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Abstract 

Purpose 
Drawing on follower-centric leadership theory, we examine the role of perceived homophily between 
the leader and the follower, follower’s individual-level power distance orientation, and follower’s 
perceived employability in moderating the effects of authoritarian and benevolent paternalistic 
leadership on followers’ turnover intentions. 
 
Design/methodology/approach 
We analyze a sample of 403 white-collar Russian employees. 
 
Findings 
Whereas both leadership styles generally decrease followers’ turnover intentions, they operate 
differently. Authoritarian leadership is more effective among followers with higher follower-leader 
homophily and power distance orientation, whereas benevolent paternalistic leadership is effective only 
among followers with low perceived homophily and power distance orientation, and more effective 
among followers with higher perceived employability. 
 
Originality  
The study extends research on non-participative styles of leadership, their effects and boundary 
conditions.  
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Introduction 

Non-participative leadership styles, such as authoritarian and benevolent paternalistic, are often 

criticized by both academics and practitioners, yet both remain widely present in many non-Western 

cultures (Shen et al., 2019). Authoritarian leadership (AL) refers to “a leader’s behavior of asserting 

strong authority and control over subordinates and demanding unquestioned obedience from them” 

(Chen et al., 2014, p. 799). This style is common in cultures characterized by high power distance 

(Chen et al, 2014; Harms et al., 2018). Benevolent paternalistic leadership (BPL) is a leadership style 

whereby a leader takes a personal interest in the follower’s off-the-job lives and attempts to promote 

the follower’s personal welfare by assuming the role of a parent and considering it an obligation to 

provide protection and support to the follower under his/her care (Chen et al., 2014). This style exists 

in many non-Western cultures, e.g., across the Middle East and Latin America (e.g., Pellegrini and 

Scandura, 2006, 2008) as well as in the West (e.g., Aycan et al., 2013). The most widely accepted 

definition of paternalistic leadership, originally introduced by Farh and Cheng (2000), includes 

authoritarianism and benevolence as two constitutive components of the paternalistic leadership 

construct. Yet, recently, researchers started to compare the independent effects of AL and BPL (e.g., 

Hiller et al., 2019). Thus, in this paper, we also examine the two styles as separate constructs.  

The negative attitude toward the two styles stems from the fact that extant research conducted 

in Western contexts indicates that AL and BPL have largely negative effects on followers (De Hoogh 

and Den Hartog, 2009; House et al., 2014). Yet, recently, evidence of more positive influences of 

these leadership styles started to accumulate especially in high power distance contexts such as China 

and Russia (Wang and Guan, 2018; Koveshnikov et al., 2020). Importantly, several studies also found 

that (a) when compared, the two styles have very different, sometimes diametrical, effects on 

followers (Chan et al., 2013; Chen et al., 2014; Hiller et al., 2019) and (b) the same styles might have 

different influences on followers in the same cultural contexts, e.g., China (Schaubroeck et al., 2017; 

Wang and Guan, 2018; Shen et al., 2019). This suggests that the different findings cannot be 

explained by mere societal-level cultural differences and that research needs to pay more attention to 

the individual characteristics of the followers to identify possible boundary conditions, i.e., the limits 
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of generalizability and/or applicability, of the two leadership styles and their effects. In this study, we 

draw on follower-centric leadership theory and examine three such characteristics.  

First, research has shown that the extent to which followers perceive their leaders to be similar 

to them in terms of personality matters for their follower-leader relationships and attitudes (Li and 

Sun, 2015). This suggests that to understand why followers within the same culture react differently to 

authoritarian and benevolent leaders, we need to examine how similar they perceive these leaders to 

be. Homophily, defined as the extent to which an individual perceives another as sharing important 

traits, such as values and beliefs (Gupta and Govindrajan, 2000), is an important aspect of follower-

leader relationships and can provide one explanation of followers’ reactions.  

Second, the way in which followers perceive and react to AL and/or BPL is likely to depend on 

the followers’ cultural orientations. Among the key cultural orientations of masculinity/femininity, 

power distance, uncertainty avoidance and individualism/collectivism proposed by Hofstede (2001), 

individual-level power distance orientation (PDO), defined as the extent to which individual followers 

expect and accept top-down direction from their leaders (Kirkman et al., 2009), was shown to exhibit 

the most significant effects on employee attitudes and behaviors in organizations, including responses 

to leadership (Daniels and Greguras, 2014). 

Finally, the way in which followers react to AL and/or BPL depends on their perceived 

dependence on their leaders (Chan, 2013). One factor affecting such dependence is followers’ 

perceived employability which stands for followers’ self-evaluation of the value of their own human 

capital in terms of professional experience, skills, and competences (Wheeler et al., 2007; De Cuyper 

et al. 2014). Followers may tolerate and comply with non-participative leadership styles because of 

their dependency on leaders due to low availability of alternative employment opportunities (Padilla 

et al., 2007).  

In examining whether the differences between followers’ reactions to AL and BPL emerge 

from these three sources or possible boundary conditions, namely the follower’s perception of the 

leader’s similarity (homophily), the individual cultural orientation of the follower (PDO), and the 
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dependability of the follower on the leader (perceived employability), we take a follower-centric 

perspective on leadership (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). In terms of outcomes, we focus on follower 

turnover intentions, defined as “a follower’s conscious and deliberate willfulness to leave the 

organization” (Tett and Meyer 1993, p. 262), that remained thus far little researched in relation to the 

two leadership styles (for support, see the meta-analysis by Rubenstein et al., 2018) and represents a 

proactive negative response of employees to organizational treatment (Rusbult et al. 1988).  

Our study extends previous research on non-participative types of leadership (Schaubroeck et 

al., 2017; Wang and Guan, 2018; Shen et al., 2019; Koveshnikov et al., 2020) by identifying several 

boundary conditions for the effects of AL and BPL on employee turnover intention. In this way, it 

increases our currently limited understanding of how AL and BPL operate on different followers in 

different situations. Our study also adds to the nascent literature on AL and BPL in the Russian 

context (Balabanova et al., 2018; Koveshnikov et al., 2020), where these two leadership styles are 

often considered historically prevalent and effective due to their cultural fit (Kets de Vries, 2001). 

 

Theory section 

Follower-centric leadership theory 

Follower-centric leadership (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014) theory focuses on the role of followers in 

co-creating leadership together with leaders. The theory attributes a greater role for followers’ traits 

and values in defining leadership and its behavioral outcomes, thus moving away from treating 

leaders’ style as the sole antecedent to organizational outcomes (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). It suggests 

that to study leadership, research needs to account for followers since without their recognition of 

leaders’ influence attempts there is no leadership (DeRue and Ashford, 2010). Leaders and followers 

do not operate in isolation but mutually constitute each other: leaders react to and are enabled by their 

followers, whereas followers respond to and take direction from their leaders. Therefore, it is 

important to consider both the nature of leaders and followers in the context to understand the 

phenomenon of leadership (Howell and Shamir, 2005; Padilla et al., 2007; Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). 
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Thus, to study leadership, researchers “must consider the unique contexts in which following takes 

place” (Uhl-Bien et al. (2014, p. 97) and go beyond mere societal-level cultural differences (Shen et 

al., 2019) paying attention to the issues of power, control, motivational intentions, personal 

characteristics, and values of followers (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014).  

Among several perspectives within the follower-centric leadership theory, we specifically draw 

from the connectionist information-processing perspective (e.g., Lord and Brown, 2001; Lord, Brown, 

Harvey and Hall, 2001). It asserts that to understand the variance in the effectiveness of leadership 

actions and behaviors, the follower needs to be examined more closely. More concretely, it advocates 

for a closer examination of why and via what factors followers are influenced by leaders’ actions and 

behaviors. In support, Lord et al. (2001) suggest that leadership arises from a number of interactional 

factors, among which such factors as the context of the leader-follower relationship and the personal 

qualities of both leader and followers together impact how followers evaluate and react to leadership, 

and thus are important for understanding the effectiveness of leaders’ actions and behaviors. 

Ultimately, this perspective positions followers as active and dynamic agents shaping up leader-

follower relationships and their effectiveness. Next, building on this perspective, we turn to 

developing our hypotheses.  

 

Hypotheses development 

Main effects 

We expect both AL and BPL to have a negative relationship with turnover intentions among 

Russian employees. Both fit well the Russian macro cultural context, are prototypical for Russia 

(Hogg, 2001), and thus have a good fit with implicit theories of leadership of Russian employees. 

Paternalistic leadership has been shown to be a fundamental feature of many leader–employee 

relationships in Russia (Kets de Vries, 2001; Balabanova et al., 2018) and AL style, “in which loyalty 

is exchanged for freedom from accountability”, was found to be efficient in modern Russia 



6 
 

(McCarthy et al., 2008, p. 226). Both were found to influence positively the work engagement of 

Russian employees (Koveshnikov et al., in 2020).  

AL affects positively employee psychological safety (De Hoogh et al., 2015), organization-

based self-esteem and self-efficacy beliefs (Koveshnikov et al., 2020), and performance among 

followers with high learning goal orientations (Wang and Guan, 2018). In Russia, AL is likely to be 

effective because by making decisions for followers such leaders decrease followers’ anxiety and 

uncertainty about their ability to fulfill their work-related role and make work-related decisions 

(Wang and Guan, 2018). By assuming responsibility for results such leaders free their followers from 

accountability (McCarthy et al., 2008). With clear guidance to follow and less responsibility and 

accountability, authoritarian leaders’ followers might feel more intrinsically empowered, self-

efficacious and motivated to perform their tasks.  

AL was also shown to increase followers’ psychological resources through leaders’ mood 

contagion, which denotes a mechanism that induces a congruent mood state in one person, e.g., a 

follower, through the observation of another person’s, e.g., a leader’s, public display of mood (Sy et 

al., 2005), and by strengthening their identity as group members (Schaubroeck et al., 2017). Powerful 

authoritarian leaders provide an unambiguous and powerful behavioral prototype for followers to 

follow and identify with (Rast et al., 2013). Followers might become attracted and attached to the 

certainty, strength, self-efficacy, and self-esteem projected by these leaders (Wang and Guan, 2018). 

Thus, we posit that AL will decrease the turnover intentions of Russian employees.  

Hypothesis 1: AL is negatively associated with turnover intentions among Russian followers.  

BPL constitutes a powerful source of strength for followers providing them with psychological 

security and safety (Kets De Vries, 2000). It affects positively employee job attitudes and 

performance and induces emotional reactions, such as admiration, respect, gratitude, liking and, 

sometimes, fear, from followers (Pellegrini and Scandura, 2006; Chen et al., 2014; Hiller et al., 2019). 

Additionally, BPL leaders are concerned with and inquisitive about their followers’ both work-related 

and personal lives (Pellegrini et al., 2010).   
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We expect BPL to relate negatively to turnover intentions. People are generally motivated to 

reciprocate beneficial behaviors because they feel indebted and obligated to do so. When a leader 

provides his/her followers with continuous care and shows concern for followers’ work-related and 

private wellbeing, the followers can be expected to reciprocate by developing warm feelings and 

confidence in relation to the leader. This leads to a formation of an emotional bond and facilitates 

affective trust between leaders and followers (Cheng et al., 2004; Chen et al., 2014) motivating 

followers toward developing a sense of reciprocity and increasing their leader dedication. BPL also 

increases follower job satisfaction and in-role and extra-role performance (Pellegrini and Scandura, 

2006; Chen et al., 2014).  

Followers feel confident that their BPL leaders will support and help them should they 

encounter difficulties in and beyond the work setting for as long as they perform their job-related 

tasks (Niu et al., 2009). Such followers have higher job-related control and feel less exposed and 

fearful of possible punishment should something go wrong (Chen et al., 2014). They also feel as 

valued organizational members because BPL enhances followers’ self-evaluations in the form of 

status judgments, which are formed by followers about the extent to which their contributions to the 

organization are recognized and valued by leaders (Zhang et al., 2015). This then boosts followers’ 

self-esteem perceptions (Koveshnikov et al., 2020). 

BPL is a prototypical leadership style for Russian employees and likely to fit well the implicit 

theories of Russian followers, as evidenced by its largely positive reported influences (Balabanova et 

al., 2018; Koveshnikov et al., 2020). Thus, we hypothesize the following:  

Hypothesis 2: BPL is negatively associated with turnover intentions among Russian followers.  

 

Moderating effects 

The role of homophily. We argue that a crucial factor behind the effectiveness of follower-

leader relationships is the degree of homophily, the extent to which followers perceive being 

(dis)similar to their leaders in other than professional aspects, e.g., personal values and beliefs. 
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Homophily in a relationship between two parties produces several positive outcomes. First, when the 

degree of homophily is high, the flow of information between individuals is likely to be high (Mäkelä 

et al., 2007) preventing these individuals from withholding relevant information, blocking knowledge 

sharing, avoiding cooperation. Second, perceived homophily increases the feeling of relational safety 

among the parties involved (Prisbell and Andersen, 1980). Finally, perceived homophily reduces 

psychological discomfort and conflict arising from cognitive or emotional disparity (Monge and 

Contractor, 2003). It implies that it can make the follower adjust to and cope with the emotional 

and/or cognitive disparity caused by coercive and overly controlling leaders’ behaviors.  

Yet, we expect homophily to moderate differently the effects of AL and BPL. It is likely to 

strengthen the effects of AL on followers. Homophily facilitates followers’ leader identification which 

was shown to moderate e.g. the relationship between AL and employee voice (Li and Sun, 2015). 

When followers identify with their leader, they are more likely to intentionally emulate and mimic the 

authoritarian leader's behavior and ensure that their behaviors are in line with those of the leader. 

Moreover, leader identification facilitates the development of cognitive trust between followers and 

leaders and initiates strong reciprocal leader–follower interactions. When followers have cognitive 

trust in their leaders, they are more likely to believe that their leaders make sensible and correct 

decisions even if these are made in a coercive and authoritarian manner (Liu et al., 2012) and accept 

the leaders’ authority and follow them (see Du et al., 2019). Thus, homophily is likely to strengthen 

the effects of AL on followers’ turnover intentions, not least because it is also likely to reduce 

psychological discomfort and conflict arising from any cognitive or emotional disparity that followers 

might have in relation to their authoritarian leaders (Monge and Contractor, 2003). 

Hypothesis 3: Homophily moderates the relationship between AL and turnover intentions, so 

that it becomes stronger when homophily is high.   

In contrast, we expect homophily to weaken the effect of BPL on followers’ turnover 

intentions. The essence of BPL centers on the parent-child-like relationship between the leader 

(parent) and the follower (child) and the permeable boundaries from the leader’s point of view 

between the follower’s private and work-related lives (Farh and Cheng, 2000; Pellegrini and 
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Scandura, 2006). The enactment of such leadership is presumed to be acceptable to followers when 

followers believe and succumb to the leader’s care and authority (the status quo) as being genuinely 

enacted with their best interests in mind but also based on the leader’s superiority and higher status 

(Farh and Cheng, 2000; Hiller et al., 2019). To be effective, BPL leaders need to project a genuine 

interest in and care for their followers and simultaneously preserve their “parent-like” status in the 

eyes of their followers. This is necessary for followers to be willing to accept the status quo and be 

vulnerable to the leader’s autocratic actions (Kets de Vries, 2001). When homophily is high, followers 

will perceive their leaders as similar and this might make them question the “parent-like” status of 

their leaders and the appropriateness of their leaders’ behaviors. Thus, homophily is likely to weaken 

the effects of BPL on followers’ turnover intentions.  

Hypothesis 4: Homophily moderates the relationship between BPL and turnover intentions, so 

that it becomes weaker when homophily is high.   

 

The role of PDO. Research suggests that the extent of leaders’ mood contagion depends on the 

power hierarchy differential between leaders and followers (Fredrickson, 2003) and is thus more 

likely for an authoritarian leader–follower relationship characterized by high power distance than 

otherwise. Moreover, followers’ reactions to non-participative leadership are dependent on followers’ 

personal and cultural values, such as their PDO (Carsten et al., 2014), as per the follower-centric 

theory of leadership (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). For instance, Kirkman et al. (2009) note that followers 

with high PDO are more likely to view leaders as possessing innate superiority, power, and status and 

attribute leaders’ success to their special characteristics. Such followers behave submissively around 

their leaders, avoid disagreement and behaviors that might upset their leaders (Hofstede, 2001), and 

obey their leaders without questioning (Javidan et al., 2006).  

High PDO followers are likely to be more receptive and responsive to AL and BPL. In support, 

Wang and Guan (2018) found that in Chinese organizations AL is positively associated with 

employee performance and more so among high PDO employees. Similarly, high PDO followers are 
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likely to be less critical and more receptive to the “parent-like” status of their BPL leaders and accept 

these leaders’ interest and intervention into their off-the-job lives (Pellegrini and Scandura, 2008). 

Therefore, followers’ PDO is likely to strengthen the effects of both AL and BPL on followers’ 

turnover intentions.  

Hypothesis 5: Followers’ PDO moderates the relationship between AL and turnover intentions, 

so that it becomes stronger when PDO is high.   

Hypothesis 6: Followers’ PDO moderates the relationship between BPL and turnover 

intentions, so that it becomes stronger when PDO is high.  

 

The role of perceived employability. A key factor behind the effectiveness of non-participative 

leadership styles is the dependency of followers on their leaders and employing organizations that 

develops when followers perceive their chances to find alternative employment limited. Such 

dependency is captured by follower perceived employability which refers to the follower’s self-

perceived probability to find another employment (De Cuyper et al., 2014). Employability reflects 

both the general external job market and the follower’s self-evaluation in terms of professional 

experience, skills, and competences (Wheeler et al., 2007). When job alternatives are limited or 

unavailable, followers are likely to perceive their current jobs as more valuable and apply more 

cognitive and emotional efforts to engage in exchange behaviors with the leader to retain it (Wheeler 

et al., 2005). Such followers are particularly susceptible to being manipulated (Padilla et al., 2007).   

Yet, we foresee that for AL and BPL the moderation effects of followers’ perceived 

employability will differ. Followers who are less invested in their jobs, as employees perceiving high 

employability would be, react more negatively to AL and are more inclined to view it as abusive 

(Kiazad et al., 2010). On the other hand, Chen et al. (2014) found that when employability is low 

employees react more positively to imposed organizational change under AL. Employees realize that 

not engaging with their authoritarian leaders may spoil the follower-leader relationship and result in 

lower pay raises, negative performance appraisals, and ultimately unemployment (Wheeler et al., 
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2005; Chen et al., 2014). Thus, higher employability makes followers less dependent on their 

authoritarian leaders and more in control of their own behavioral choices, and vice versa.  

Hypothesis 7: Followers’ employability moderates the relationship between AL and turnover 

intentions, so that it becomes weaker when employability is high.   

In contrast, to feel psychologically comfortable and secure when subjected to BPL, followers 

need to perceive themselves as not severely dependent on their leaders (“parents”). Higher perceived 

employability is likely to boost followers’ professional self-evaluations (Wheeler et al., 2007; De 

Cuyper et al. 2014). They will feel better equipped in terms of work-related resources to reciprocate 

the support and care of their benevolent leaders as well as more deserving of such care. When 

employability is low, followers are likely to question their professional qualifications and have lower 

self-image, negatively affecting their perceived ability to reciprocate the leader for trust, care, and 

support. These followers (“children”) might see themselves as not worthy of their leaders (“parents”). 

Thus, higher employability makes followers more receptive toward BPL.  

Hypothesis 8: Followers’ perceived employability moderates the relationship between BPL and 

turnover intentions, so that it becomes stronger when employability is high. 

  

Research Design and Methodology 

Research context 

As compared to many developed countries, in its post-Soviet period, contemporary Russia is 

characterized by a relatively low average standard of living, high income inequality, and high perceived 

social and economic vulnerability among its population (Balabanova et al., 2016). Correspondingly, 

several studies found that financial resources are the most desired outcome of employment as well as 

the most important source of motivation among Russian employees (Fey, 2005; Balabanova et al., 

2019).  
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At the same time, since 2000 and onwards, the Russian labor market has been characterized by a 

combination of serious structural problems, such as low employee mobility and the significant size of 

the shadow sector, but solid macroeconomic performance, verified by the persistently stable 

employment and low unemployment rates (Gurvich and Vakulenko, 2017). Throughout the country, 

the overall unemployment rate during most of the 2010s has been between 5 and 7% and specifically 

in Saint-Petersburg and Moscow between 1 and 2% only (Rosstat, 20181). However, there are also some 

differences in employment rates between industries across Russia, varying from as low as 1-2% in 

banking and construction to as high as 11% in various processing industries (e.g., metal and food 

processing) (ibid.).  

A notable feature of the Russian economy is that the share of small- and medium-sized enterprises 

is lower than in most other European countries whereas the state plays a significant role in many 

industries and exerts administrative pressure on domestic firms. Internally, many Russian organizations 

remain hierarchical and largely authoritarian (Balabanova et al., 2018). Many can be characterized by 

high power distance and a high degree of informal relationships between employees and managers 

(Puffer and McCarthy, 2011; Saari et al., 2017). Only a relatively small share of domestic organizations 

in Russia have adopted more participative climate and leadership approaches (Balabanova et al., 2018). 

Sample 

The data were collected in 2014 using a telephone survey among white-collar employees working 

in large (with more than 500 employees), domestic organizations in Russia. The respondents were 

surveyed with the help of an internationally operating research organization. Out of 967 employees, 403 

responded (response rate 42%). These employees worked in 232 organizations in Moscow and Saint-

Petersburg across five industries (food processing, machine building, construction, metal, and banking). 

The sample consisted of line/middle managers with (187 responses – 46% of the sample) and without 

(216 responses – 54% of the sample) subordinates. 35% were males, the average age was 36.3 (SD=9.9), 

the average tenure in the company was 7.1 (SD=7.4), the average tenure under the same supervisor was 

 
1 https://rosstat.gov.ru/storage/mediabank/rab_sila18.pdf (accessed 17.8.2021) 

https://rosstat.gov.ru/storage/mediabank/rab_sila18.pdf
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4.5 (SD=3.9). The questionnaire was developed in English, translated into Russian, and then back 

translated into English by two professional translators. It was pre-tested on five Russian native speakers.  

Measures  

For all measures, we used a five-point Likert scale ranging from '1' = 'Strongly disagree' to '5' = 

'Strongly agree'. We asked the respondents to evaluate their proximal team leaders using four best-

loading items in Pellegrini and Scandura (2006) (α = .86) for BPL and seven best-loading items in 

Cheng et al. (2000) and Sheer (2010) (α = .74) for AL. Homophily was measured using five best-

loading items in McCroskey et al. (2006) (α = .76), PDO with three items based on Farh et al. (2007) 

and Kirkman et al. (2009) (α = .83), and perceived employability with four items taken from De 

Cuyper et al. (2014) (α = .84). Turnover intentions were measured using three items from Rusbult et 

al. (1988) (α = .81). We controlled for followers’ age (years), gender (dummy, female = 1), 

hierarchical position (dummy, supervisor = 1), tenure under the same supervisor (years), and 

workload (average number of working hours per week).  

 

Common method variance 

We conducted confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) to examine possible effects of the common 

method variance bias. In addition to the covariance-based SEM approach associating each item with 

its relevant latent factor, we tested a second model adding an unmeasured latent method construct 

(ULMC, Williams and McGonagle, 2016). The initial measurement model presented better fits 

indices than the ULMC model. The analysis of decomposed variance (Williams et al., 1989) showed 

that the latent method construct accounted for a relatively small portion (15%, Williams et al., 1989). 

Thus, these results suggest that the common method variance bias is not a major problem in our study. 

We also note that common method variance can only deflate interaction effects (Siemsen et al., 2010) 

and hence cannot explain the significant interaction effects in our study. 

Measurement validation 
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We used AMOS v27 to conduct CFAs to test the distinctiveness of the variables included in the 

study. The hypothesized six-factor model (AL, BPL, homophily, PDO, employability and turnover 

intentions) fitted our data well (χ2 = 595.522; df = 258; RMR = .071; CFI = .926; RMSEA = .057) 

and better than an alternative model where we merged AL and BPL into one construct (χ2 = 

1219.678; df = 263; RMR = .174; CFI = .790; RMSEA = .095). Thus, we retained the hypothesized 

six-factor model.  

Findings 

Descriptive statistics are presented in Table I. To test our hypotheses, we ran hierarchical 

regression analyses presented in Table II.  

*** Table I & II about here *** 

We found AL and BPL negatively associated with turnover intentions in the Russian context, 

thus our first two Hypotheses were supported (b = -.147, p < .01; and b = -.258, p < .001, respectively, 

Model 2). Then, we also found support for the moderating effect of homophily: a negative and 

significant association for AL (b = -.160, p < .01, Model 4) meaning that at higher levels of 

homophily AL becomes more effective in reducing followers’ turnover intentions, and a positive and 

significant association for BPL (b = .143, p < .01, Model 4) meaning that at higher levels of 

followers’ homophily PL becomes less effective in reducing followers’ turnover intentions. BPL 

appears to influence turnover intentions mostly among followers with lower levels of homophily. 

Therefore, both Hypotheses 3 and 4 were confirmed. Figure 1 presents the interaction effects.  

*** Insert Figure 1 about here *** 

The interaction between AL and PDO was found negatively and significantly associated with 

turnover intentions (b = -.122, p < .05, Model 5 and Figure 1; Hypothesis 5 was confirmed). 

Unexpectedly, the interaction between BPL and PDO was found positively and significantly 

associated with turnover intentions (b = -.190, p < .01, Model 5 and Figure 1; Hypothesis 6 was 

rejected). This means that, as we expected, AL is more effective and, against our prediction, BPL is 

less effective in reducing turnover intentions among followers with higher levels of PDO.  
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The moderating effect of perceived employability was found positive and nonsignificant for AL 

(b = .034, p = .537, Model 6 and Figure 1; Hypothesis 7 was rejected). While both slopes (see Figure 

1) show a negative relationship between AL and turnover intentions, and while the slope of followers 

with higher levels of perceived employability is below that of their counterparts, the difference was 

not significant. We also observed a negative and significant interaction between BPL and perceived 

employability on turnover intentions (b = -.152, p < .01, Model 6 and Figure 1; Hypothesis 8 was 

confirmed). BPL appears to reduce turnover intentions only among followers with higher levels of 

perceived employability. 

To make the interpretation of the moderating effects easier (see Figure 1), we performed a 

series of simple slopes tests. We used Aiken and West’s test of simple slopes at sample-estimated 

values of the moderators (mean being 0 and standard deviation being 1) for testing the simple slopes 

of turnover intentions on the two leadership styles. The results (see Table III) show that the slopes for 

the relationship between AL and turnover intentions are negative and significantly different from zero 

when homophily and PDO are high (respectively b = -.347, p < .001; and b = -.283, p < .001), and 

when employability is low (b = -.235, p < .001). On the contrary, the slopes for the relationship 

between BPL and turnover intentions are negative and significantly different from zero when 

homophily and PDO is low (respectively b = -.359, p < .001; and b = -.534, p < .001), and when 

employability is high (b = -.316, p < .001). 

*** Insert Table III about here *** 

 

Discussion 

The study extends research on non-participative types of leadership in several ways. First, it 

adds to the literature that examined the effects of BPL and AL on various, mostly performance-

related, employee outcomes (e.g., Niu et al., 2009; Chan et al., 2013; Zhang et al., 2015) by 

comparing the effects of the two styles on turnover intention, a crucial indicator of employees’ 

willingness to stay with the organization and commitment to it. We find that both AL and BPL 

motivate followers to stay in their organizations, but BPL does so more effectively than AL. It seems 
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that the more directive and controlling authoritarian and benevolent leaders decrease followers’ 

anxiety and ambiguity concerning their work-related roles and tasks and instill in followers a feeling 

of relative freedom from responsibility.  

Second, we contribute to the literature on non-participative leadership styles by increasing our 

understanding of the effects of AL and BPL on employee outcomes (e.g., Chan et al., 2013; Chen et 

al., 2014; Wang and Guan, 2018; Koveshnikov et al., 2020). In addition, to our finding of a general 

tendency for both styles to decrease followers’ turnover intentions, when we account for the 

moderators, our analyses also point to a more complex picture - the two styles seem to operate 

differently. We find that followers’ values, perceptions, and perceived alternatives influence the 

effectiveness of the two leadership styles differently.   

AL tends to be more effective among followers with higher follower-leader homophily, as such 

followers are more likely to be able to overcome any potential emotional and/or cognitive disparity 

emerging from the relationship (Monge and Contractor, 2003), and with higher PDO, as such 

followers are more receptive to and accepting the controlling nature of such leadership (Li and Sun, 

2015). However, in the high-power distance context of Russia, AL reduces turnover intentions only 

among followers with high PDO or high perceived homophily with their leader. Thus, both of these 

moderators seem to act as boundary conditions for the relationship between AL and turnover 

intentions, such that AL positively affects only those individuals who can somehow identify with 

(high perceived homophily) and/or consider the leader to fit their own perceived prototype of a leader 

(high PDO). We found no support for the argument that AL is likely to be more effective among 

followers with lower perceived employability (Chen et al., 2014). This result likely reflects the 

general tendency for followers to appreciate AL in high-power distance contexts such as Russia.  

As for BPL, several points are notable. First, both perceived homophily with the leader and 

PDO appear to act as boundary conditions also for the effectiveness of BPL, but such that BPL affects 

turnover intentions only when these moderators are low. These results are diametrically opposed to 

the revealed effects of AL. It may be that when we controlled for AL and its interactions, we have 

taken out any authoritarian element that might be associated with BPL and its interactions. Thus, what 
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we were left with are arguably the essential elements of BPL, i.e., the ones that increase 

“interdependence, security and safety” (Kets de Vries, 2000, p. 78) by promoting employees’ 

“personal welfare” and “taking a personal interest in the workers’ off-the-job lives” (Pellegrini 

and Scandura, 2006, p. 267). The effectiveness of these aspects of BPL requires that the leader 

stands out as a fatherly figure, i.e. one that the followers do not immediately identify with (low 

perceived homophily). This interpretation is in line with our argument that the father-son or parent-

child relationship inherent in every follower-leader BPL relationship (Pellegrini and Scandura, 2008) 

presupposes that the two parties are sufficiently different from each other for followers / sons / 

children to look up to their leaders / fathers / parents and accept and succumb to their support and care 

(Niu et al., 2009).  

Second, we found that BPL is effective among followers with higher levels of perceived 

employability, whereas when perceived employability is low, the relationship is insignificant. This 

provides evidence for perceived employability acting as a boundary condition for the effects of BPL 

on followers’ turnover intentions and counters the leader dependency argument with respect to BPL 

as well as the argument for a general preference of BPL (Pellegrini and Scandura, 2008). It is also in 

line with the larger main effect of BPL as compared to AL. When employees perceive opportunities 

for alternative employment, the effectiveness of BPL increases. It appears that indeed followers with 

higher perceived employability view themselves as deserving the care and support that the higher-

status benevolent leader provides and subsequently feel more resourceful in terms of work-related 

resources to reciprocate it back.  

Overall, by delving into how the three focal moderators differentially condition the effects of 

BPL and AL, we provide a more nuanced understanding of how BPL and AL operate on followers by 

identifying several important boundary conditions. In line with the follower-centric leadership theory 

(Uhl-Bien et al., 2014), we show that it is not only about leaders and what they actually do but also 

about how followers perceive their leaders and how these perceptions constrain and/or enable the 

leaders to be effective.  



18 
 

Last, but not least, our study also contributes to still rare but growing research that sheds light 

on possible positive influences of AL and BPL on employee outcomes in the little researched context 

of Russia. We add to the nascent literature on these types of leadership and their effects in this context 

(Balabanova et al., 2018; Koveshnikov et al., 2020), where they are often considered as historically 

prevalent and effective due to their cultural fit (Kets de Vries, 2001; McCarthy et al., 2008). In this 

way, we extend the thus far scarce similar research mainly conducted in the Chinese context 

(Schaubroeck et al., 2017; Wang and Guan, 2018; Shen et al., 2019). We show that both styles can be 

effective when it comes to motivating followers to stay in the organization in Russia as they both 

match the general implicit expectations of Russian followers concerning leadership, albeit with 

important conditioning effects related to followers’ perception of their leaders, individual cultural 

orientation, and dependability on leaders. 

Practical implications, limitations and future research  

Our study confirms that in high-power distance countries such as Russia the more traditional, 

non-participative leadership styles of AL and BPL can be effective in motivating and incentivizing 

followers. We show that both styles on average tend to decrease followers’ turnover intentions. 

Together with several others, these results suggest a different take on such leadership styles as 

compared to what extant research in Western contexts implies (De Hoogh and Den Hartog, 2009; 

House et al., 2014).  

However, organizations need to be careful when assigning non-participative leaders to different 

leadership tasks. It is crucial for organizations to realize that there are certain boundaries for these 

styles’ efficiency, and it might be sensible to know more about followers’ cultural values and 

perceptions concerning their leaders before judging the appropriateness of specific types of 

leadership. It is also important to assess the nature of tasks that a particular team of followers deals 

with prior to selecting and assigning a non-participative leader to manage it. To approach it 

effectively, organizations are advised to invest in a careful and detailed assessment and profiling of 

their managers’ leadership approaches and styles and based on such assessment then assign managers 

to those teams and tasks where their leadership approaches and styles could be most efficient. It can 
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be argued that non-participative leaders could be effective in managing tasks that require speed, 

resource efficiency, consistency, and mistake minimization.  

Our study has several limitations. First, it is based on single-source data. It means that common 

method bias can influence our interpretations and conclusions. Following Podsakoff et al. (2003), we 

have conducted several statistical tests, which indicate that the level of common method bias is not a 

serious problem in our analyses. Additionally, common method variance cannot explain the 

significant interaction effects that we found (Siemsen et al., 2010). Second, our respondents come 

from five industries and two largest cities in Russia. Future research should try to access employees in 

other industries and countries to test the generalizability of our results.  

Third, as primary data collection in Russia is challenging, we aimed at making our survey more 

attractive to potential respondents by using abbreviated measures of our key constructs. To ensure the 

reliability of our abbreviated measures we explored their external qualities. These were satisfactory, 

thus providing support for the adequacy of our abbreviated measures. However, future studies could 

verify our results using full measures of the focal leadership styles.  

Finally, other boundary conditions, e.g. the presence of HRM, and possible mediating 

mechanisms, e.g. increased self-efficacy or leader identification, and additional outcomes, e.g. 

organizational/leader identification, voice or deviant behaviors, of the two styles need to be examine 

in future research to further enlighten their psychological complexity, nature, and effects. Future 

studies should also test the role of followers’ personality traits, which we did not measure in this 

study, in affecting the perceptions of leadership styles and outcomes. Moreover, more qualitative 

inquiries into the boundary conditions of the two leadership styles and the mechanisms through which 

they operate are called for.   
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Table I. Descriptive statistics and correlations 

Variables Mean Std 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 

1. Gender (female = 1)      .650      
.478 -                    

2. Age (years) 36.312 9.700 -.074 -                  

3. Workload (hours) 41.527 3.660 -.252 .077 -                

4. Hierarchical position 
(supervisor = 1)     .464  .499  .158 -.289 -.301 -              

5. Tenure (with supervisor) 
(years) 4.471 3.931 -.055 .561 .037 -.102 -            

6. Authoritarian leadership  3.940  .605 .019 -.047 -.028 .009 -.006 .74          

7. Benevolent paternalistic 
leadership  2.971 1.029 .059 -.003 .116 -.164 -.068 -.033 .86        

8. Homophily  2.583 .869 .010 .153 -.032 -.103 .168 .000 .323 .76      

9. PDO  3.708 1.044 .031 .050 -.012 .061 .094 .405 -.064 .173 .83    

10. Employability  3.737 .931 -.146 -.080 .266 -.194 -.119 -.026 .322 .018 -.177 .84  

11. Turnover intentions 2.040 1.186 .032 -.082 -.074 .110 -.167 -.109 -.215 -.174 -.204 -.073 .81 

Notes. N = 403. All correlations above .08 were significant at the 5% threshold. Cronbach’s alphas on the diagonal.   
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Table II. Turnover intentions: Hierarchical regression estimations 

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Constant 1.879 1.888  .189  .189  .190  .195 

Gender (female = 1) -.012  .047  .047 -.017  .071  .026 

Age  .045  .034  .045  .053  .066  .054 

Workload -.033 -.012 -.004 -.023 -.022 -.012 

Hierarchical position (supervisor = 1)  .278*  .189  .206  .179  .257*  .202 

Tenure (with supervisor) -.208** -.224*** -.201** -.202** -.188** -.203** 

Authoritarian leadership (AL)  -.147** -.058 -.091 -.077 -.047 

Benevolent paternalistic leadership (BPL)   -.258*** -.227*** -.202*** -.247*** -.241*** 

Homophily    -.071 -.074 -.055 -.067 

PDO    -.219*** -.187** -.208*** -.198** 

Employability    -.050 -.063 -.076 -.085 

AL x Homophily    -.160**   

BPL x Homophily     .143**   

AL x PDO     -.122*  

BPL x PDO      .190**  

AL x Employability       .034 

BPL x Employability      -.152** 

R2  .043  .101  .135  .167  .167  .155 

R2 change   .058**  .034**  .032** .032**  .020** 

Cohen’s f2  .045  .112  .156  .200  .200  .184 

Notes. N = 403. *** p ≤ 0.001; ** p ≤ 0.01; * p ≤ 0.05. 
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Table III. Turnover intentions: Tests of simple slopes in interaction effects 

 Authoritarian 
leadership 

Benevolent paternalistic 
leadership 

Homophily   

High Homophily (+1SD) -.347*** -.017 
Low Homophily (-1SD) .045 -.359*** 

PDO   

High PDO (+1SD) -.283*** -.054 
Low PDO (-1SD) .157 -.534*** 

Employability   

High Employability (+1SD) -.137 -.316*** 
Low Employability (-1SD) -.235*** -.022 

Notes. *** p ≤ 0.001; ** p ≤ 0.01; * p ≤ 0.05; SD: Standard deviation. 
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Figure 1. Interaction effects 
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