). On the other 

hand, conscientiousness was negatively correlated with organization 8 (which used all 

selection methods) (r = -.10, p < .05). Therefore, Hypothesis 1 which stated that 

conscientiousness would be positively associated with preferences for all selection 

methods; however, the selection method most preferred by individuals with high 

conscientiousness would be the most complex selection process was partially 

supported. 

Openness to experience was negatively correlated with organization 8 (which 

used all selection methods) (r = -.12, p < .05). However, openness to experience was 

not significantly correlated with preference for organization 7 and organization 3 

(which used the interview, the personality test, and the reference letter methods). 

Therefore, Hypothesis 2 which stated that openness to experience, agreeableness, and 

extraversion would be positively associated with preference for subjective methods 

such as interviews, personality tests, and reference letters was not supported. 

Agreeableness was positively correlated with organization 8 (which used all 

selection methods) (r = .13, p < .01). However, agreeableness was not significantly 

correlated with preference for organization 7 and organization 3 (which used the 

interview, the personality test, and the reference letter methods). Therefore, 

Hypothesis 2 was not supported.  

As expected, neuroticism was found to be positively correlated with 

organization 6 (which used the the cognitive ability test, and the work sample test 

methods) (r = .10, p < .01). Therefore, Hypothesis 4a which stated that neuroticism 

would be positively associated with the preference for objective methods was 

supported. Moreover, neuroticism was positively correlated with organization 8 (all 

selection methods) (r = .13, p < .01). Therefore, Hypothesis 4b which stated 

neuroticism would be negatively associated with preference for subjective methods 

was not supported. 

Similarly, Machiavellianism was positively correlated with preference for 

organization 8 (which used all selection methods) (r = .10, p < .05). Therefore, 

Hypothesis 5a which stated that Machiavellianism would be positively related to 

preference for subjective methods such as interviews, personality tests, reference 

letters was partially supported. Contrary to Hypothesis 5b, Machiavellianism was 

positively correlated with preference for organization 6 (which used the cognitive 
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ability test, and the work sample test methods (r = .11, p < .05). For this reason, 

Hypothesis 5b which stated that Machiavellianism would be negatively associated 

with preference for objective methods such as general cognitive ability tests and 

performance in work samples was not supported.  

Finally, extraversion and narcissism were not correlated with any selection 

methods. Therefore, Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 6 were not supported.  
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Bivariate correlations between demographics, the evaluators’personality traits, 

preferences for different leadership styles and leader personality traits are presented in 

Table 5. 

As expected, extraversion was positively correlated with preference for an 

extraverted leader (r = .13, p < .01). For this reason, Hypothesis 7a was supported. 

Contrary to Hypothesis 8a, extraversion was negatively correlated with preference for 

a R-O leader (r = -.10, p < .05). Hypothesis 8a stated that agreeableness and 

extraversion are positively related to preference for R-O and PL style was not 

supported. Moreover, extraversion was not significantly correlated with preference for 

TL style. Therefore, Hypothesis 8b stated that Extraversion, openness to experience, 

and conscientiousness are positively associated with preference for TL style was not 

supported. 

Neuroticism was not correlated with neurotic leader. Hypothesis 7b stated that 

Neuroticism is positively related to a preference for a neurotic leader was not 

supported. Moreover, neuroticism was positively correlated with preference for a 

Machiavellian leader, preference for narcissistic leader, and as expected, preference 

for a T-O leader (r = .30, p < .01 r = .12, p < .01 r = .11, p < .05; respectively). 

Hypothesis 8c stated that neuroticism and conscientiousness are positively related to 

preference for T-O leadership style was partially supported.  

Conscientiousness was not correlated with conscientious leader. Hypothesis 7c 

stated that Conscientiousness is positively related to a preference for a conscientious 

leader was not supported. Also, Conscientiousness was negatively correlated with 

preference for a Machiavellian leader (r =-.13, p < .01). However, conscientiousness 

was not significantly correlated with preference for a supervisor with TL and T-O 

leadership styles. Therefore, Hypothesis 8b was not supported. Similarly, Hypothesis 

8c stated that neuroticism and conscientiousness are positively related to preference 

for T-O leadership style was not supported.  

Similarly, openness to experience was not correlated with preference for a 

leader who is open to experience. Hypothesis 7d stated that openness to experience is 

positively related to a preference for a leader who is open to experience was not 

supported. In addition, openness to experience was negatively correlated with 

preference for an agreeable leader, preference for a conscientious leader and 

preference for PL style (r = -.10, p < .05 r = -.14, p < .01 r = -.18, p < .01; respectively). 

However, openness to experience was not significantly correlated with preference for 
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TL style. Therefore, hypothesis Hypothesis 8b was not supported. 

As expected, agreeableness was positively correlated with preference for an 

agreeable leader (r = .11, p < .05. Therefore, Hypothesis 7e stated that agreeableness 

is positively related to a preference for an agreeable leader was supported. In addition, 

agreeableness is positively related to preference for PL style (r = .11, p < .05). On the 

other hand, agreeableness was negatively correlated with preference for a T-O leader 

(r = -.10, p < .05). However, agreeableness was not significantly correlated with 

preference for a R-O leader. For this reason, Hypothesis 8a was partially supported.  

As expected, narcissism was positively correlated with preference for a 

narcissistic leader (r = .17, p < .01). Hypothesis 7g stated that Narcissism positively 

related to a preference for a narcissistic leader was supported. Also, narcisissim was 

positively correlated with extraverted leader, a Machiavellian leader and a narcissistic 

leader (r = .12, p < .01 r = .11 p < .05; respectively). However, narcissism was not 

significantly correlated with preference for TL, and R-O leadership styles. Hypothesis 

10a stated that narcissism is positively related to preferences for TL, PL, and R-O 

leadership styles was not supported. Moreover, narcissism was not significantly 

correlated with T-O leadership style. Therfore, Hypothesis 10b stated that narcissism 

is negatively related to preference for T-O leadership style was not supported 

Finally, Machiavellianism was not significantly correlated with the leadership 

type preferences. Therefore, Hypothesis 7f which stated that Machiavellianism would 

be positively related to a preference for a Machiavellian leader was not supported, 

Moreover, Hypothesis 9a which stated that Machiavellianism would be positively 

related to preferences for PL and R-O leadership styles and Hypothesis 9b which stated 

that Machiavellianism would be negatively related to preferences for T-O leadership 

styles were not supported.  
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CHAPTER IV 

OVERVIEW FOR STUDY 2 

The results of Study 1 are very important in terms of showing the preferences 

of the young population (i.e., university students) who will look for a job and who will 

start working in the near future, for the type of leadership and the methods of selecting 

personnel. However, the student sample of Study 1 also constitute a limitation since 

they have not actually look for a job yet. As a matter of fact, this may be the reason for 

hypotheses that were not confirmed or the findings which were the opposite of what 

was suggested. For example, contrary to my expectations, there was not a significant 

relationship between Machiavellianism and preference for PL and R-O leadership 

styles. Moreover, although I suggested a positive relationship between 

conscientiousness and preferences for all selection methods; the results showed that 

conscientiousness and preferences for all selection methods were negatively related. 

Taking into account the possibility that the relationships of Big Five personalities, 

Machiavellianism, and narcissism with preferences for different leadership styles and 

personnel selection methods may differ among working adults who have selection and 

working experience, I decided to replicate the Study 1 by collecting data from 

employees who have at least 2 years of work experience in Study 2. Furthermore, 

Study 1 showed that hypotheses related to the “similar-to-me effect” (i.e., Hypotheses, 

X, V, Y, and Z) were supported for the personality traits of extraversion, 

agreeableness, Machiavellianism, and narcissism. More specifically, participants who 

scored high on these traits were more likely to prefer leaders who have matching 

personality profiles. I expected that, the relationships of personality traits with 

preference for leaders with compatible personality profiles would be stronger among 

working adults with higher levels of work experience than university students.  
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CHAPTER V 

STUDY 2 METHOD 

5.1 PARTICIPANTS AND THE PROCEDURE 

The online study survey was prepared using the Qualtrics program due to 

pandemic conditions. The survey link was distributed using applications such as 

LinkedIn and Twitter. Participation was voluntary and aninformed consent was 

provided to the participants before the study survey. The item “I have been working 

for at least 2 years” was presented to the participants as the first item of the survey. 

After the participants answered “Yes”, they proceeded to the main survey. Of 479 

participants 229 (47.8%) were female, 245 (51.1%) were male, and five (1.0%) 

specified that they did not want to specify their gender. Participants were working in 

the organizations operating in finance, metal, media, fast-moving consumer goods, 

durable consumer goods, textile, pharmaceutical, technology, education, automotive, 

construction, and materials sectors. The duration of the questionnaire for the working 

adults lasted an average of 15-20 minutes. The months in which the data were collected 

are between January and March. The demographic characteristics of the participants 

of the Study 2 are presented in Table 6. The ages of the participants ranged from 23 to 

65 and most of the participants were relatively young adults (M = 38.32. SD = 8.752). 

Participants’ average tenure (in months) were calculated as 107.59 (SD = 90.35). 
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Table 6: Demographic Characteristics of the Participants of Study 2 

Age   

 M 38.32 

 SD 8.752 

Gender   

 Male 51.1 

% Female                   47.8 

Education Level   

 Primary education 6 

 Secondary school 4 

% High school 4.8 

 University for 2 years 4.4 

 University 48.4 

 Master 28.6 

 Doctorate 12.7 

Tenure 

(Months) 
 

 M 107.59 

 SD 90.35 

Sector   

 Public 44.1 

% Private 50.7 

 Civil Society Organization 2.1 

 Other 3.1 

Blue vs. White Collars   

 White-collar worker 83.9 

%  Blue-collar worker 16.1 

Work Domain   

 Finance 5.4 

 Metal 1.5 

 Media 4.0 

% Fast-moving consumer goods 2.9 

 Durable consumer goods 1.9 

 Textile .8 

 Pharmaceutical 13.2 

 Technology 5.4 

 Education 28.6 

 Automotive 2.1 

 Construction and materials 6.9 

 Other 27.3 

Income   

 Less than 4.000 TL 4.0 

 4.000 TL - 6.000 TL 13.4 

% 6.000 TL - 8.000 TL 16.7 

 8.000 TL - 10.000 TL 13.4 

 10.000 TL - 12.000 TL 14.0 

 More than 12.000 TL 38.6 

 



32  

CHAPTER VI 

STUDY 2 RESULTS 

6.1 DATA SCREENING AND DATA CLEANING 

There were 1064 participants in total. 484 of the participants completed the 

100% of the study survey. After calculating the Mahalanobis distance, 5 participants 

were identified as multivariate outliers and their data were excluded from the data set. 

Therefore, the main analyses were performed with data provided by 479 participants. 

6.2  DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS AND BIVARIATE CORRELATIONS 

AMONG THE STUDY VARIABLES 

The means, standard deviations, minimum, maximum, kurtosis, and skewness 

values of the study variables are presented in Table 7. 
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Table 7: Means, Standard Deviations, Minimum and Maximum Scores, Skewness and 

Kurtosis Values of Study Variables 

Variables Mean SD Min. Max. Skewness Kurtosis 

Agreeableness 3.77 0.47 2.11 4.89 -0.44 0.31 

Extraversion 3.44 0.78 1.13 5.00 -0.27 -0.55 

Conscientiousness 3.85 0.56 1.78 5.00 -0.49 0.22 

Neuroticism 2.73 0.66 1.25 5.00 0.24 -0.21 

Openness to Experience 3.91 0.47 2.00 5.00 -0.40 0.54 

Machiavellianism 1.85 0.82 1.00 5.00 0.96 0.39 

Narcissism 3.12 0.84 1.00 5.00 -0.21 -0.25 

Preference for PL 3.36 2.0 1 7 0.39 -1.16 

Preference for T-O Leader 4.01 1.9 1 7 -0.04 -1.18 

Preference for R-O Leader 5.36 1.7 1 7 -1.04 0.20 

Preference for TL 5.81 1.5 1 7 -1.46 1.65 

Preference for Mach. Leader 2.06 1.5 1 7 1.47 1.39 

Preference for Nars. Leader 2.07 1.4 1 7 1.51 1.61 

Preference for Extra. Leader 4.67 1.6 1 7 -0.42 -0.55 

Preference for 

Neurotic Leader 
1.68 1.1 1 7 2.22 5.52 

Preference for Agree. Leader 5.20 1.5 1 7 -0.75 0.00 

Preference for Open. Leader 5.95 1.2 1 7 -1.43 2.29 

Preference for Cons. Leader 5.76 1.3 1 7 -1.34 1.83 

Valid N (Listwise) 479      

 

  Bivariate correlations among the personality traits and preferences for selection 

methods are presented in Table 8.  

Openness to experience was negatively correlated with preference for organization 

6 (which use the cognitive ability test, and the work sample test methods) (r = -.15, p < 

.05). As expected, openness to experience was significantly correlated with preferences 

for the interview, the personality test, and the reference letter methods. Therefore, 

Hypothesis 2 which proposed that openness to experience, agreeableness, and 

extraversion are positively associated with preference for subjective methods such as 

interviews, personality tests, and reference letters was supported. 

Neuroticism was positively correlated with preference for organization 8 (which 

used all methods) (r = .12, p < .05).  For this reason, Hypothesis 4a stated that neuroticism 

is positively associated with the preference for objective methods was partially supported. 

Contrary to Hypothesis 4b, neuroticism was positively correlated with preference for 

organization 4 (which used the interview, and the personality test methods) (r = .15, p < 

.05). Hypothesis 4b stated that neuroticism is negatively associated with preference for 
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subjective methods was not supported. Similarly, neuroticism was positively correlated 

with organization 7 (which used the the interview, and the reference letter) (r = .12, p < 

.05). Therefore, Hypothesis 4b was not supported. Moreover, neuroticism was negatively 

correlated with preference for organization 2 (which used and the cognitive ability test 

methods) (r = -.10, p < .01). Therefore, Hypothesis 4b was not supported.    

Contrary to Hypothesis 5b, Machiavellianism was positively correlated with 

preference for organization 6 (which used the cognitive ability test, and the work sample 

test methods) (r = .10, p < .01). Therefore, Hypothesis 5b stated that Machiavellianism is 

negatively associated with preference for objective methods such as general cognitive 

ability tests and performance in work samples was not supported. Similarly contrary to 

Hypothesis 5a, Machiavellianism was negatively correlated with preference for 

organization 7 (which used the resume, the interview, and the reference letter methods) (r 

= -.09, p < .01). Therefore, Hypothesis 5a stated that Machiavellianism is positively related 

to preference for subjective methods such as interviews, personality tests, reference letters 

was not supported. 

Finally, extraversion, conscientiousness, agreeableness, and narcissism were not 

correlated with preference for any of the organizations or selection methods. Hence, 

Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 6 were not supported.  
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Bivariate correlations among the personality traits and preferences for 

leadership styles and leader traits are presented in Table 9.  

As expected, age was positively correlated with total current work tenure (r = 

.63, p < .01). That is, as age increased, tenure also increased. In addition, age was 

negatively correlated with Machiavellianism, narcissism, preference for TL, and 

preference for an extraverted leader (r = -.12, p < .05; r = -.24, p < .01; r = -.10, p < 

.05; r = -.13, p < .01; respectively). 

Gender was positively correlated with preference for a neurotic leader and 

preference for a Machiavellian leader (r =.14, p < .01; r = .09, p < .05; respectively). 

That is, males reported higher levels of preference for neurotic and Machiavellian 

leaders than females. Gender was negatively associated with education level, 

extraversion, neuroticism, narcissism, preference for TL, preference for an extraverted 

leader, and preference for a leader who is open to experience ( r =  -.20, p < .01; r = -

.10, p < .05; r  = -.10, p < .05; r = -.17, p < .01; r = -.14, p < .01; r = -.17, p < .01; r = 

-.14, p < .01; respectively). More specifically, females reported higher levels of 

education level, traits of extraversion and narcissism, preference for TL, extraverted 

leaders and a leader who is open to experience than males. 

 Education level was positively correlated with openness to experience, 

Machiavellianism, narcissism, preference for TL, preference for an extraverted leader, 

and preference for a leader who is open to experience (r =  .13, p < .01; r = .10, p < 

.05; r  = .14, p < .01; r = .13, p < .01; r = .14, p < .01; r =  .12, p < .01; respectively). 

That is, as the education level increased these personality traits and leader preferences 

also increased. 

Total current work tenure was positively correlated with conscientiousness (r 

=  .16, p < .01). On the other hand, total current work tenure was negatively related to 

Machiavellianism, narcissism, and preference for an extraverted leader (r =  -.14, p < 

.01; r = -.16, p < .01; r  = -.13, p < .01; r = .13, p < .01; respectively). 

As expected, extraversion was positively correlated with a preference for an 

extraverted leader (r = .26, p < .01). Therefore, Hypothesis 7a which stated that 

extraversion would be positively related to a preference for an extraverted leader was 

supported. Similarly, as expected, extraversion was positively correlated with a 

preference for TL style (r =  .13, p < .01). For this reason, Hypothesis 8b which stated 

that extraversion, openness to experience, and conscientiousness would be positively 

associated with preference for TL style was supported. However, extraversion was not 
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related to preferences for R-O leadership and PL styles. Therefore, Hypothesis 8a 

which stated that agreeableness and extraversion would be positively related to 

preference for R-O and PL styles was not supported. Similarly, extraversion was 

positively correlated with preference for a leader who is open to experience (r  = .18, 

p < .01).  

As expected, neuroticism was positively correlated with preference for a 

neurotic leader (r =.12, p < .01).  Therefore, Hypothesis 7b which stated that 

Neuroticism would be positively related to a preference for a neurotic leader was 

supported. However, neuroticism was not related to preferences for T-O leadership 

style. For this reason, Hypothesis 8c which stated that neuroticism and 

conscientiousness would be positively related to preference for T-O leadership style 

was not supported. Furthermore, neuroticism was negatively correlated with 

preference for an agreeable leader and preference for a conscientious leader (r = -.13, 

p < .01; r = -.11, p < .05).  

As expected, conscientiousness was positively correlated with preference for a 

conscientious leader (r = .28, p < .01). Therefore, Hypothesis 7c which stated that 

conscientiousness would be positively related to a preference for a conscientious 

leader was supported. Similarly, as expected, conscientiousness was positively 

correlated with preference for TL style (r =.16, p < .01). Therefore, Hypothesis 8b 

supported.  However, conscientiousness was not related to a preferences for T-O 

leadership style. Therefore, Hypothesis 8c was not supported. Surprisingly, 

conscientiousness was positively correlated with preference for a leader who is open 

to experience (r = .14, p < .01). On the other hand, conscientiousness was negatively 

correlated with a preference for a neurotic leader and preference for a Machiavellian 

leader (r = -.15, p < .01; r = -.12, p < .05; respectively).  

Simirlarly, as expected, openness to experience was positively correlated with 

preference for a leader who is open to experience (r = .25, p < .01). Hypothesis 7d 

which stated that openness to experience would be positively related to a preference 

for a leader who is open to experience was supported. Specifically, as expected, 

openness to experience was positively correlated with preference for TL style (r =.10, 

p < .05). For this reason, Hypothesis 8b was also supported. Openness to experience 

was also positively correlated with preference for an extraverted leader and preference 

for an agreeable leader (r = .14, p < .01; r = .14, p < .01; respectively). On the other 

hand, openness to experience was negatively correlated with preference for PL style, 
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preference for a T-O leader, preference for a Machiavellian leader, and preference for 

a narcissistic leader (r = -.10, p < .05; r = -.11, p < .05; r = -.12, p < .05; r = -.09, p < 

.05; respectively).  

As expected, agreeableness was found to be positively related to preference for 

an agreeable leader (r = .26, p < .01). For this reason, Hypothesis 7e which stated that 

agreeableness would bepositively related to a preference for an agreeable leader was 

supported. Similarly, agreeableness was found to be positively correlated with 

preference for a R-O leader (r =  .16, p < .01). Therefore, Hypothesis 8a which stated 

that agreeableness and extraversion would be positively related to preference for R-O 

and PL styles was partially supported. Surprisingly, agreeableness was found to be 

positively related to preference for TL style, preference for an extraverted leader, 

preference for a leader who is open to experience, and preference for a conscientious 

leader (r = .18, p < .05; r  = .17, p < .01; r = .19, p < .01; r =  .11, p < .05; respectively). 

Agreeableness was only negatively correlated with preference for a Machiavellian 

leader (r = -.12, p < .05).  

As expected, Machiavellianism was positively correlated with preference for a 

Machiavellian leader preference (r = .34, p < .01). Hence, Hypothesis 7f which stated 

that Machiavellianism would be positively related to a preference for a Machiavellian 

leader was supported.  However, Machiavellianism was not related to preference for 

PL and R-O leadership styles. Therefore, Hypothesis 9a stated that Machiavellianism 

would bepositively related to preferences for PL and R-O leadership styles was not 

supported. Simirlarly, Machiavellianism was not related to preference for T-O 

leadership style. Hence, Hypothesis 9b which stated that Machiavellianism would be 

negatively related to preferences for T-O leadership styles was not supported. 

Surprisingly, Machiavellianism was positively correlated with preferences for a 

neurotic leader and preference for a narcissistic leader (r = .20, p < .01; r = .19, p < 

.01; respectively).  

Specifically, as expected, narcissism was positively correlated with a 

preference for a narcissist leader (r  = .29, p < .01). Hence, Hypothesis 7g which stated 

that narcissism would be positively related to a preference for a narcissistic leader was 

supported.  Narcissism was positively correlated with preference for PL style and 

preference for TL style (r = .24, p < .01; r  = .19, p < .01; respectively). Therefore, 

Hypothesis 10a which stated that narcissism would be positively related to preferences 

for TL, PL, and R-O leadership styles was partially supported. Contrary to Hypothesis 
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10b, narcissism was positively correlated with preference for a T-O leader (r = .11, p 

< .05). Surprisingly, narcissism was positively correlated with preference for an 

extraverted leader, preference for a leader who is open to experience, preference for a 

conscientious leader, and preference for a Machiavellian leader a(r  = .21, p < .01; r = 

.11, p < .05; r = .13, p < .01; r  = .25 p < .01; respectively).  
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Table 10. Summary of the Hypotheses and the Results of Study 1 and Study 2 

  Hypothesis 
Study 1 

Results 

Study 2 

Results 

1: Conscientiousness is positively associated with preferences for all 

selection methods; however, the selection method most preferred by 

individuals with high conscientiousness is the most complex selection 

process (including both subjective and objective methods). 

S* NS 

2: Openness to experience, agreeableness, and extraversion are positively 

associated with a preference for subjective methods such as interviews, 

personality tests, and reference letters. 

NS 

 

NS 

 

3: Extraversion is negatively related to the preference for objective methods 

such as cognitive ability testing, and work sample tests. 
NS NS 

4a: Neuroticism is positively associated with the preference for objective 

methods such as cognitive tests, work ability testing. 
S NS* 

4b: Neuroticism is negatively associated with a preference for subjective 

methods such as interviews and reference letters. 
NS NS* 

5a: Machiavellianism is positively related to preference of subjective 

methods such as interview, personality test, reference letter. 
NS NS* 

5b: Machiavellianism is negatively associated with preference for objective 

methods such as general cognitive ability testing and performance in work 

samples. 

NS* NS 

6: Narcissism is positively associated with preferences for all selection 

methods; however, the selection method most preferred by individuals with 

high narcissism is the most complex selection process (including both 

subjective and objective methods). 

NS NS 

7a: Extraversion is positively related to preference for an extraverted leader. S S 

7b: Neuroticism is positively related to a preference for a neurotic leader. NS S 

7c: Conscientiousness is positively related to preference for a conscientious 

leader. 
NS S 

7d: Openness to experience is positively related to preference for a leader 

who is open to experience. 
NS S 

7e: Agreeableness is positively related to preference for an agreeable leader. S S 

7f:  Machiavellianism is positively related to preference for a Machiavellian 

leader. 
S S 

7g: Narcissism is positively related to a preference for a narcissistic leader. S S 

8a: Agreeableness and extraversion are positively related to preference for 

R-O leadership and PL styles. 
S S 

8b: Extraversion, openness to experience, and conscientiousness are 

positively associated with preference for TL style. 
NS S 

8c: Neuroticism and conscientiousness are positively related to preference 

for T-O leadership style. 
NS NS 

9a: Machiavellianism is positively related to preference for PL and R-O 

leadership styles. 
NS NS 

9b: Machiavellianism is negatively related to preference for T-O leadership 

style. 
NS* NS 

10a: Narcissism is positively related to preference for PL, TL, and R-O 

leadership styles. 
NS S 

10b: Narcissism is negatively related to preference for T-O leadership style. NS NS* 

* Correlation was found to be significant in the opposite direction, not in the expected direction. 
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CHAPTER VII  

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

The present study is expected to contribute to the literature by examining the 

effects of various personality traits including the Big Five as well as Narcissism and 

Machiavellianism on preferences for different leadership styles (i.e., PL, TL, R-O, and 

T-O leadership styles) and personnel selection methods. While the sample of Study 1 

consisted of university students, the sample of Study 2 consisted of individuals who 

had been in working for at least two years. Some of the hypotheses of Study 1 in which 

the sample was university students were not supported. Therefore, I wanted to conduct 

Study 2 with working adults and compare the results of the two studies.  

7.1 MAIN FINDINGS OF THE STUDY AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE 

RESEARCH 

Hypothesis 1 suggested that conscientiousness would be positively associated 

with preferences for all selection methods; however, the selection method most 

preferred by individuals with high conscientiousness was predicted to be the most 

complex selection process (including both subjective and objective methods). 

Although only in the student sample, conscientiousness was positively related to 

preference for cognitive ability tests as we expected, conscientiousness was not 

significantly associated with preference for other selection methods in the working 

adult sample. Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was partially supported in the student sample 

and it was not supported in the working adult sample. Moreover, contrary to 

Hypothesis 1, conscientiousness was negatively related to preference for the most 

complex selection method except for cognitive ability tests among the student sample. 

One reason for this finding may be that young individuals (i.e., university students) 

with a high level of conscientiousness may think that they will feel obligated to work 

harder and prepare more when they choose the most complex selection method; 

therefore, they may be less likely to prefer the most complex procedure over the other 

selection methods.  
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Hypothesis 2 suggested that openness to experience, agreeableness, and 

extraversion would be positively associated with preference for subjective methods 

such as interviews, personality tests, and reference letters. Openness to experience was 

negatively associated with all selection methods in the student sample. Moreover, 

openness to experience was negatively related to preference for work sample tests in 

the working adult sample. It is plausible to suggest that young (i.e., student) 

participants who score high on openness to experience might have thought that the 

traditional selection methods included in the present study were outdated. Therefore, 

future researchers are encouraged to assess preferences for more up-to-date selection 

methods which may include those using artificial intelligence (AI), especially among 

young adults. On the other hand, individuals with a high level of openness to 

experience in the adult sample are likely to be familiar with traditional selection 

methods, and they might think that the work sample test which involves doing a limited 

part of a job according to the given instructions as a selection method that prevent them 

to use their creativity. One practical implication of the findings is that the face validity 

of and preference for traditional selection methods may be at low levels, especially for 

the jobs that require creativity and innovation and for individuals who score high on 

openness to experience. Consistently, human resources specialists and subject matter 

experts may benefit from using more creative and up-to-date selection methods and 

measurements when hiring for jobs that require creativity and openness to experience 

as specific personality traits. 

Contrary to the propositions of Hypothesis 2 and 3, results showed that 

extraversion was neither positively related to preference for subjective methods nor it 

was negatively related to preference for objective methods. Indeed, agreeableness and 

extraversion did not affect preferences for selection methods. Few related studies in 

the field showed that students with high extraversion preferred face-to-face learning 

styles because they liked to establish partnerships with others (Harrington & Loffredo, 

2009). Consistently, Murphy (2021) showed that individuals with a high level of 

extraversion prefer to receive face-to-face feedback from their managers. In addition, 

such individuals were found not to prefer e-mail feedback over personal feedback 

because it was more rigid and limited. Chamorro-Premuzic and colleagues (2005: 247) 

showed that students with a high level of agreeableness preferred oral exams and face-

to-face group tasks. The authors argued that the reason for their findings might be the 

fact that agreeable individuals could express themselves more in social environments 



47  

and had good communication skills. In another study, it was reported that individuals 

with a high level of agreeableness experienced more discomfort in performance 

appraisals because they sought social approval in the evaluation process (LaBat 2018: 

58). Therefore, although extraversion and agreeableness were not significantly 

associated with preferences for specific personnel selection methods, agreeableness 

and extraversion may affect preferences for working and performance appraisal 

methods.  

Hypothesis 4a suggested that neuroticism would be positively associated with 

the preference for objective methods such as cognitive ability and work sample tests. 

Similarly, Hamburger and Ben-Artzi (2000: 444) stated that individuals with a higher 

level of neuroticism preferred objective methods because they had difficulty in 

expressing themselves and they generally feel anxious and restless. In addition, 

neurotic individuals may prefer these types of tests because they require fewer 

interpersonal interactions. Hypothesis 4a was supported in Study 1 which included the 

student sample. However, contrary to expectations, neuroticism was negatively 

associated with the preference for the cognitive tests, and it was not significantly 

associated with the preference for the work sample tests in the working adult sample 

(Study 2). One of the reasons for these contradictory results may be that working adults 

may not be highly familiar with the cognitive ability tests which are recently started to 

be used in personnel selection procedures in Turkey. Therefore, they may prefer more 

traditional selection methods than cognitive ability tests. Furthermore, since the 

average tenure in the working adult sample was around eight years, they may not have 

encountered such methods before. On the contrary, the students are more likely to be 

familiar with objective methods such as cognitive tests as well as work sample tests 

than working adults.  

Hypothesis 4b suggested that neuroticism would be negatively associated with 

a preference for subjective methods such as interviews and reference letters. However, 

neuroticism was not significantly associated with preference for the interview and 

reference letters as the selection methods in the student sample. Moreover, contrary to 

expectations, neuroticism was positively associated with a preference for reference 

letters and interviews as the selection methods in the working adult sample. Taking the 

findings regarding Hypothesis 4a and 4b into consideration, it is plausible to suggest 

that working adults, whose mean age is higher than those in the student sample, might 

have preferred traditional and highly familiar selection methods (i.e., reference letters 
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and interviews) over up-to-date, less familiar selection procedures (i.e., cognitive 

ability tests) independent of their content. Future studies are suggested to replicate the 

findings in the following years in order to examine whether increased familiarity with 

the new selection methods changes individuals’ preferences for these methods as well 

as the relationships of personality traits with preferences with different selection 

procedures.   

Hypothesis 5a suggested that Machiavellianism would be positively related to 

a preference for subjective methods such as interviews, personality tests, and reference 

letters. However, Machiavellianism was not significantly related to preference for 

subjective selection methods among the student sample. Moreover, contrary to 

expectations, Machiavellianism was negatively associated with the preference for 

subjective methods among the working adult sample. Therefore, Hypothesis 5a was 

not supported in both studies. One reason for the finding that working adults who 

scored high on Machiavellianism did not prefer subjective methods may be related to 

the negative recruitment and selection experiences that these individuals had. More 

specifically, Machiavellian individuals might have interview or personality test 

experiences that they have failed to fake their adverse traits and attitudes. Similarly, 

Machiavellian individuals may not receive very good reference letters from their 

previous workplaces because of their negative characteristics such as not caring about 

ethical values and not showing empathy. Therefore, these methods may not be 

preferred in the working adult sample, as they are the methods that have the potential 

to reveal Machiavellian individuals’ deficits and reflect their bad aspects in the next 

workplace.  

Hypothesis 5b suggested that Machiavellianism would be negatively 

associated with a preference for objective methods such as general cognitive ability 

tests and performance in work samples. Contrary to expectations, Machiavellianism 

was positively associated with a preference for objective methods among the student 

sample. However, Machiavellianism was not significantly associated preference for 

objective methods among the working adult sample. One explanation may be that the 

young individuals (i.e., university students) with high levels of Machiavellian 

tendencies, who do not have experience in actual recruitment selection processes, may 

think that if they need to, they will be able to easily deceive even the objective tests 

during selection processes. Elmas (2018: 38) argues that individuals who score high 

on Machiavellianism may easily lie and cheat to get the rewards. In addition, 
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individuals who high scored on Machiavellianism have a high level of tendency to take 

risks (Czibor et al. 2017: 221) and university students' preference for objective 

methods may also be related to their risk-taking attitudes. 

Hypothesis 6 suggested that narcissism would be positively associated with 

preferences for all selection methods; however, the selection method most preferred 

by individuals with high narcissism was suggested to be the most complex selection 

process (including both subjective and objective methods). Hypothesis 6 was not 

supported in both studies. More specifically, narcissism was not significantly related 

to preference for any of the selection methods. It is widely known that individuals who 

score high on narcissism generally feel and think that they are more “special” and 

“unique” than others (DuBRIN 2012: 15; Çimşir & Tümlü 2021: 524). They may have 

a general tendency to devalue all selection methods which -they think- are not “good 

enough” to evaluate their superior talents, skills, and abilities. This attitude may result 

in a general indifference towards and non-preference for different personnel selection 

systems.  

In line with Hypotheses 7a, 7b, 7c, 7d, and 7e the findings revealed that “similar 

to me” effect worked for extraversion, neuroticism, conscientiousness, openness to 

experience, and agreeableness to some extent. Hypotheses 7a and 7e were supported 

while Hypotheses 7b, 7c, and 7d were not supported in the student sample (i.e., Study 

1). Moreover, Hypotheses from 7a to 7e were supported in the working adult sample 

(i.e., Study 2). First of all, in the student sample, individuals who scored high on 

neuroticism might not prefer a neurotic manager, like themselves. It is an 

understandable result that when two neurotic individuals work together, a tense and 

negative work atmosphere is likely to exist. However, it is interesting to find that 

young individuals who score high on conscientiousness do not prefer conscientious 

leaders or managers; similarly, those who score high on openness to experience in the 

student sample do not prefer a supervisor who is highly open to experience. Individuals 

who score high on conscientiousness are responsible people, they act in a planned 

manner, strive for success, and are individuals with self-discipline in general (Sansone 

et al. 1999: 701). Therefore, it would be a more accurate result for such individuals to 

prefer managers with features like themselves. On the other hand, individuals who 

scored high on openness to experience should have preferred managers who have 

extraordinary ideas (Leung & Chiu 2008: 376). Actually, in the working adult sample, 

all of the hypotheses proposed in line with the "similar to me" effect were supported. 
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Consistently, the literature shows that when the personality traits and values of the 

employees are compatible with the manager’s personality traits, the employee is happy 

both at the job and in the working environment (Vianen et al. 2011: 906). One plausible 

explanation for not finding support for some of these hypotheses in the student sample 

is that young people who are highly conscientious and open to experience may not 

have a schema of leader or manager suitable for their personalities. Moreover, the 

leading figures such as politicians and famous business people observed by these 

young people who have not yet participated in business life may not be compatible 

with their dominant personality traits of conscientiousness and openness to experience, 

especially in Turkey. Therefore, it may be normal that they know more clearly what 

they do not want, but they do not know what they prefer in terms of leader personality, 

since they do not encounter much with the leader profiles suitable for their own 

dominant traits of conscientiousness and openness to experience. 

Hypotheses 7f and 7g were supported in both studies. As expected, these results 

show that individuals who have dark traits (i.e., Machiavellianism and narcissism) 

want to work with individuals, especially with managers, like themselves. Although 

there are significant relationships in both samples, it is promising that the relationships 

of Machiavellianism and narcissism with preferences for managers with 

Machiavellianism and narcissism are weaker in the student sample. Consistently, Kay 

and Saucier (2020: 155) focused on the “similarity-attraction effect” and found that 

individuals with the dark triad personality traits preferred individuals with the dark 

triad characteristics like themselves. That is, an individual who scored high on 

Machiavellianism preferred a Machiavellian individual and an individual who scored 

high on narcissism preferred the other a narcissist individual as a partner. These 

findings may also have implications for leadership preferences in the broader contexts 

and at the societal level. Future studies are suggested to examine the effects of the dark 

triad personality traits on preferences for dark leadership styles in other contexts such 

as politics and on actual behaviors such as voting.  

Hypothesis 8a suggested that agreeableness and extraversion would be 

positively related to preference for R-O leadership and PL styles. Hypothesis 8a was 

partially supported in both samples. Agreeableness was positively associated with the 

preference for the PL style in the student sample. However, agreeableness was not 

associated with the preference for the R-O leadership style in the student sample. On 

the other hand, extraversion was not associated with a preference for PL style in the 
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student sample. Moreover, extraversion was negatively associated with a preference 

for the R-O leadership style in the student sample. In addition, agreeableness was 

positively associated with a preference for the R-O leadership style in the working 

adult sample. However, agreeableness was not associated with a preference for the PL 

style in the working adult sample. Finally, extraversion was not significantly related 

to preferences for the R-O leadership and PL styles. One important point is that while 

young agreeable adults with no work experience were likely to prefer paternalistic 

leaders, older agreeable adults with work experience were likely to prefer R-O leaders 

as their managers. One plausible explanation is that in contrast to university students 

in the Study 1 sample, individuals in the working adult sample (i.e., Study 2) were 

likely to have actual experience with managers who have the PL style since the PL 

style is highly prevalent among managers in Turkey (e.g., Göncü et al. 2014: 1). 

Although managers with the PL style create a family atmosphere in the workplace and 

form individualized relationships with subordinates, they may also create conflicts 

within the group because of their attempt to maintain the status quo and hierarchy. 

Therefore, highly agreeable individuals in the working adult sample might have chosen 

the R-O leadership style, which emphasizes harmony and interpersonal relationships 

rather than performance, and that “does not have the negative aspects of PL” over the 

PL style. On the other hand, highly extravert individuals in the student sample were 

less likely to prefer R-O leaders as their managers. It may be argued that extroverted 

young individuals may expect their supervisors or managers to be highly dominant and 

active and they might have evaluated the R-O leadership style as more passive and less 

enthusiastic than they desired.  

Hypothesis 8b suggested that extraversion, openness to experience, and 

conscientiousness would be positively associated with preference for TL style. 

Hypothesis 8b was not supported in the student sample while it was fully supported in 

the working adult sample. The characteristics of transformational leaders or managers 

are very compatible with the expectations of individuals who score high on these three 

personality traits. To illustrate, subordinates who are highly open to experience are 

expected to be highly satisfied with the intellectually stimulating attitudes and 

behaviors (e.g., encouraging “thinking out of the box”) of a manager with TL style. 

Moreover, subordinates who score high on conscientiousness are likely to appreciate 

the self-sacrificing behaviors of a manager with TL style, whereas subordinates who 

score high on extraversion are likely to endorse inspiring and socially supportive 
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behaviors performed by such a manager. One reason for not finding the expected 

positive relationships among the student sample may be that the student sample (i.e., 

Study 1) might not imagine a truly transformational manager in the real life. In other 

words, the transformational leader presented in the vignette might not have seemed 

very realistic to the student sample. On the other hand, individuals who have been in 

working life for a long time may have encountered such managers and experienced 

subordinate-leader fit. It is also possible that participants in the adult sample who 

scored high on extraversion, openness to experience, and conscientiousness and did 

not meet a manager with TL style in real life might perceive that a supervisor with TL 

style would be a perfect fit for their personal traits and attitudes. In both cases, 

participants in Study 2 might have preferred the manager with TL style.   

In line with the propositions of Hypothesis 8c, 9b, and 10b, neuroticism, 

conscientiousness, and narcissism were not associated with preference for the T-O 

leadership style in the student sample (i.e., Study 1). Contrary to expectations, 

Machiavellianism was positively associated with a preference for the T-O leadership 

style in the student sample. In addition, neuroticism, conscientiousness, and 

Machiavellianism were not associated with a preference for the T-O leadership style 

in the working adult sample. On the other hand, narcissism was positively associated 

with a preference for the T-O leadership style in the working adult sample. Moreover, 

individuals who scored high on Machiavellianism in the student sample and 

individuals who scored high on narcissism in the working adult sample preferred to 

work with a manager with a T-O leadership style. One explanation may be related to 

the common features of Machiavellianism and narcissism, namely the lack of empathy 

and high levels of achievement and self-promotion motivation. In general, T-O leaders 

are less concerned with interpersonal relationships and more focused on task 

achievement compared to the leaders with other styles. These characteristics of T-O 

leaders may be compatible with the interests of both young individuals with high 

Machiavellianism and older, experienced working adults with high narcissism 

tendencies. The former group may prefer T-O leaders because such a manager may 

open the way for their success by providing work-related guidance to them. The latter 

group may prefer T-O leaders since they have experiences related to the contributions 

of T-O leaders to subordinates’ self-achievements and work-related self-esteem in 

business life. Yet, these speculations need further empirical support. More specifically, 

moderating effects of age and work experience in the relationships of 
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Machiavellianism and narcissism with a preference for T-O leadership style should be 

investigated in future studies.  

Hypothesis 9a suggested that Machiavellianism would be positively related to 

preference for PL and R-O leadership styles. However, this hypothesis was not 

supported in Study 1 and Study 2. The non-significant relationships of 

Machiavellianism with preferences for PL and R-O leadership styles may be explained 

by the lack of empathy and caring attitudes of individuals with high levels of 

Machiavellianism (Sutton & Keogh 2001: 137; Andreou 2004: 297; Lau & Marsee 

2012: 355). More specifically, Machiavellians, who lack empathy and do not prefer to 

have intimate relationships with others, may prefer supervisors with PL and R-O 

leadership styles only when they serve their interests. Therefore, future studies may 

benefit from investigating the moderating effects of contextual variables in the 

relationship of Machiavellianism with preferences for PL and R-O leadership styles. 

Hypothesis 10a suggested that narcissism would be positively related to 

preferences for PL, TL, and R-O leadership styles. Narcissism was not significantly 

associated with preferences for PL, TL, and R-O leadership styles in the student 

sample. Moreover, Hypothesis 10a was partially supported in the working adult 

sample. Narcissism was associated with the preferences for TL and PL style in the 

working adult sample. As stated before, narcissism was also positively associated with 

a preference for the T-O leadership style in the working adult sample. Consistent with 

the above-mentioned argument, it is likely that working adults with high narcissism 

tendencies prefer leaders or supervisors who provide them assistance and guidance for 

personal achievements at work, such as T-O and transformational leaders, as well as 

those who protect them from criticisms such as paternalistic leaders, rather than 

supervisors who provide them close interpersonal relationships in the workplace.    

7.2 PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS 

It is suggested that the findings of this study will contribute to the practice by 

revealing the effects of different personality traits on different leadership style 

preferences, leader personality traits and personnel selection methods. Two studies 

were carried out. In Study 1, the preferences of the leader types and their personnel 

selection methods reflected the general views of the university students. Likewise, in 

Study 2, the preferences of leader types and personnel selection methods consist of the 

preferences of working adults who are already in business life. The results of this 
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study, in general, showed the methods preferred by students with different personality 

traits in their personnel selection systems when entering the business life, considering 

the differences between the two samples. First, the findings showed that university 

students, new recruits, would prefer objective methods. Second, the findings showed 

that working sample would prefer subjective methods in the personnel selection 

system. The other finding of the study showed which leadership type individuals with 

different personality traits would prefer. In the working sample of these findings, it has 

been reported that extraverted, participant who is open to experience, conscientious, 

and narcissistic individuals will prefer TL style. In addition, Machiavellian individuals 

who were students at the university preferred the T-O leadership style. In addition, a 

common finding was found for both university student sample and work sample. In 

both samples, it has been determined that they prefer to work with leaders who have 

the same characteristics as their personal characteristics in their working life. These 

findings are of great importance in the recruitment processes by HR. First of all, the 

harmony of the applicant's personality with his supervisor in the unit he will work with 

will bring harmony in the workplace. At the same time, in the recruitment processes 

carried out by HR, the method that the applicant (university student or current 

employee) will be effective is among the findings of this study. 

7.3 LIMITATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS  

None of the studies are without limitations and despite its theoretical and 

practical contributions, the current study also has some limitations. First, the data of 

the study were collected from students and working adults living in Turkey. Therefore, 

the generalizability of the findings is limited to the Turkish cultural contexts and the 

current study should be replicated in different cultural and organizational settings. 

Secondly, only four leadership styles were examined in the present study. The 

leadership styles that people prefer may not be compatible with the leadership styles 

investigated in the present research. Another limitation is that university students from 

every class participated in Study 1.  The fact that the students who have just started to 

university and the students who are close to graduation may be different both in terms 

of knowledge and experience may have influenced the results in Study 1. 

In conclusion, the main purpose of the study was to investigate effets of the 

evaluators’ personality traits (i.e., the Big Five personality traits, Machiavellianism, 

and narcissism) on the preferences for various personnel selection procedures, 
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leadership styles, and leader personality traits. Study 1 was conducted with university 

students. Some of the hypotheses that were expected to be confirmed in Study 1 were 

not confirmed. For this reason, Study 2 was conducted with a working adult sample 

using the same measurement tools. After the two studies were conducted, the results 

of the university student and working adult samples were compared. A brief summary 

of the results of the present study showed that the hypotheses regarding the "similar to 

me" effect was fully supported in the working adult sample. However, it was not 

supported Study 1 which included university students who had not yet work 

experience. In other words, in the working adult sample, people stated that they would 

prefer leaders like themselves. In addition, in general, the results of the individuals 

who scored high on the Big Five personality, Machiavellianism, and narcissism scores 

differ in terms of personnel selection system method preferences and leadership type 

preferences in both samples. As among the first attempts, the present research has 

made both theoretical and practical contributions because it examined the effects of 

seven different personality traits on preferences for personnel selection methods, 

leadership type preferences, as well as managerial personality traits with newly 

developed measures. I hope that the present research and the newly developed 

measures inspire future studies for conducting relevant studies with improved 

methodology and guide pratiticioners in personnel selection and promotion processes.  
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BÖLÜM 1. BÜYÜK BEŞLİ KİŞİLİK ÖZELLİKLERİ ÖLÇEĞİ 

Her cümlenin yanında o cümledeki ifadelerin sizi ne kadar tanımladığına ilişkin 

“1 = KESİNLİKLE KATILMIYORUM ile 5 = KESİNLİKLE KATILIYORUM” 

arasında değişen bir ölçek vardır. Lütfen, her ifadeyi dikkatle okuyup sizi ne kadar 

tanımladığını o derecenin altındaki kutu içine işaretleyiniz. 

 
Boyut ve 

Numara 

Kesinlikle 

Katılmıyorum 

 

 
Kararsızım  

Kesinlikle 

Katılıyorum 

1 Konuşkan Dışadön.1 1 2 3 4 5 

2 Başkalarında hata arayan Uyumluluk. 1 T 1 2 3 4 5 

3 İşi tam yapan Dürüstlük.1 1 2 3 4 5 

4 Bunalımlı, melankolik Nevrotiklik.1 1 2 3 4 5 

5 Orijinal, yeni görüşler ortaya koyan D. Açıklık.1 1 2 3 4 5 

6 Çekingen Dışadön.2 T 1 2 3 4 5 

7 Yardımsever ve çıkarcı olmayan Uyumluluk.2 1 2 3 4 5 

8 Umursamaz Dürüstlük.2 T 1 2 3 4 5 

9 Rahat, stresle kolay baş eden Nevrotiklik.2 T 1 2 3 4 5 

10 Çok değişik konuları merak eden D. Açıklık.2 1 2 3 4 5 

11 Enerji dolu Dışadön.3 1 2 3 4 5 

12 Başkalarıyla sürekli didişen Uyumluluk. 3 T 1 2 3 4 5 

13 Güvenilir bir çalışan Dürüstlük.3 1 2 3 4 5 

14 Gergin olabilen Nevrotiklik.3 1 2 3 4 5 

15 Maharetli, derin düşünen D. Açıklık.3 1 2 3 4 5 

16 Heyecan yaratabilen Dışadön.4 1 2 3 4 5 

17 Affedici bir yapıya sahip Uyumluluk.4 1 2 3 4 5 

18 Dağınık olma eğiliminde Dürüstlük.4 T 1 2 3 4 5 

19 Çok endişelenen Nevrotiklik. 4 1 2 3 4 5 

20 Hayal gücü yüksek D. Açıklık. 4 1 2 3 4 5 

21 Sessiz bir yapıda Dışadön. 5 T 1 2 3 4 5 

22 Genellikle başkalarına güvenen Uyumluluk.5 1 2 3 4 5 

23 Tembel olma eğilimde olan Dürüstlük. 5 T 1 2 3 4 5 

24 
Duygusal olarak dengede, kolayca 
keyfi kaçmayan 

Nevrotiklik. 5 T 1 2 3 4 5 

25 Keşfeden, icat eden D. Açıklık. 5 1 2 3 4 5 

26 Atılgan bir kişiliğe sahip Dışadön. 6 1 2 3 4 5 

27 Soğuk ve mesafeli olabilen Uyumluluk. 6 T 1 2 3 4 5 

28 
Görevi tamamlayıncaya kadar sabır 

gösterebilen 
Dürüstlük.6 1 2 3 4 5 

29 Dakikası dakikasına uymayan Nevrotiklik.6 1 2 3 4 5 

30 
Sanata ve estetik değerlere önem 

veren 
D. Açıklık.6 1 2 3 4 5 

31 Bazen utangaç, çekingen olan Dışadön. 7 T 1 2 3 4 5 

32 
Hemen hemen herkese karşı saygılı 
ve nazik olan 

Uyumluluk.7 1 2 3 4 5 

33 İşleri verimli yapan Dürüstlük.7      

34 Gergin ortamlarda sakin kalabilen Dürüstlük.7 T 1 2 3 4 5 

35 Rutin işleri yapmayı tercih eden D. Açıklık.7 T 1 2 3 4 5 

36 Sosyal, girişken Dışadön.8 1 2 3 4 5 

37 
Bazen başkalarına kaba 

davranabilen 
Uyumluluk. 8 T 1 2 3 4 5 

38 Planlar yapan ve bunları takip eden Dürüstlük.8 1 2 3 4 5 

39 Kolayca sinirlenen Nevrotiklik.8 1 2 3 4 5 

40 
Düşünmeyi seven, fikirleri 
geliştirebilen 

D. Açıklık.8 1 2 3 4 5 

41 Sanata ilgisi çok az olan D. Açıklık. 9 T 1 2 3 4 5 

42 
Başkalarıyla işbirliği yapmayı 

seven 
Uyumluluk.9 1 2 3 4 5 

43 Kolaylıkla dikkati dağılabilen Dürüstlük.9 T 1 2 3 4 5 

44 
Sanat, müzik ve edebiyatta çok 

bilgili olan 
D. Açıklık.10 1 2 3 4 5 
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BÖLÜM 2. MAKYAVELİZM VE NARSİSİZM ÖLÇEĞİ 

Aşağıda çeşitli durumlara ilişkin ifadeler bulunmaktadır. İfadeleri 

değerlendirirken sizin tutumunuza en uygun seçeneği, verilen beş basamaklı ölçeği 

kullanarak belirtiniz. 

1 2 3 4 5 

Kesinlikle 

Katılmıyorum 
Katılmıyorum Kararsızım Katılıyorum Kesinlikle Katılıyorum 

 

1 İstediklerimi elde etmek için insanları manipüle edebilirim. MAK1 

2 İstediklerimi elde etmek için hile ve yalana başvurduğum olmuştur MAK2 

3 İstediklerimi elde etmek için insanlara iltifat edebilirim. MAK3 

4 Kendi amaçlarıma ulaşabilmek için insanları kullanabilirim. MAK4 

5 Başkalarının bana hayranlık duymasını isteyebilirim. NARS1 

6 Başkalarının beni dikkate almasını isteyebilirim. NARS2 

7 Prestij ve statü sahibi olma eğilimindeyim. NARS3 

8 Başkalarından bana iltimas göstermesini bekleme eğilimindeyim. NARS4 

 

BÖLÜM 3. YÖNETİCİDE KİŞİLİK TİPİ TERCİHİ ÖLÇEĞİ 

Aşağıda 7 farklı yöneticinin kişilikleriyle ilgili ifadeleri yer almaktadır. Lütfen, 

tanımlanan kişinin gireceğiniz işte doğrudan bağlı bulunacağınız yönetici olacağını 

farz ediniz ve her bir yöneticiyi: 

a) “1 = BU YÖNETİCİYLA ÇALIŞMAYI KESİNLİKLE TERCİH 

ETMEM, 7 = BU YÖNETİCİYLE ÇALIŞMAYI KESİNLİKLE TERCİH 

EDERİM” ölçeğini kullanarak değerlendiriniz. 

1) İleride işime yarabileceğini düşündüğüm için, insanlarla çatışmaktan 

kaçınırım. Önemli insanları kendi tarafınıza çekmek için her şeyi yapabilirsiniz. Bence 

insanların istediklerini elde etmek için başkalarına iltifat etmeleri veya onları manipüle 

etmeleri normaldir. Diğer insanların hakkımızdaki her şeyi bilmelerine gerek yoktur, 

bu nedenle onlardan bazı şeyleri saklamak gerekir. Planlarımız başkalarından önce 

kendi yararımıza olmalıdır. (Makyevelizm – 53 kelime) 

Bu yöneticiyle çalışmayı 

kesinlikle tercih 

etmem 

 

Bu yöneticiyle çalışmayı 

kesinlikle tercih 

ederim 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2) Diğer insanlara göre daha özel biri olduğumu ve insanların bana daha 

ayrıcalıklı davranmaları gerektiğini düşünüyorum. Prestij ve statü sahibi olmak benim 

için önemlidir. Başkalarının bana hayranlık duyması hoşuma gider. Bulunduğum 
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ortamlarda lider olmak ve dikkate alınmak benim için çok önemlidir ve beni mutlu 

eder. (Narsisizm - 45 kelime) 

Bu yöneticiyle çalışmayı 

kesinlikle tercih 

etmem 

 

Bu yöneticiyle çalışmayı 

kesinlikle tercih 

ederim 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3) Genel olarak hayattan zevk almasını çok iyi bilirim. Bence hayatımıza 

heyecan katmak, yaşam kalitemizi artırır. Tanıdığım insanların çoğundan daha fazla 

enerjiye sahibim. Diğer insanlarla ilişki içerisinde olabileceğim etkinlikleri tercih 

ederim. Tanımadığım bir ortama girdiğim zaman enerjik ve atılgan bir tutum 

sergilerim ve girdiğim ortamlarda genelde en konuşkan kişi benimdir. 

(Dışadönüklülük – 50 kelime) 

Bu yöneticiyle çalışmayı 

kesinlikle tercih 

etmem 

 

Bu yöneticiyle çalışmayı 

kesinlikle tercih 

ederim 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4) Bazen kolay bir şekilde endişeli bir ruh haline girip, tam anlamıyla mutlu 

olamayacağımı hissederim. Bir şeylerin kötü gitmesi ihtimaline karşı sürekli 

endişelenirim ve strese girebilirim. Bir anım bir anıma uymayabilir. Gergin ortamlarda 

rahat davranmam ve sakin kalmam pek mümkün olmaz. İşler kötü gittiğinde hemen 

keyfim kaçar. (Nevrotiklik- 47 kelime) 

Bu yöneticiyle çalışmayı 

kesinlikle tercih 

etmem 

 

Bu yöneticiyle çalışmayı 

kesinlikle tercih 

ederim 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5) Çoğu insanın iyi niyetle hareket ettiğini düşünürüm. Hatalar karşısında 

genelde affetme eğilimi gösterir ve olumlu düşünmeye gayret ederim. Diğer insanların 

hislerini göz önünde bulundurmaya ve ihtiyacı olan insanlara yardımcı olmaya 

çalışırım. Yalnız çalışmak yerine başkalarıyla işbirliği içinde çalışmayı tercih ederim. 

(Uyumluluk- 41 kelime) 

Bu yöneticiyle çalışmayı 

kesinlikle tercih 

etmem 

 

Bu yöneticiyle çalışmayı 

kesinlikle tercih 

ederim 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6) Yeni bir şeyler öğrenmek hoşuma gider. Sorunlara farklı çözümler getirmek 

için alternatif bakış açıları arar ve sunarım. Sanatsal etkinlikler oldukça ilgimi çeker 
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ve bu etkinliklere katılmaktan keyif alırım. Herkesin kendine özgü bir bakış açısı 

olduğunu kabul eder ve buna saygı duyarım. İşte ve günlük yaşamda yeni şeyler 

denemekten keyif alırım. (Deneyime açıklık – 51 kelime) 

Bu yöneticiyle çalışmayı 

kesinlikle tercih 

etmem 

 

Bu yöneticiyle çalışmayı 

kesinlikle tercih 

ederim 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7) Geleceğe yönelik plan yapmayı severim. Üzerinde çalıştığım, ulaşmak 

istediğim uzun vadeli birçok hedefim vardır. Çalışkanımdır ve verilen işi hakkıyla 

yaparım. Dikkatim kolay kolay dağılmaz, işime konsantre olmakta zorlanmam. Temiz, 

düzenli ve sabırlıyımdır. Karar vermeden önce tüm seçenekleri dikkatli bir şekilde 

değerlendirir, öyle karar veririm. (Dürüstlük – 45 kelime) 

Bu yöneticiyle çalışmayı 

kesinlikle tercih 

etmem 

 

Bu yöneticiyle çalışmayı 

kesinlikle tercih 

ederim 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

BÖLÜM 4. LİDERLİK TİPİ TERCİHLERİ 

Aşağıda 4 farklı yöneticinin kişilikleriyle ilgili ifadeleri yer almaktadır. Lütfen, 

tanımlanan kişinin gireceğiniz işte doğrudan bağlı bulunacağınız yönetici olacağını 

farz ediniz ve her bir yöneticiyi: 

a) “1 = BU YÖNETİCİYLA ÇALIŞMAYI KESİNLİKLE TERCİH 

ETMEM, 7 = BU YÖNETİCİYLE ÇALIŞMAYI KESİNLİKLE TERCİH 

EDERİM” ölçeğini kullanarak değerlendiriniz. 

1) Ben başarılı bir lider ve yöneticiyim çünkü iş yerinde aile atmosferini 

oluşturmak benim için önem taşır. Çalışanlarıma bir aile büyüğü gibi davranmaya 

çalışırım. Her bir çalışanımı yakından tanırım ve çalışanlarımı iş ve özel hayatlarındaki 

durumları ile içtenlikle ilgilenirim. Çalışanlarımın düğün ve cenaze gibi önemli 

törenlerinde bulunmaya çalışırım, onlara öğüt verir ve onların kişisel problemlerinde 

maddi ve manevi desteğimi esirgemem. Çalışanlarım bilirler ki onlardan sadakat ve 

hürmet beklerim ve gerektiğinde çalışanların kurumun iyiliği için kişisel tacizler ve 

fedakârlıklar yapmaya istekli olmalarını beklerim. Son olarak, iş yerinde hiyerarşi 

düzen ve çalışanlarımdan buna uygun olarak davranmasını beklerim.  Başarılı bir lider 

ve yönetici olduğuma inanmamın başka bir sebebi çalışanlarım için en iyi olanın ne 
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olduğunu bilmem ve hiç kimsenin iş yerinde benim otoritemi sorgulamasına fırsat 

verecek durumlar yaratmamamdır. 

Bu yöneticiyle çalışmayı 

kesinlikle tercih 

etmem 

 

Bu yöneticiyle çalışmayı 

kesinlikle tercih 

ederim 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2) Ben başarılı bir lider ve yöneticiyim çünkü en büyük önemi görevlerin 

tamamlanmasına veririm. Çalışanlarımın sahip oldukları becerilerle görevlerini en iyi 

şekilde yerine getirebilmeleri için onlara rehberlik eder, görevlerini yapılandırmasını 

sağlar ve gerekli kaynakları sunarım. Çalışanlarımla olan ilişkilere ve onları ne şekilde 

motive edeceğime odaklanmak yerine görevlere ve performansa odaklanırım. İş 

yerinde düzeni sağlar, çalışanlarımın performans hedeflerin koymalarına ve yüksek 

performans göstermelerine yardım ederim. Bu şekilde, çalışanlarıma kişisel 

başarılarını kişiler arası ilişkilerden ya da çalışma grubunun uyumundan daha fazla 

önemsediğimin mesajını veririm. 

Bu yöneticiyle çalışmayı 

kesinlikle tercih 

etmem 

 

Bu yöneticiyle çalışmayı 

kesinlikle tercih 

ederim 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3) Ben başarılı bir lider ve yöneticiyim çünkü çalışanlarımla olan kişisel 

ilişkilerime odaklıyımdır. Çalışanlarımla iyi ilişkiler kurmak ve devam ettirmek en 

büyük önceliğimdir. Çalışanlarıma nazik davranırım, onlara saygı duyar ve aramızdaki 

ilişkiyi korumaya çalışırım. İş yerinde çalışanlarımla olan iletişimi önemser ve her 

söylediklerini dinlerim. Çalışanlarıma ve yaptıkları işlere güvenirim. Kuruma olan 

katkıları için çalışanlarımı takdir eder, çalışanlarımın kuruma olan katkılarını dikkate 

alır ve bu katkılarından dolayı onları ödüllendiririm. Kişiler arası ilişkilere görev ve 

performanstan daha fazla vurgu yaparım. 

Bu yöneticiyle çalışmayı 

kesinlikle tercih 

etmem 

 

Bu yöneticiyle çalışmayı 

kesinlikle tercih 

ederim 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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4) Ben başarılı bir lider ve yöneticiyim çünkü bir görev ve vizyon duygum 

vardır. Çalışanlarımın kuruma aidiyet hislerini geliştirmeye çalışırım. Misyon ve 

vizyonun tanımladığı hedeflere ulaşmaları için ekstra çaba sarf etmeleri için onları 

cesaretlendiririm. Çalışanlarımın kişisel gelişimlerine ve özgüvenlerine katkıda 

bulunmaya çalışırım. Zorlayıcı problemlerin çözümünde yeni yaklaşımlar 

üstlenmeleri için çalışanlarımı cesaretlendiririm ve gerekli olan özgün ve inovatif 

yollar geliştirmeleri için onları yönlendirir ve motive ederim. Lider olarak 

çalışanlarımın morallerini yükseltmeye ve onları umutlandırmaya çalışırım. Etkileyici 

ve motive edici konuşmalar yaparım. Bu yolla çalışanlarımı hem kişisel gelişimleri 

hem de çalışma grubunun gelişimi için harekete geçme konusunda teşvik ederim. 

Bu yöneticiyle çalışmayı 

kesinlikle tercih 

etmem 

 

Bu yöneticiyle çalışmayı 

kesinlikle tercih 

ederim 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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BÖLÜM 6. DEMOGRAFİK BİLGİ FORMU (Study 1) 

1. Yaşınız…. 

2. Cinsiyetiniz 

❒ Erkek 

❒ Kadın 

❒ Belirtmek istemiyorum 

3. Okulunuz…. 

4. Sınıfınız…. 

5. Not ortalamanız… 

6. Annenizin eğitim durumu (mezun olduğu son okul/aldığı son derece): 

❒ İlköğretim 

❒ Lise 

❒ Üniversite 

❒ Yükseklisans 

❒ Doktora 

7. Babanızın eğitim durumu (mezun olduğu son okul/aldığı son derece): 

❒ İlköğretim 

❒ Lise 

❒ Üniversite 

❒ Yükseklisans 

❒ Doktora 

8. Hanenize giren yaklaşık aylık gelir:  

❒  4.000 TL’den az  

❒  4.000 TL - 6.000 TL  

❒  6.000 TL - 8.000 TL  

❒  8.000 TL - 10.000 TL  

❒  10.000 TL - 12.000 TL  

❒  12.000 TL’den fazla 
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DEMOGRAFİK BİLGİ FORMU (Study 2) 

 Yaşınız…. 

1. Cinsiyetiniz 

❒ Erkek 

❒ Kadın 

❒ Belirtmek istemiyorum 

2. En son aldığınız eğitim derecesi 

❒ İlköğretim 

❒ Ortaokul 

❒ Lise 

❒ 2 yıllık yüksekokul 

❒ Üniversite (4 yıllık) 

❒ Yükseklisans 

❒ Doktora 

3.  Çalıştığınız sektör 

❒ Kamu 

❒ Özel 

❒ Sivil Toplum Kuruluşu (STK) 

❒ Diğer (Lütfen açıklayınız) 

…………………….. 

4. Lütfen aşağıdaki seçeneklerden size uygun olanı seçiniz: 

❒ Mavi Yakalı Çalışanım 

❒ Beyaz Yakalı Çalışanım   

5. Kurumunuzun faaliyet gösterdiği iş kolu: 

❒ Finans 

❒ Metal   

❒ Medya 

❒ Hızlı Tüketim Malları 

❒ Dayanıklı Tüketim Malları 

❒ Tekstil  
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❒ Sağlık ve İlaç 

❒ Teknoloji 

❒ Eğitim 

❒ Otomotiv 

❒ İnşaat Malzeme 

❒ Diğer (Lütfen Belirtiniz) 

…………………………….. 

6. Kaç yıldır mevcut işyerinizde çalışıyorsunuz? (Lütfen yıl ve ay olarak belirtiniz. 

Örneğin, 3 yıl 0 ay veya 2 yıl 7 ay gibi). Belirtilen kutulara sadece sayısal veriler 

girmeniz yeterlidir. 

❒ Yıl………. 

❒ Ay………. 

7. Hanenize giren yaklaşık aylık gelir: 

❒  4.000 TL’den az  

❒  4.000 TL - 6.000 TL  

❒  6.000 TL - 8.000 TL  

❒  8.000 TL - 10.000 TL  

❒  10.000 TL - 12.000 TL  

❒  12.000 TL’den fazla 

ARAŞTIRMAMIZA KATILDIĞINIZ İÇİN ÇOK TEŞEKKÜR EDERİZ :) 
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