The relationship between followers' perception of leadership style, organizational commitment and regulatory focus, moderated by organizational types

Abstract

The present study examined the relationship between leadership style as perceived by followers (transformational, transactional), followers’ organizational commitment (affective, continuance), and their regulatory focus (focus, prevention), as moderated by organizational type (coercive, utilitarian).  The research hypotheses assumed that a positive connection would be found between transformational leadership, on one hand, and affective commitment and focus on promotion, on the other; it was also assumed that this connection would be stronger in coercive organizations. Furthermore, the research hypotheses assumed there would be positive connections between transactional leadership, on one hand, and continuance commitment and focus on prevention, on the other; and assumed that this connection would be stronger in utilitarian organizations. 82 employees of coercive organizations, and 80 employees of utilitarian organizations participated in this study -- a total of 162 subjects.  The research hypotheses were tested using questionnaires that were distributed directly. The group of questionnaires included the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ), an organizational commitment questionnaire, and a regulatory focus questionnaire.  The hypothesis that tested the connection between transformational leadership and both affective commitment and focus on promotion was confirmed. That is to say, it was found that the more a leader is perceived by followers as having a transformational style, the more followers will feel affective commitment toward the organization and the more they will focus on promotion and successes. Moreover, the hypothesis that tested the connection between transactional leadership and both continuance commitment and focus on prevention was also confirmed. In other words, the more a leader is perceived by followers as having a transactional style, followers will feel more continuance commitment and be more focused on preventing failures. The moderation model by type of organization (coercive, utilitarian) was confirmed. In other words, there is a difference between the connections noted above in coercive organizations as compared to utilitarian organizations.  However, when the connections were tested with the moderating model on an individual basis, they were not significant, and were thus refuted. The present study contributes a theoretical tier to the influence of organizational type, primarily according to the classification by Eztioni (1961), as well as leadership style, on workers' commitment and the extent of their orientation toward achievement of "successes" and avoidance of "failures". The findings of this study may aid organizations in nurturing leadership styles appropriate to their respective organizational needs, with respect to connections known in the research literature regarding types of organizational commitment and focus on employee regulation, in accordance with specific organizational strategy.	Comment by Author: We retained “continuance commitment” throughout as this is the terminology that Allen and Meyer use. If you prefer “continuous commitment”, we can change it.	Comment by Author: This is the term used in the English literature for Etzioni’s category of כדאיות.	Comment by Author: Consider: were not found to be significant

Theoretical background

Transformational leadership and transactional leadership

The professional literature on the subject of leadership from the 1990s defines leadership as a process of social influence whose effectiveness depends on the extent to which followers perceive the individual as a valid source of influence (Lord & Maher, 1993; Meindl, 1995).
Burns (1978) identified two types of leadership styles: Transformational leadership and transactional leadership. Burns viewed the transactional leader as one who is perceived as initiating contact with his subordinates, in an effort to exchange something of value, such as: rewards for performance, mutual support or two-sided exposure. The transformational leader, according to Burns (1978), is one who brings about increased motivation and morale of followers through affective efficacy, without followers expecting any material reward whatsoever. Burns (1978) claimed that leaders can be classified according to their leadership style: a style that tends toward transactionality, as opposed to a style that strives to shape followers.

Avolio & Bass (1991) presented an empirical study that mapped out common leadership styles among military officers and managers. They situated Burns' (1978) transformational leadership and transactional leadership on a continuum. This model is called the "Full Range of Leadership" model. The structures that comprise the model represent three types of leadership styles: Transformational leadership, transactional leadership, and the 'laissez-faire' style, which are represented by nine different factors.

The 'laissez-faire' style is described in the above model as either a lack of leadership, avoidance of any intervention whatsoever, or both of these together. In this avoidance style of leadership, there is no expression of negotiations with followers, decisions are usually postponed, and rewards, interventions, and feedback are absent. Furthermore, there is no engaged attempt to improve followers' motivation and satisfaction (Avolio & Bass, 1991). This leadership style tends to be characterized by avoidance of playing the role of leader, and offers very little direction and support (Kirkbride, 2006).

According to the abovementioned model, a transactional leader acts within the existing system and culture, prefers to avoid risks, devotes attention to restrictions of time and efficiency, and generally prefers process to content as a means to preserve control and supervision (Bass, 1985). A leader of this type uses an active form of management by testing and observing workers' errors and correcting them immediately (Northouse, 2007). The transactional leader establishes norms and means to measure followers' behavior, and then observes followers to avoid deviations and errors. The leader sets objectives and clarifies his/her expectations of followers, so the organization will achieve the desired results (Avolio & Bass, 2004). A connection has been found between transactional leadership and the building of a basic level of trust, due to clarification of expectations and rewards for workers (Bass, Avolio, Jung, & Berson, 2003). Furthermore, a connection has been found between transactional leadership and efficiency (Martin, 2015).

Transformational leadership is characterized by seeking new work approaches; striving to find opportunities among risks; a preference for efficient solutions; and only a limited tendency to preserve the status quo. A transformational leader not only responds to environmental circumstances, but fashions and creates them himself (Avolio & Bass, 1990). This type of leadership relates to a leader who motivates followers beyond immediate self-interests (Erkutlu, 2008). Transformational leadership has significant impact on both the personal and organizational levels. On the personal level, transformational leadership is connected positively with work satisfaction (Dumdum, Lowe, & Avolio, 2002), organizational civic behavior (Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006), commitment to the organization (Judge & Piccolo, 2004), and worker creativity (Gumusluoglu & Ilsev, 2009). On the organizational level, transformational leadership is positively connected with organizational innovativeness, worker performance (Judge & Piccolo, 2004), worker output, and organizational profitability (Lowe, Kroeck, & Sivasubramaniam, 1996).

Organizational commitment and full-range leadership
Organizational commitment is the "psychological bond" with the organization that influences the worker and causes him/her to behave consistently with the organization's interests (Bentein, Vandenberg, & Riketta, 2002; Vandenberg & Stinglhamber, 2005). According to Griffin & Hepburn (2005), understanding commitment to the organization and its advancement is essential for organizational efficiency and efficacy.

Allen & Meyer (1966) pointed out three types of organizational commitment: continuance commitment, which relates to an instrumental connection expressed by awareness of the costs involved with leaving the organization; affective commitment, which relates to an emotional connection that is expressed through the worker's identification and involvement with the organization; and normative commitment, defined as a state in which the worker remains bound up with the organization, out of a sense of obligation and necessity to remain at the workplace, since that is the proper and right thing to do.

McGee & Ford (1987) identified two dimensions in continuance commitment: a lack of possible alternatives and a perceived sacrifice of resources connected with leaving the organization. It has been found that continuance commitment increases as resources invested in the organization increase, and alternative possibilities decrease (Rusbult & Farrell, 1983).

Relatively recent studies have found that workers' and managers' ethical behavior and perceived support from the organization increase workers' affective commitment (Fu, Deshpande, & Zhao, 2011). When development of a mutual relationship occurs between the worker and the organization, the worker develops affective commitment that increases his/her sense of obligation to reciprocate concern for the organization's support, simultaneously providing for the worker's needs, such as attachment and affective support (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002).

It has been found that workers who experience affective commitment toward an organization have a sense of attachment and organizational identity that increases their involvement in the organization's activities, their readiness to attain organizational goals, and their desire to remain in the organization (Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982; Meyer & Allen, 1991).

The factor thought to influence organizational commitment most is the leadership style of a worker's direct manager (Mowday and others, 1982). Prominent research in this context indicates that transformational leadership is positively connected with organizational commitment, both in different types of organizations as well as in different cultures (Bono & Judge, 20003; Koh, Steers & Terborg, 1995; Dumdum and others, 2002; Lowe and others, 1996; Walumba & Lawler, 2003).

In a study by Buciuniene & Skudiene (2008) examining the connection between leadership and affective organizational commitment, a high correlation was found between these two variables – that is, a positive connection was found between transformational leadership and followers' affective commitment. This finding is not surprising, since transformational leadership is associated with affective aspects. Some even term this leadership style as 'emotion evoking leadership' (Popper, 1994). A transformational leader influences the affective commitment of each of his/her followers, encouraging them to think creatively by using innovative methods. Further, a transformational leader relates individually to each worker, involves workers in the decision making process, inspires them, and conveys loyalty to the organization as a paradigm for imitation (Avolio, 1999; Bass & Avolio, 1997; Yammarino, Spangler, & Bass, 1993).	Comment by Author: Check if there is an official English term for this.

Based on the above research, a hypothesis was proposed in the current study (Hypothesis 1): that a positive connection will be found between transformational leadership, as perceived by followers, and followers' affective commitment to the organization, such that high levels of transformational leadership would predict high levels of affective commitment to the organization.

A transactional leader devotes attention to time limitations and efficiency (Bass, 1985), and uses an active form of management by examining and observing workers' mistakes and correcting them immediately (Northouse, 2007).

The tendency of followers who are subordinate to a transactional leader will be to act in accordance with a system of 'give and take.' It is reasonable to assume that they will invest the necessary resources in order to receive compensation, that they will avoid errors, and nothing beyond that.  When a better alternative option is found, offering greater compensation, followers will leave the organization. In addition, in the studies by Lo, Ramayah, & Min (2009), they found that the compensation dimension and the active management dimension are significantly related to continuance commitment.

Based on the above studies, we formulated a hypothesis in the present study (Hypothesis 2): that a positive connection will be found between transactional leadership, as perceived by followers, and followers' continuance commitment, such that high levels of transactional leadership would predict high levels of continuance commitment to the organization.

Regulatory focus

The regulatory focus theory developed by Higgins (1998) describes significant differences between people in a process wherein they advance toward pleasures and avoid pain. Higgins (1998; 2001) also distinguished between two types of regulatory focus: promotion focus, characterized by promotion of individuals' private goals, connected primarily with advancement, growth, achievement, aspirations toward attaining an ideal self, and building strategies involved with an enthusiastic pursuit of profits and successes. Prevention focus, on the other hand, is characterized by individuals’ private goals connected primarily with avoidance, defense, security and responsibility. The goals of prevention involve avoidance of mistakes and building strategies concerning avoidance of losses and failures.

Promotion focus and prevention focus are conceptual orientations connected with motivational processes for advancement or avoidance. Therefore, a person with a high level of prevention focus will feel motivated toward avoidance, guiding his/her behavior toward a distancing from attaining undesirable things, whereas a person with a high level of promotion focus will experience motivation toward advancement which will guide his behavior toward attaining desirable things (McGregor, Gailliot, Vasquez, & Nash, 2007).

Regulatory focus contains a stable element (trait) and a situational element (state) (Stam, Knippenberg, & Wisse, 2010). The stable element (trait) describes the individual's personal inclination to be focused on promotion or focused on prevention. The source of this inclination is associated with interactions with significant others during childhood. The situational element (state) indicates that a person's environment can bring about a specific regulatory focus: for example, when a person works in an environment that induces an atmosphere of future profit, that person will have a stronger inclination toward focus on promotion at work (Higgins & Silberman, 1998).

Prevention focus is connected with a local (in contrast to a global) perception (Forster & Higgins, 2005), and with analytical thinking (Seibt & Forster, 2004). It has been found that people with a prevention focus will prefer to renew a task that was stopped, and not to begin a new task, as well as to preserve the objects in their possession (Liberman, Idson, Camacho, & Higgins, 1999). Focus on promotion causes people to worry about their personal growth and their developmental needs. Individuals with high promotion focus will be motivated to attain goals that represent their beliefs or their ideal self (Brockner & Higgins, 2001). It has been found that an individual's focus on promotion has an important role, mediating between a perspective of the future and motivations for growth at work. Thus, a worker with high promotion focus will see himself advancing in the organization in the long term (Kooij, Bal & Kaufer, 2014). Furthermore, it has been found that promotion focus is likely to increase the worker's affective commitment to the organization. This commitment develops primarily in the wake of the organization's support for the person's growth and aspirations (Neubart, Kacmar, Carlson, Chonko, & Robert, 2008).

Leadership and promotion focus

A transformational leader is characterized by motivating his/her followers to do more than they expected of themselves or than what was expected from them (Bass, 1985). Therefore, the leadership style of a leader, as perceived by followers, is likely to contribute to their level of promotion focus. For example, when a leader supports, directs, empowers, encourages and shapes the follower toward attaining lofty goals, the follower will feel focused on promotion. Evidence of this is found in the theoretical model of Kark & Van Dijk (2007), which indicates that transformational leadership arouses promotion focus since it is connected, among other things, to ambition and inspired motivation of followers.

A transformational leader who motivates his/her followers beyond their expectations, will induce an atmosphere of striving for personal achievements, and thus in the present study we hypothesized that (Hypothesis 3): a positive connection will be found between transformational leadership, as perceived by followers, and focus on promotion of followers, such that high levels of transactional leadership will predict high levels of promotion focus.
Transactional leadership encourages followers to perform their work in terms of strategic means, rules, responsibility, stability, avoidance of mistakes and short-term planning (Bass, 1985). Since prevention focus is characterized by avoidance, protection, security and responsibility, we may conclude that transactional leadership encourages followers to focus on prevention in their work. Evidence of that is found in the theoretical model of Kark & Van Dijk (2007). Transactional leadership arouses prevention focus, since, among other things, it is connected with duties and rights, preservation of the status quo and strict attention to detail.

A transactional leader who inculcates in his/her followers values of stability and short-term focus, will encourage an organizational culture of preserving the status quo and avoiding mistakes, and therefore the current study assumes that (Hypothesis 4): a positive connection will be found between transactional leadership, as perceived by followers, and followers' prevention focus, such that high levels of transactional leadership will predict high levels of prevention focus.

Coercive organizations, utilitarian organizations and their leadership context 

The purpose of systematic classification of organizations is to improve our ability to understand and explain the factors that influence the formation of structures and the occurrence of organizational processes. Classification is based on either the analytic method that infers from the general to the specific, or on the empirical method that infers from the specific to the general phenomenon. The analytic method attempts to identify theoretically, a basic characteristic shared by any group of individuals that makes these individuals distinct from others, and enables classifying them as a specific "type" (Samuel, 2012). Thus, for example, Blau & Scott (1962) developed a typology for classification of organizations based on the criterion: Who is the primary beneficiary of the existence of a given organization? Their basic assumptions revolve around the idea that every organization produces different benefits for a broad variety of individuals and groups or the whole society, and that each organization has defined goals it is intended to realize.

Katz & Kahn (1966) developed a typology for classifying organizations, based on the concept of an organization as an open social system, according to which each organization is a subsystem of a broader social system, and the basis of classification is the primary contribution of each organization to broader human society, in a framework of products and services.

Etzioni (1961) also pointed out a typology for classifying organizations, based on two assumptions: The first assumption is that organizations are based on the application of power upon people. The second assumption states that organizational activity is feasible, only if people at the lowest level of the organization accept the authority of the organization's managers and obey their instructions. The latter typology is based on leaders' power and the forms of identification and involvement of the lowest echelon in the organization. According to Etzioni, every organization maintains order and discipline through one of the following types of power that are available to those in charge: physical power – expressed through use of threats and application of corporal punishments; economic power – expressed through use of granting or withholding material rewards; moral power – expressed by use of legal, religious, and ethical means. People of the lowest echelon accept the authority of superiors, cooperate and carry out what is required from them, due to one of the following motives: alienation – fear of being punished leads to obedience out of necessity, not out of identification; utilitarian considerations – economic motives cause acceptance of authority on a basis of cost and benefit  considerations; identification -  belief in the organization's values causes identification with its goals, the values of its activity, and faith in the organization's leaders. According to Etzioni (1961), these characteristics create a typology that includes several types: Coercive organizations – in which rules of behavior are enforced physically, achieve obedience but with a good deal of alienation (prisons, army, police station). Utilitarian organizations – operate on a basis of mutual profitability of leaders and followers, who are interested in ensuring material benefits for themselves from the organization's activity (business organizations). Identity organizations – operate on a basis of mutual identification with social values as represented by leaders and internalized by followers (for example, churches, voluntary organizations). The present study focuses on coercive organizations and on utilitarian organizations, and its purpose is connected with investigating the manner in which authority is accepted by followers in each type of these organizations. How, then, are the organizations of the type noted above connected with transformational leadership and transactional leadership?	Comment by Author: Yes?	Comment by Author: Should this be ‘types’?

Gonen and Zakkai (1999) defined transformational leadership as a type of leadership in which the leader strives to increase his/her people's awareness of correct, important things as he sees it, and to provide meaning to what they do. By providing meaning, people feel more capable and strengthened in attaining common objectives. Formative leadership brings them to higher achievements than they recognize and expect of themselves. The sense of meaning brings about spiritual elevation and ultimate investment toward achieving shared goals.

Popper (1994) argued that in military organizations, where soldiers are required to invest extreme physical and emotional efforts, at times life-endangering, there is an emphasis on motivating subordinates through influence, without needing authority or power. In a simple, small scale organization, the usual coordination is perceived as direct supervision, mutual coordination, or a combination of both. In large organizations there is room for standardization of organizational processes (Mintzberg, 1979). Organizations included in the coercive type (army, police, prison) are large organizations typified by a large measure of standardization of organizational processes. Findings show that organizations characterized by an intensive degree of process standardization are also characterized by a great deal of administrative concentration (Mintzberg, 1979). Popper (1994) demonstrated this with military organizations, claiming that the military leader is characterized by expertise in the task field, and that his expertise is at times anchored in his experience, so that he sometimes senses what the right thing to do is.

With regard to the research literature, we may assume that the leader in a coercive organization will be an expert in the task field due to high standardization, will set a personal example for his followers, will provide a sense of meaning for their work, and will place emphasis on motivating subordinates through influence, similar to the transformational leadership style. Therefore, a hypothesis has been derived in the present study (Hypothesis 5): that the 'organization type' will constitute a moderating variable, and will influence the strength and intensity of connections with leadership style, as follows: In coercive organizations, stronger connections will be found between transformational leadership and affective commitment than in a utilitarian organization. Similarly, in coercive organizations, stronger connections will be found between transformational leadership and promotion focus than in utilitarian organizations.

Utilitarian organizations are characterized by promising material benefits from the organization's activity, for both followers and leaders (Etzioni, 1961). The high-tech industry, for example, according to Popper (1994), which is characterized by an abundance of information, attributes great importance to knowledge, so that more flexible and less standard forms of work are created. The manager in these organizations essentially operates systems of experts to perform tasks characterized to a great extent by complexity, to the point that the manager lacks the knowledge to manage the tasks. For that reason, he requires decentralization in his basic approach.

The transactional leader establishes norms and means to measure followers' actions, and after that observes followers in order to ascertain lack of deviations and mistakes. He sets objectives and makes his expectations of followers clear, so that the organization will attain the desired results (Avolio & Bass, 2004). Moreover, he must act efficiently to that end (Martin, 2015). If so, it is reasonable to assume that a leader in utilitarian organizations will use reward methods, objectives and observation similar to those characteristic of transactional leadership, in order to attain his goals. His followers will comply in order to receive the material benefits when meeting the objectives. Therefore, we proposed a hypothesis in the present study (Hypothesis 6): that 'organization type' will constitute a moderating variable, and will influence the intensity and strength of connections with leadership style. This means that in a utilitarian organization, stronger connections will be found between transactional leadership and continuance commitment than in a coercive organization; and that in a utilitarian organization, stronger connections will be found between transactional leadership and prevention focus than in a coercive organization.

Research model

The 'organization type' variable will mediate the connection between the 'leadership type' variable and the 'organizational commitment' variable. In a coercive organization the positive connection between transactional leadership and affective commitment will be stronger than in a utilitarian organization. In a utilitarian organization the positive connection between transactional leadership and continuance commitment will be stronger than in a coercive type organization (See Figure 1). 

Furthermore, the ‘organization type’ variable will moderate the connections between the ‘leadership type’ variable and the ‘regulatory focus’ variable. In a coercive organization, the positive connection between transformational leadership and promotion focus will be stronger than in a utilitarian organization. In a utilitarian organization, the positive connection between transactional leadership and prevention focus will be stronger than in a coercive organization (see Figure 1).

Method

Sample

Participating in the study were 82 workers in coercive organizations and 80 workers in utilitarian organizations, totaling 162 participants, 59% men and 41% women. The average age of subjects was 30, with S.D. 7.6. Average participants' seniority at position was 33 months, S.D. 39.4, and average seniority in the organization was 53 months, S.D. 63.5. Subjects were chosen according to the following criteria: at least a half year in the position, at least half time.

Research Instruments

In order to examine leadership style we used the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire – MLQ (Bass & Avolio, 1997). The questionnaire examines leadership styles according to: transformational leadership (influence as an ideal personality, charisma, motivation through inspiration, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration), transactional leadership (contingent reward, management by exception – active, and management by exception - passive) and laissez-faire style. The questionnaire contains 36 items: four items for each factor and twenty items for transformational leadership. Answers are on a five-level scale, where 1 = "very little", and 5 = "to a great extent". The instrument's validity is measured by Cronbach's α, yielding α=0.95 for transformational leadership, and α=0.7 for transactional leadership.

To test the various dimensions of organizational commitment, we used the "Three-component model of commitment" questionnaire (Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993). The questionnaire tests an employee's degree of commitment to the organization, according to three components: affective commitment, continuance commitment, and normative commitment. The questionnaire contains 18 closed-ended questions, with six items per factor (items 3, 7, 10, and 13 are opposite items). The scale of answers is a five-level scale, where 1 = "don't agree at all" and 5 = "definitely agree". The instrument's validity was measured by Cronbach's α, yielding α = 0.92 for affective commitment, and α=0.61 for continuance commitment (after omitting item No. 2, a total of 5 items).

To test the ‘self-regulatory focus’ variable we used the “General Regulatory Focus Measure” (Lockwood, Jordan, & Kunda, 2002). The purpose of this instrument is to examine regulatory focus according to two sub-scales: promotion focus and prevention focus. The questionnaire contains 18 statements: nine statements for promotion focus and nine statements for prevention focus. Answers are on a 5-level agreement scale, where 1 = "very little" and 5 = "very much". Instrument validity was measured by Cronbach's α, and yielded α=0.92 for promotion focus, and0.84 =α  for prevention focus.

Demographic data were also gathered, including: gender, year of birth, family status, country of birth, year of immigration to Israel, place of residence, years of education, scope of position, seniority in organization, seniority at position and profession.

Research procedure

After receiving confirmation from the managers or the commanders of the organizations, the researcher went in person to the organizations and distributed the questionnaires to the workers. Coercive organizations included: three police stations and two military bases. It was difficult to visit the prisons, and therefore the guards completed the questionnaires outside the prisons. Utilitarian organizations included: two insurance firms, a high-tech firm, and two human resources and recruitment companies. Study participants received a file of questionnaires that included the leadership style questionnaire (MLQ), organizational commitment questionnaire, regulatory focus questionnaire, and demographic questionnaire. Participants answered the questionnaires at the time they were distributed and in the presence of the researcher. Participation in the study was on a voluntary basis. Participants were guaranteed anonymity, in order to prevent distortion of their answers or discomfort. Participants were able to cease their participation in the study at any time and provided written confirmation of their voluntary participation.

Results

The present study examined the relationship between leadership style as perceived by followers (transformational, transactional), followers’ organizational commitment (affective, continuance), and their regulatory focus (focus, prevention), as moderated by organizational type (coercive, utilitarian). In order to probe the quality of the proposed model, a Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) analysis was conducted. This analysis enables investigation of complex research hypotheses, by analyzing pathways based on the idea of reconstructing matrices of original correlations using the research model. The quality of the model was assessed by the gap between the matrix received by the research model and the original correlations' matrix. The moderation hypothesis was evaluated by a multi-group moderation analysis using the x2 test.

Table 1 shows that the mean of the ‘promotion focus’ variable tends toward the upper limit of the scale (3.81), and this variable's SD is the lowest among the variables (0.88), so we may infer that most of the study participants reported themselves as having a relatively high promotion focus. The affective commitment variable's SD was found to be the highest of the variables examined (1.22).  In other words, followers' affective commitment is expressed differently among study participants.

The ‘continuance focus’ and ‘prevention focus’ variables tended toward the lower limit of the scale, 2.66 and 2.7 respectively. The SD of these variables is similar and relatively high, 1.06 and 0.95 respectively. Given this, we can understand that these variables are not perceived in similar fashion among the followers. There are followers who evaluated their commitment to the organization as more or less continuous and who evaluated themselves as having high or low prevention focus.

Table 2 shows a highly significant positive connection between transformational leadership and affective commitment (r=0.66, p<.05) and between transformational leadership and promotion focus (r-0.54, p<.05). Similarly, a highly significant positive connection was found between transactional leadership and continuance commitment (r=0.31, p<0.05), and between transactional leadership and prevention focus (r=0.31, p<.05). These findings confirm the assumptions made regarding them.

A Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) analysis was performed using latent variables. Each latent variable was composed of appropriate questionnaire items. Items with low loading were omitted. Partial regressions were fitted between the latent variables according to the theoretical model and study hypotheses, as can be seen in Figure 1.

All regression lines in the model were found to be significant (p<.01). The model fit showed partial correlation. Three out of six correlation measures were found to be above the necessary minimum, as may be seen in Table 3.

Table 3 shows that high levels of transformational leadership predict high levels of affective commitment, β=.59, p<.001. High levels of transformational leadership also predict high levels of promotion focus, β=.71, p<.001, as hypothesized in Hypothesis 3.2. Furthermore, high levels of transactional leadership predict high levels of continuance commitment, β=.37, p<.01, and high levels of transactional leadership also predict high levels of prevention focus, β=.40, p<.01.These findings confirmed the hypotheses.

In order to test the hypothesis regarding the moderating influence of organization type (coercive, utilitarian) on the connection between transformational leadership and both affective commitment and promotion focus, and the connection between transactional leadership and both continuance commitment and prevention focus, a multi-group moderation examination was run using the x2 test. A significant difference was found between groups (coercive and utilitarian) with reference to the model (p<.01).

In order to test the moderating effect regarding each of the model's regression lines, x2 tests were run for each regression line separately. Findings indicate that a marginally significant (p<.01) moderating effect was found between transformational leadership and promotion focus. However, by contrast with the hypothesis, we found that in coercive organizations this connection is weaker (β=.31, p<.1) than in utilitarian organizations (β=.43, p<.01). Regarding the other regression lines of the model, there was no significant moderating effect for type of organization (p>.1), and therefore these hypotheses were refuted.

Nevertheless, we did find a certain tendency that fits the hypotheses, in the intensity of significant connections in the different types of organizations, as follows (presented respectively): In coercive organizations the connection between transformational leadership and affective commitment was stronger (β=.50, p<.01) than in utilitarian organizations (β=.40, p<.05). In addition, in coercive organizations no significant connection was found between transactional leadership and continuance commitment (β=.40, p>.05), and in utilitarian organizations this connection was significant (β=.35, p<.05). Similarly, in coercive organizations no significant connection was found between transactional leadership and prevention focus (β=.39, p>.05), and in utilitarian organizations this connection was found to be significant (β=.33, p<.05).

Discussion

The present study examined the relationship between leadership styles (transformational, transactional), followers’ organizational commitment (affective, continuance), and their regulatory focus (focus, prevention), as moderated by organizational type (coercive, utilitarian).

Hypothesis No.1, which examined the connections between transactional leadership and affective commitment, was fully confirmed. In other words, the more a leader is perceived by followers as having a transformational leadership style, the more followers will feel affective commitment to the organization. This finding is consistent with the studies by Buciuniene & Skudiene (2008), who also examined the connection between transformational leadership and affective commitment, and found that there is a high correlation between these two variables. Transformational leadership positively influences a follower's affective commitment. This finding is understandable, since transformational leadership connects with affective aspects, and some even refer to this leadership style as 'emotion evoking leadership' (Popper, 1994).	Comment by Author: As noted above, check that this is the correct English terminology.

Hypothesis No. 2, which examined the connection between transactional leadership and continuance commitment, was also fully confirmed. In other words, the more a leader is perceived by followers as having a transactional style, the more followers will feel continuance commitment with respect to the organization. This finding is consistent with the studies by Lo, Ramayah, & Min (2009), who examined the connection between transactional leadership and continuance commitment. They found that the compensation dimension and active management dimension of transactional leadership are significantly connected with continuance commitment. The explanation of this finding is linked to the fact that transactional leadership is characterized by the compensation method. The leader uses an active form of management, by testing and observing workers' mistakes and correcting them immediately (Northouse, 2007). Therefore, it is expected that the followers' tendency will be to operate by the 'give and take' method, and when a better alternative is found, they will leave the organization for the latter.

Hypothesis No. 3, which examined the connection between transformational leadership and promotion focus, was fully confirmed. In other words, the more a leader is perceived by followers as having a transformational leadership style, the more followers will be characterized by promotion focus. Support for this may also be found in the theoretical model of Kark & Van Dijk (2007), which indicates that transformational leadership spurs promotion focus among followers, since it involves, among other things, ambitiousness and inspirational motivation of followers. The leader inspires ambitiousness and motivates his/her followers through inspiration, cultivating an environment focused on personal advancement in the organization, which develops the focus on followers' situational promotion.

Hypothesis No. 4, which examined the connection between transactional leadership and prevention focus, was also fully confirmed. In other words, the more a leader is perceived by followers as having a transactional leadership style, the more followers will be characterized by prevention focus. Evidence for this is found in the theoretical model of Kark & Van Dijk (2007), which indicates that transactional leadership arouses prevention focus, since it involves, among other things, duties and rights, preservation of the status quo and strict attention to details. The leader instills rules, responsibility, stability and avoidance of mistakes. This leadership style cultivates an environment focused on prevention of failures and mistakes, which develops followers' situational prevention focus.

A model incorporating all of these connections between leadership styles, as seen by followers, and both organizational commitment and regulatory focus among followers, was examined and partially confirmed. The partial confirmation of the model may be explained as resulting from the low number of participants in the present study. Even though the model was only partially confirmed, it can be seen that all the connections between variables were confirmed significantly.

Hypothesis 5, which examined the moderating effect of the ‘organization type’ variable (coercive, utilitarian) on the connections between transformational leadership and both affective commitment and promotion focus, and between transactional leadership and both continuance commitment and prevention focus, was partially confirmed. A significant difference was found between the groups with regard to the model, such that the connections between leadership styles and both organizational commitment and regulatory focus in coercive organizations differ from those in utilitarian organizations. This finding reinforces Etzioni's (1961) typology, which classifies organizations on the basis of leaders' power and forms of identification and involvement in the organization's lowest echelon. The connections between leadership styles and forms of identification and involvement that were examined with the help of styles of organizational commitment and followers' regulatory focus, do in fact operate differently in coercive as opposed to utilitarian organizations.

Nevertheless, no significant moderating effect was found for type of organization (coercive, utilitarian) on the connection between transactional leadership and prevention focus, and only a marginally significant moderating effect was found for the connection between transformational leadership and promotion focus. This marginal significance indicated that, contrary to the hypothesis that in coercive organizations this connection would be stronger than in utilitarian organizations, we found that the connection between transformational leadership and promotion focus was weaker in coercive organizations than in utilitarian organizations. This finding may be explained in several ways: The first explanation is rooted in the fact that regulatory focus includes two elements, one stable (trait) and the other situational (state) (Stam, Knippenberg, & Wisse, 2010). It may be the case that, for study participants employed in utilitarian organizations, there is a strong stable component (trait) focused on promotion. A situational effect of rules, responsibility, stability, and avoidance of mistakes, which cultivate an environment focused on prevention of failures and mistakes, did not influence them very much. Therefore, they reported higher levels of promotion focus and/or lower levels of prevention focus. This could exist also be the case in the opposite scenario: It may be the case that study participants employed in coercive organizations have a strong, stable component (trait) focused on prevention. A situational effect of ambitiousness and inspired motivation that cultivates an environment focused on personal advancement in the organization did not influence them very much. They therefore reported lower levels of promotion focus and/or higher levels of prevention focus. Another explanation for this finding is that the considerable concentration of the transactional leader on compensation and the 'gave and take' method essentially cultivates a situational atmosphere of promotion focus but not on prevention, as hypothesized. Followers are interested in receiving compensation, and are therefore focused on promotion and attaining these things. It may be that the desire for advancement and receiving compensation in a utilitarian organization creates a higher promotion focus than ambitiousness and inspired motivation, which also cultivates a situational atmosphere of promotion focus among coercive organizations.

With exception of the marginal moderation between transformational leadership and promotion focus, no significant moderating effect was found for organization type (coercive, utilitarian) in the other connections of the model.

The hypothesis regarding a connection between transformational leadership and affective commitment being stronger in coercive organizations than in utilitarian organizations was refuted. This finding may be explained through the study by Popper (1994), who found a transformational leadership style among commanders of combat units in the Israeli Defense Forces. Popper (1994) termed transactional leadership 'emotion eliciting leadership', which he describes as characterized by strong emotional impact that motivates followers. Popper held that foundation of the emotional tie between the leader and his/her followers is based on the experience of lack of control and helplessness of the follower. The follower projects onto his leader desires and aspirations he/she would like to realize, so that the leader fulfills his/her fantasies and, in a sense, strengthens the ego of his subordinates. Popper (1994) wrote: "When considering situations of excessive uncertainty, a sharp sense of helplessness and lack of control, and situations perceived as difficult and directionless, primal yearning arises for a "strong man", a leader, who recreates longing for the lost Garden of Eden, for that same wonderful, lost feeling that others are concerned about me, that I can stop worrying" (Popper, 1994, p. 55). Participants in the current study from coercive organizations (army, police, and prison) were sampled randomly, without categorizing participants serving in combat units, whose work constitutes mortal danger and who encounter situations of helplessness and lack of control, as opposed to those employed in coercive organizations in home front units, who fill positions similar to those in utilitarian organizations, such as engineers, secretaries, psychologists, and so forth. In these positions, there is practically no threat to their lives. They experience very few situations of helplessness and lack of control.	Comment by Author: See comment above. 

The hypothesis contending that the connection between transactional leadership and continuance commitment would prove stronger in utilitarian organizations than in coercive organizations was refuted. This finding could be explained as due to the different, diverse utilitarian organizations in which the current study's participants are employed. It seems that Etzioni's (1961) typology of utilitarian organizations as profit-centered business organizations includes a very broad variety of organizations with diverse organizational cultures. An example of this can be seen in the organizational typology of the Central Bureau of Statistics. This classification is based on UN recommendations for uniform classification of economic activities (ISIC, 2008), which enables classification of organizations into organizational groups that deal with close or similar activities.  For example, "industry and manufacture", "information and communication"," financial services and insurance services".

The sample size, of course, influences statistical significance, and therefore constitutes a limitation in finding significance of connections between the study variables in the moderation model. It is reasonable to assume that a larger sample would have influenced the significance of the moderation model. Similarly, it is possible that in a future study there would be room to sample participants from coercive organizations, differentiating between subjects from combat units and non-combatant subjects. It is recommended that participants from utilitarian organizations be sampled from one branch, in accordance with the classification of the Central Bureau of Statistics.

The present study offers an opening into a new area in organizational research: examination of Etzioni's (1961) typology for classifying organizations in the contemporary employment market. Such a study is likely to add a layer to organizational research, to the applied dimension, and to the effectiveness of organizations of the type investigated in the present study.
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Figure 1. Research model: The positive connection between leadership type (transformational, transactional) and organizational commitment (affective, continuance) and followers' regulatory focus (promotion, prevention) will be moderated by organization type (coercive, utilitarian) 	Comment by Author: I had a problem with aligning the arrows as they appeared in the original figure. 


Table 1: Sample size, minimum and maximum values, means and S.D. for dependent variable and independent variables
	
	N
	minimum
	maximum
	mean
	Standard deviation 

	Transformational leadership
	162
	1.26
	5.00
	3.37
	88.

	Transactional leadership
	162
	1.25
	5.00
	3.11
	89.

	Affective commitment
	162
	1.00
	5.00
	3.13
	1.22

	Continuance commitment 
	162
	1.00
	5.00
	2.66
	1.06

	Promotion focus
	162
	1.44
	5.00
	3.81
	88.

	Prevention focus
	162
	1.00
	4.86
	2.7
	95.





Table 2: Pearson correlations between study variables
	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	1. Transformational leadership 
	
	
	
	
	

	2. Transactional leadership 
	08.
	
	
	
	

	3. Affective commitment
	**66.
	07.-
	
	
	

	4. Continuance focus
	**24.-
	**31.
	**31.-
	
	

	5. Promotion focus
	**54.
	08.
	**57.
	14.-
	

	6 . Prevention focus
	**21.-
	**31.
	**26.-
	**25.
	*2.-


N=162, p*<.05, p**<.01


Table 3: Model Fit

	Necessary minimum
	Result
	Fit measure

	Less than .08
	.054
	1. RMSEA

	Less than 2
	1.47
	2. CMIN

	Greater than .95
	.90
	3. CFI

	Greater than .9
	.74
	4. NFI

	p>.05
	p<.05
	5. CHI SQUARE P

	Greater than .05
	.131
	6. PCLOSE




 


    


 
