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ABSTRACT

Using a quantitative research methodology, this study examines how leadership
behaviours affect worker satisfaction and productivity in Greek businesses. The
research’s leadership investigation theory aligns with the High Performance Work
Systems (HPWS) perspective, extending the literature regarding the “black-box”
mechanisms by identifying leadership practices; in combination with
Organizational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB), Perceived Organizational Support
(POS), and Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS); that enhance employee
satisfaction and performance in the Greek business context. A standardized
questionnaire was distributed and used for measuring leadership quality, work
satisfaction, and performance. Strong construct validity and reliability were
shown by the questionnaire. Jamovi, an open-source statistical software tool,
was used to do statistical studies, such as multiple linear regression, one-way
ANOVA, Pearson correlations, and descriptive statistics. The findings show a
strong correlation between greater performance and increased satisfaction
among workers and certain leadership practices, including clear communication,
flexibility, acknowledgment, and encouragement of employee participation.
Organizational and demographic factors like tenure, job title, and business size
had little to no impact. Future research and management practice implications are
examined, along with the suggested extension of the study to include employee
loyalty as a variable.
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INTRODUCTION

This thesis examines the impact of leadership on employee satisfaction and employee
performance within Greek enterprises. It aims to first assess the current relevant
information currently available, determine crucial terms for this study, and then conduct
research using a questionnaire as a tool to extract useful data and information, primarily
focused on the city of Volos, Greece. The questionnaire is distributed to workers to
understand their views on leadership methods and how it affects their satisfaction and
performance. It also seeks to comprehend the situation in leadership environments in
Greece and Greek Businesses. The last aim of this study is to lessen the gap between
knowledge about leadership theories and their practical use in real-life situations within
Greek company settings.

This study focuses on a few different leadership styles and models, including autocratic,
democratic, laissez-faire, transactional, transformational, digital, servant, and emotional,
even though there are many more in the larger body of scholarly literature, including
more recent hybrid or emergent forms. These were picked because they are some of
the most extensively researched, practically applicable, and empirically supported in
organizational situations, especially in the Greek setting. Although they are
acknowledged, other styles are not relevant to this thesis.

This study's guiding research question is:

“How does leadership affect the performance and satisfaction of employees in
Greek businesses?”

The study lays out the following goals and objectives in order to address this:

1.To investigate how workers in Greek companies see different characteristics of
leadership.

2. To assess how employee satisfaction and perceived leadership style relate to one
another.

3. To assess how employee performance and perceived leadership style relate to one
another.

4. To determine which leadership behaviours are linked to improved performance and
satisfaction levels.

5. To determine how much these correlations are influenced by organizational or
demographic factors (such as firm size, tenure, and position).

6. To investigate whether international leadership models may be applied to the Greek
corporate environment.

These objectives serve as the foundation for the methodology, data gathering, and
statistical analysis that follow in this thesis.
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1. DEFINITION OF LEADERSHIP

The meaning of leadership has changed throughout history and is still a discussion topic
among scholars. We need to understand that there is not one standard definition of
leadership that everyone agrees on. Instead, different scholars and authors have given
their unique understanding of what it means to be a leader based on various
perspectives or experiences they may hold. The place where leadership happens is
very important because it can greatly influence what kind of leadership appears and
how well it works. Aspects like societal, economic, and environmental dynamics in the
context are significant elements that mold both practices of leading as well as results
from them [1].

A wide meaning of leadership includes many important features. These parts are about
the leader as an individual, which involves their dispositional traits, leader conduct,
impacts of a leader, interaction process between a leader and follower(s), and
significance of setting or environment. This multiple-sided strategy emphasizes how
complex it is to precisely define what leadership means [2].

Other definitions concentrate more on the word "influence" and describe leadership as a
process where one individual encourages, guides, or directs others toward a common
objective. This stresses the role of leaders in influencing their followers to act in specific
ways [3].

The very idea of leadership has changed with society, the economy, and the
environment. It shows how well theories about leading can adjust to changes in the
world's needs and difficulties.

Leadership is mainly characterized by the activity of guiding a group toward reaching
goals and steering the organization to become more united and logical, as underlined
by Bass [4]. A leader uses his or her qualities—Ilike values, beliefs, character,
knowledge, skills, ethics, experience, and culture—to motivate and organize people for
action to change the world. Leadership as a social process is multi-dimensional and
intricate. Bass saw leadership as an individual's attempt to alter the actions of others,
expressing the change-making characteristic of being a leader [5].

Blackmar [6] defined leadership as the process where effort gets centralized in one
person. This shows how important the role of a leader is in bringing together and
guiding work towards one goal. Bernard [7] built upon this concept by highlighting that
leaders have the power to direct group members' attention toward wanted objectives,
ensuring collective efforts align with organizational goals.
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The concept of leadership as an influence was first proposed by Copeland in 1942 [8],
who emphasized how leaders shape other people's behaviors and attitudes. This view
sees leadership not only as having power or authority but also as being able to guide
others towards certain actions or ways of thinking. Knickerbocker [9] defined leadership
as a relationship between an individual and a group, emphasizing the interpersonal
dynamics that help someone lead effectively.

Stogdill [10] gave a concept of leadership which is about how one person influences
what an organized group does as they try to set and reach their goals. Bennis [11]
noticed that leadership causes subordinates to act in the way wanted by leaders,
highlighting the effect of leaders on actions and choices made by followers.

Tannenbaum [12] stressed interpersonal influence for accomplishing specific objectives,
showing that leadership is naturally social.

Burns [13] explained that leadership is an influence on top of complying with
organizational instructions, hinting at the idea that good leadership includes inspiring
and motivating followers instead of just making them obey rules and added to this by
saying leadership is transforming those who follow it, through making visions then
gathering resources to achieve those visions. In doing so, leaders and followers are
moved up to greater levels of motivation as well as morality.

Pondy [14] described leadership as a kind of social influence, knowing that the process
of leading involves relationships. Schein [15] accentuated the leader's role in starting
evolutionary changes which are better suited for adjusting to environmental shifts,
underlining leaders' strategic and adaptive function.

Bass [16] presented a similar viewpoint, highlighting leadership as an interaction in
which leaders are seen as agents of change who significantly affect others. Drucker [17]
offered a simpler definition: Leadership needs followers. This hints that having people
who follow you is what essentially makes someone a leader.

Vroom and Jago [18] broadened the meaning of leadership by including the ability or
potential to influence others, highlighting how effectiveness in leading has inherent
latent capabilities. Hogan & Kaiser [19] stated that leadership is about the performance
of teams, groups, and organizations, with good leadership promoting effective team and
group performance and enhancing the well-being of incumbents.

What one can gather from all this is that the dynamic and multidimensional process of
leadership entails motivating a group of people to accomplish objectives. It is an
organic, adaptable approach that changes based on the circumstance, organizational
setting, recipients’ characteristics, difficulties encountered, and time limits rather than
being a fixed attribute. Effective leadership requires this flexibility, especially in
situations that are complex and change quickly. It is also crucial for great leaders to
have the interest of the followers at heart to foster trust and commitment.
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2. ELEMENTS OF LEADERSHIP

Leadership is a many-sided concept. It includes various important parts that all together
add up to the overall success and development of an organization. One of these main
parts is organizational culture which represents the values, beliefs, and actions shaping
social and mental surroundings within an organization. Strong leadership has a critical
role in creating and keeping good organizational culture; this influences how employees
act and perform [20][21]. Another significant part is involving employees, which relates
to how much involvement and loyalty workers have towards their jobs and the company
they work for. By creating an encouraging and comprehensive work atmosphere,
leaders can greatly increase employee participation, resulting in improved production
and job satisfaction [22][23].

Handling change is very important in leadership. Organizations often experience
transformations that demand strong guidance and communication. Leaders skilled at
managing change can assist in decreasing resistance and make transitions easier by
explaining the motives for change as well as its advantages [24][25]. Another key part is
decision-making where leaders must look at different views before making an informed
choice, balancing steadiness against the necessity of adaptability in changing settings
[26][27]. These elements are linked to effective communication, as it makes sure
information is shared well and openly within the organization. This also helps in creating
a culture where transparency and trust thrive [28].

To make teams that work well together and are united is another crucial part of being a
leader. Leaders who set up transparent expectations, promote honest communication,
and give needed help can create trust and collaboration among team members, which
is necessary to reach the goals of an organization [29][30]. It is important to note at this
point that, in virtual teams, it seems that knowledge sharing fosters collaboration and
trust among team members but has little to no effect on the team's effectiveness [31].
Another important aspect is to encourage innovation - leaders who motivate creativity
and support risk-taking can help in generating new solutions and competitive benefits
[32].

In essence, to handle performance we need to define objectives clearly, give feedback
frequently, and acknowledge accomplishments which greatly help keep motivation high
and ensure that individual contributions align with the organization's goals.
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3. THE ROLE OF LEADERSHIP

The role of leadership is linked to these other elements in a way that they depend on it
and can be influenced by it. Leadership has a strong impact on organizational culture,
engaging employees, managing change, making decisions, communicating well,
building teams effectively, and encouraging innovation as well as managing
performance. Good leaders help to shape these areas positively for the organization's
success and growth [33][34]. Employee engagement is an important factor contributing
to better business results [64]. The role of leadership in this area is crucial because it
sets the tone for how workers feel about their work and aligns them with organizational
goals [22]. Proactive leaders who promote openness, listen actively, respect diversity,
and support continuous learning can create strong connections with employees. They
motivate their team members by giving them clear goals or targets that are challenging
but achievable within agreed time frames. This leads not only towards high levels of
engagement but also enhances retention rates while fostering loyalty amongst staff
members. When workers are engaged deeply in their job activities, they will use more
effort and energy to complete tasks effectively. This benefits organizations because
engaged workers usually show greater dedication towards their jobs which leads to
higher productivity levels [35].

The High Performance Work Systems (HPWS) framework, which conceptualizes a
collection of interconnected HR and leadership strategies meant to maximize employee
capabilities, motivation, and opportunities, is consistent with this link [89][72]. According
to HPWS studies, supportive leadership practices can serve as "trust-relevant signals"
to staff members, encouraging extra-role behaviours like Organizational Citizen
Behaviour (OCB) [72].

Organizational Citizen Behaviour (OCB) means the voluntary, extra-role actions that
workers take part in. These are not part of their official job duties, but they aid greatly in
improving the effectiveness of an organization as a whole. For instance, OCB can be
seen when someone assists their coworkers with work tasks or involves themselves in
company activities that go beyond what is required for their position. It also implies
promoting a constructive atmosphere within the workplace.

Organizational culture is very important for supporting OCB. A culture that values
teamwork and cooperation, mutual respect among team members, and shared purpose
can greatly encourage employees to go beyond their job roles and contribute more
broadly toward the success of an organization. In setting up this type of environment,
leaders have a big part to play by showing positive behaviours themselves,
acknowledging and appreciating OCB activities - also making sure workers feel
recognized as well as supported in their efforts.

At the heart of Greek business, culture is also the idea of "philotimo", a word that
implies honour, dignity, and moral obligation [47]. “Philotimo” inspires individuals to
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behave with honesty, honor, and kindness which affects how people interact as well as
organizations act. In terms of organizational behavior, “philotimo” supports a setting
where workers are motivated to contribute more than just their primary duties.

The concept of Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS) is also important in Greek business
culture as well as Perceived Organizational Support (POS) [74]. In Greece, relationship
quality between employees and supervisors greatly affects job satisfaction and work
performance. Generally, Greek workers appreciate supervisors who offer emotional as
well as instrumental support and they enjoy it when such supervisors acknowledge their
contributions and take care of their needs. An environment like this helps to create trust
and loyalty, which are key parts of making an organization function well.

POS applies to the organization as a whole. Employees must believe their work and
well-being are valued by the company they work for. In Greek businesses, high levels of
POS are related to increased satisfaction with jobs, loyalty towards an organization, and
less intention to leave a job [74]. Workers who think there is strong support from their
company tend to OCBs more often, which helps create a cooperative and active
working atmosphere.

The connection between PSS, POS, OCB and “philotimo” highlights how crucial moral
conduct and mutual assistance are in Greek business culture. Businesses with these
values will probably create a good organizational atmosphere, where workers feel
appreciated and helped. Such an environment can result in improved performance of
the organization along with the well-being of its workers. Knowing these cultural
subtleties is very important for understanding how Greek businesses work daily as well
as their long-term plans. It also provides an initial context to evaluate the methods and
results of such organizations' operations.

Leadership influences how organizations manage change successfully which is often
met with resistance from people who fear losing what they have now or worry about
unknown future situations. Leaders who understand this resistance can plan carefully
for change implementation. By communicating clearly, the reasons behind changes
being made along with potential positive outcomes that could result from such changes;
leaders may help minimize employee concerns which aids greatly in ensuring smooth
transitions when introducing new procedures or processes into company operations
[36]. Also, good leadership requires consideration of different perspectives during the
decision-making process which helps maintain the balance between stability needed
within existing methods versus flexibility required when dealing with unexpected events
[37]. Leadership that communicates well assists in creating an environment where
everyone feels heard and understood. When leaders express themselves effectively,
this makes others feel involved as essential parts of decision-making processes. It also
encourages honesty among stakeholders so problems can be tackled earlier rather than
later when they might have grown bigger. Furthermore, proper communication aids
workers in understanding better what needs doing at work hence boosting their
confidence levels while reducing chances for misunderstandings or conflicts amongst
team members [38].
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In every organization, effective teamwork plays a key part in attaining the shared vision
or mission set out by its top management groups. Good team dynamics aid greatly in
producing high-quality output due largely to promoting a healthy exchange of ideas plus
sharing workload fairly across all participants involved. Leadership helps establish trust
among team members by setting clear expectations regarding roles and responsibilities
while also providing support when needed. A good leader promotes open
communication within the group where each person feels comfortable sharing thoughts
without fear. This aids greatly in cultivating stronger relationships among coworkers thus
increasing overall cohesion among them [39]. Leadership has been shown to influence
innovation within groups considerably [40]. Effective leaders stimulate creativity by
inspiring individuals under their guidance through appreciating fresh concepts plus
endorsing risk-taking behaviours which commonly lead to novel solutions creation [41].
Furthermore, performance management involves numerous aspects such as setting
objectives, providing feedback, evaluating results, and rewarding achievements [42].

Good leadership motivates staff members toward reaching personal objectives aligned
closely with those identified at higher business levels. This connection encourages
commitment among employees while assisting businesses achieve better outcomes.
Proper handling of performance-related matters assists companies in maintaining
fairness across all personnel dealings. Also, it supports individuals' development
endeavours by offering constructive feedback along with a chance for improvement.
Hence, we see how leadership connects strongly with various aspects influencing
organizations' success. By understanding these connections properly, leaders can
improve their effectiveness even further ultimately helping achieve strategic goals set up
beforehand [42]. This signifies a vital part played by a successful leader - enhancing
overall prosperity!

4. LEADERSHIP STYLES AND THEORIES

To comprehend the workings within organizations and their influence on different
results, it is crucial to study leadership styles, individual traits associated with them as
well as leadership theory. The term "leadership style" covers a wide range of behaviors
and approaches that leaders take to steer, inspire, and handle their teams. Each kind of
style comes with its unique traits or behaviors which have an impact on organizational
climate, employee satisfaction, and performance [43][44].

For Greek businesses, which usually follow traditional top-down structures [45], it is
important to study how various leadership styles impact the workings of an organization
and relationships with employees. Recognizing specific features related to each kind of
leadership style can give a better understanding of how leaders at Greek companies
handle difficulties, make their decisions, and behave with their teams.
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The happiness of workers is usually connected to their performance. When employees
feel satisfied, they tend to show more motivation, dedication, and effectiveness in their
work [64]. It is very important to study how leadership affects these aspects because it
helps create plans for improving the performance of an organization and looking after
the well-being of its workers.

4.1 Autocratic

The autocratic, democratic, and Laissez-Faire leadership styles were initially introduced
and extensively studied by Kurt Lewin, Ronald Lippitt as well as Ralph K. White [46].
They conducted experiments to comprehend how diverse types of leaders affected
group behavior. The autocratic leadership style, characterized by decisiveness,
assertiveness, and confidence, was recognized by them as one where the leader
makes decisions alone without asking for advice from those below him or her. This can
lead to rapid decision-making but also possible opposition from workers because they
are not included in the process.

Greeks detest instructions, are not easily intimidated by rank, and don't like being told
what to do without a good reason. They have a great deal of suspicion of superiors and
struggle to cooperate. They also quickly challenge authority [47]. For small businesses,
the typical Greek business leader tends to show low levels of charisma and usually has
an autocratic impact on their subordinates, which is always met with resistance and
rejection [48]. Another study though shows that the most potent trait of Greek leaders is
their charisma, and they have strong negotiation skills [47]. Despite that, this kind of
leadership style shows a big absence of inspiration or motivation from the leader's side,
resulting in subordinates who don't possess any long-term vision but instead
concentrate only on doing repeated tasks every day. The great group of Greek business
leaders are not fostering creativity and innovation, nor do they support their
subordinates to be creative and innovative [49]. Their main interest is about making
more profit while trying not to pay taxes [45]. They show little concern for the well-being
of employees unless these people belong to their families [50].

Regarding Greek businesses, the autocratic leadership style creates worse problems in
the organizational culture. The non-involvement of workers and top-to-bottom decision-
making methods stop innovation and imagination, making subordinates more focused
on their daily tasks. The resistance and discontent from employees are not just due to
autocratic practices; they also show issues regarding support for personal and
professional development. So, this leadership style creates a cycle with minimal
innovation and motivation while also weakening possibilities for ongoing organizational
growth and competitiveness.

4.2 Democratic

Democratic leadership tends to lead to slightly higher group satisfaction than autocratic
leadership, but this effect is influenced by factors like group reality, size, gender
composition, and leadership style potency [51]. The idea of democratic leadership
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comes from a long time ago in ancient Greece, when they first set up the democracy
rules. The style of democratic leadership is about working together, being fair, and being
open to new ideas. It focuses on everyone participating and getting involved in making
decisions. This way of leading reflects the democratic values found in ancient Greek
city-states like Athens, where citizens had the opportunity to involve themselves actively
in public decision-making and governance [46][47].

Democratic leadership is defined as distributing responsibility, empowering members,
and aiding decision-making in social groups, with various members serving these
functions and exchanging roles of leader and follower [52]. Although the leader has the
last say, a democratic leader typically communicates with his team and considers their
suggestions [53]. The benefits and drawbacks of adopting this participative leadership
style include increased productivity while reducing the amount of work completed, as
well as dedication to the objectives due to a sense of ownership and a valued sense of
team membership [46].

A search through various sites on the internet, like Scopus, has been conducted with
the combination of very broad keywords “Greece” OR “Greek” AND “Democratic
Leadership” showing very few unrelated results. Despite Greece's important history as
the origin of democracy and its ongoing appreciation for this democratic legacy, there is
not much proof to show that Greek businesses today broadly use democratic leadership
methods. This observation leads us to wonder about how cultural heritage matches up
with present-day organizational customs within the nation.

The usage of democratic leadership in Greek businesses might be restricted by various
aspects. The historical and economic background of Greece, with its frequent economic
instability [54] and deep-rooted hierarchical structures, could have an influence.
Business leaders may find autocratic leadership more attractive due to the need for
controlling situations and making quick decisions during uncertain times in Greece's
economy.

However, there is evidence in a comparative study of a high score index that democratic
leadership rivals transformational leadership in employee satisfaction and performance
[51].

4.3 Laissez-faire

In laissez-faire leadership, where there is less direct supervision and more freedom
given to employees to make decisions, different results might be shown regarding
employee satisfaction and performance. This type of leadership gives the freedom to
employees to manage their tasks and make decisions by themselves [53]. For workers
who are highly motivated and self-directed, this independence can lead to increased job
satisfaction as well as better performance. It permits them to use their creativity and act
without any disturbance from others interfering with what they want or need to do. On
the other hand, this sometimes can lead to friction between employees as they need to
work together to achieve goals and objectives that align with the organization’s
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standards. For employees who need more guidance and support, laissez-faire
leadership can make them feel abandoned and unsatisfied because there is no clear
direction or feedback from their manager. This may result in lower performance if these
workers are not prepared well enough to handle their duties by themselves or if there
isn't enough coordination, leading to missing deadlines [46].

For a Greek organization, this leadership style could be disadvantageous if it is not
structured right. The quality of work in Greece is the lowest among the EU-27 member
countries. Greece scores the worst in characteristics such as working time and work-life
balance and is among the lowest performers in collective representation, career
development, and income quality [61][63]. The fatalistic nature of Greek culture,
characterized by the belief that outcomes are predetermined and unchangeable
regardless of effort, significantly affects employees in Greece by diminishing their
willingness to take on additional responsibilities due to the perceived lack of personal
gain or motivation [55]. This mindset leads to dissatisfaction and low performance, as
many employees feel they are being taken advantage of and see no additional reward
for their efforts or the weight of responsibility in the decision-making process [56]. In
many cases Greek business leaders count on the employees “philotimo”, and their OCB
to do what is necessary to ensure the smooth operation of the business. Consequently,
this dissatisfaction drives employees to the point where they even decide to leave their
jobs, and if they possess the necessary skills, to go as far as to seek employment in
other countries with better working environments and ethical standards [57][60]. This
exodus of skilled workers further exacerbates the challenges faced by Greek
organizations, contributing to a cycle of low morale and reduced productivity. This is
more noticeable in the tourism [56] and agriculture sectors [58].

4.4 Transactional

Different from laissez-faire leadership, transactional leadership emphasizes defining
roles, jobs, and hopes. It keeps control using rewards and penalties to manage
obedience and performance in a very clear way. This kind of leading is built around
contingent rewards which means that workers get rewarded when they meet special
performance standards set by the company [4][65]. Also, it uses management by
exception where leaders only involve themselves if there's a deviation from the pre-
established norms of performance [62]. The relationship between leader and followers
in this type of leadership style is based on an understandable exchange: if they put the
effort into working more or show increased productivity, then they earn additional
rewards and benefits; but when someone doesn't fulfil their part they are subjected to
corrective actions because there was a failure according to what was expected from
them.

In Greek organizations, transactional leadership could present a more organized and
foreseeable method that might help to alleviate some of the problems connected with
the laissez-faire style. Considering the fatalistic cultural thinking which often reduces
motivation and discourages extra responsibility, transactional leadership gives a system
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in which expectations are apparent. Workers can comprehend the direct connection
between their work performance and material rewards. This understanding may improve
job satisfaction for those employees who like structured guidance and clear, instant
responses about their performance [43].

However, transactional leadership also has its limitations in unstable environments.
Although it can guarantee that regular tasks are completed effectively, it might not
encourage the innovation and creativity required for continuous development and
adjustment in a quickly altering business setting [66]. For Greek businesses dealing with
worldwide competition and economic difficulties, depending solely on transactional
leadership may not be enough. So, even though transactional leadership can balance
performance and increase job happiness temporarily [65], Greek organizations might
require some parts of transformational leadership to motivate their workers, promote
new ideas, and create a more flexible workforce.

Greek SMEs and family business owners haven’t been fairly compensating their
workers though, despite Greek employees filling more than enough of the requirements
needed for their work [60]. The skills supply in Greece is more aligned with business
needs compared to the EU average, which indicates that, comparatively, the issue of
horizontal skills mismatch—referring to the alignment between job offers and workers'
knowledge and abilities—is not very significant in Greece [61].

On the contrary, the domestic labour market faces a greater problem of over-education.
This means there is a high surplus of formal qualifications among workers compared to
what their jobs require. In 2022, Greece ranked second, after Spain, with the share of
over-qualified workers standing at 32.4%, compared to 21% for the EU. Greece has
risen from 5th place in 2013 and looking back to the start of the crisis in 2008, Greece
was 12th, below the EU average as shown in Figure 1 [61]. Their performance is below
the EU average due to their high level of discontent, despite their education and skill set
[63].
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Figure 1: Percentage of workers with tertiary education (education level 5-8) whose job
positions (ISCO 4-9) are below their educational level in EU member states (2013 and
2022)

The application of transactional leadership is made more difficult by this setting since it
ignores the problem of making the most of an overqualified workforce. As a result, even
though transactional leadership can guarantee effectiveness and satisfy pressing
organizational demands, it needs to be supplemented by tactics that take advantage of
the high skill levels of the Greek labour force, possibly by incorporating aspects of
transformational leadership that encourage creativity and career advancement.

4.5 Transformational

James MacGregor Burns first presented the concept of transformative leadership in his
1978 book "Leadership." According to him, transformational leadership is a process in
which followers and leaders work together to push one another toward greater morality
and drive [13]. Transformational leadership is a type of leadership that inspires followers
to strive for the organization's success by helping them understand the value of their
roles and contributions to the company as well as their requirements for personal
development. This leadership approach entails causing followers to undergo a
transformation in which they embrace the organization's mission, aims, and objectives;
it also entails pushing organizational development and motivating followers to consider
the interests of the entire organization rather than just their own. The capacity to
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empathize with others and comprehend their viewpoints enables transformational
leaders to express genuinely inspirational ideas [16].

This is also supported in the Greek business setting, as transformational leadership is
about leaders who inspire their workers by having a common vision, providing an
atmosphere that supports personal blossoming and urging intellectual stimulation. This
style of leading stresses making subordinates recognize how crucial their jobs are in
their relationship with the organization and understand their requirements for individual
progress; this inspires them to act in the best interest of the organization [45].

However, the absence of transformational leadership in Greek enterprises, which is
primarily attributed to the dominance of small enterprises in the form of proprietorships
and partnerships, has prevented the development of an advanced industrial complex.
Greek industry has experienced a profound absence of the corporate form of business
necessary for the attainment of effective and efficient factors of production and
economies of scale that precipitate transformational leadership and learning
organizations. This causes the absence of transformational leaders who are usually
seen in developed organizations in advanced countries [45].

Transformational leadership is linked to job satisfaction at both the individual and team
levels, as well as improving team performance. While transformational leadership has a
substantial effect on job satisfaction, it does not have a direct impact on performance.
Trust in supervisors and teams influences the relationship between transformational
leadership and job satisfaction [65]. Leaders who are transformative cause a change in
their followers when they take up the mission, goals, and objectives of the organization.
They start to view the interests of the whole organization instead of their interests. They
also inspire growth within the group [45].

In Greek organizations, transformational leadership relates to both affect and norm
commitment. Affective commitment means the emotional bonding of employees towards
their organization while normative commitment relates to a feeling of duty for staying in
the organization. Transformational leadership aids employees in harmonizing personal
objectives with those set by the company, thus boosting their dedication and
contentment. On the other hand, transformational leadership does not clarify the
process of forming a continuance commitment that is rooted in perceived costs linked
with quitting the organization [34].

Transformational leaders in Greek organizations create a beneficial organizational
culture that improves employee satisfaction and performance. This culture has
orientations towards humanity, affiliation, achievement, and self-actualization which
promote social support as well as teamwork along with self-realization. These cultural
orientations mediate the relationship between transformational leadership and
organizational commitment to enhance employee satisfaction and commitment [34].
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4.6 Digital

Transformational leadership is related to digital leadership because they both highlight
the importance of leaders in inspiring and pushing their workers toward a common goal.
Digital leadership concentrates on handling and using technology, while
transformational leadership provides the motivational structure that pushes employees
to adapt and create new ideas.

Digital leadership, which was initially introduced by Avolio and his team, is the kind of
leadership that involves using advanced information technology (AIT) as a medium for
social influence to change attitudes, behaviours, and performance within organizations
[67]. The unique features of this style include being adaptable to technological changes,
centered on teams, cooperating across hierarchies, and having an intense focus on
innovation.

The effect of digital leadership on job satisfaction and employee performance is very
strong. It greatly influences job satisfaction because it creates a setting that promotes
innovation and good communication. Leaders who show digital leadership qualities
improve happiness at work by bringing technology into daily activities and giving
workers the necessary tools to help them do their tasks properly. As a result, this higher
level of job satisfaction goes on to boost the performance of employees. Digital
leadership contributes directly to better employee performance by matching
organizational goals with technological power [68]. This ensures that workers are
prepared and encouraged to use digital instruments well.

To understand the level of digitalization in Greek businesses, we will look at the Digital
Intensity Index (DII) and Digital Economy and Society Index (DESI), which are important
measures to understand how deeply digital traits are present in companies and
economies.

The DIl was created by Eurostat with support from the European Commission, to
measure the rate of digital adoption inside businesses. This index considers internet
use, cloud services being used by a company or organization, e-commerce activities
taking place within, digital skills available there, and investments made towards ICTs
(Information Communication Technologies). The main goal of DIl is to create a uniform
measure that allows for comparing digital use among various firms, sectors, and
nations. This index acts as an important instrument to aid researchers in studying how
digitization affects productivity, economic expansion, and job creation [75].

DESI is also a thorough measure made by the European Commission to monitor the
general digital performance of EU member countries. DESI has a wider coverage than
Dll, it assesses five main aspects: connections, human resources, internet services
usage, incorporation of digital technology, and public services that are digitally based.
By including these aspects in its evaluation method, DESI offers an extensive summary
of how people and businesses are accepting and using digital technologies within
society as well as the economy. [75].
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For Greek businesses, the use of digital leadership has turned into an important matter,
especially in times like the COVID-19 outbreak. Despite that, in Greece, most
businesses show a very low DIl which is 60% as illustrated by Figure 2. This means
they don't invest much in digital technologies. Greece was ranked at number 25 among
all European Union countries according to the DESI for the year 2021.

EU’s Digital Intensity Index (DIl) in 2020
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Figure 2- Source: Comprehensive database on ICT usage in enterprises

This mainly comes from the formation of the Greek economy, which is based on
numerous small family-owned enterprises that don't have enough resources for
investments. Most firms are working in low-tech sectors [69]. The pandemic required a
quick change to digital operations, emphasizing how important digital leadership is to
maintain business continuation and toughness.

Greek businesses, usually with conventional methods, had big difficulties adjusting to
the digital needs of the pandemic. Yet, those who took on digital leadership could
manage these problems better. The top digital technology that came up during the
pandemic was cloud computing because of its many benéefits like providing better
access to information, quick data finding and updating, helping with remote work, and
enhancing business data safety. However, just 9% of Greek SMEs aimed to amplify
business investments in R&D during 2021 [70].
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The economic pressures and global competitive demands of the market highlight why
digital leadership is crucial for Greek businesses. Digital leadership, apart from boosting
job satisfaction and performance, also offers a lasting competitive edge [68]. Greek
businesses that follow digital leadership can react more effectively to changes in the
market, keep innovating without pause, and enhance their overall organizational
performance. This way of thinking matches with the wider strategic aims to boost
efficiency and keep up competitiveness in a fast-moving business setting.

4.7 Servant

Servant leadership, conceptualized by Robert K. Greenleaf in 1977, puts focus on the
leader's duty to be a servant before anything else [73]. This means that they should put
their team members' needs first, create an atmosphere of support and morals within the
organization, as well as encourage growth for both personal and professional
development among followers. The main characteristics of this kind of leadership are
understanding others' feelings, giving attention carefully through listening skills, being a
good manager, and having dedication towards people's progress. The idea is to make a
community feel inside the place where work happens. Greenleaf said that what makes
servant-leaders powerful is not their ability to gain power or control over others but
rather stems from their true desire to serve others genuinely without selfish motives.

Servant leadership is centered around the concept of serving others. It highlights good
character, building trust for a long time, and establishing an environment that nurtures
people where workers feel appreciated and upheld. This kind of leadership interrupts
usual power relations by making sure workers' requirements are given priority, thus
promoting a culture based on cooperation and mutual regard. An empirical study has
shown the beneficial effects of servant leadership on different organizational results
such as worker performance, contentment in work, and faithfulness to the company
[76]. Servant leaders also help with decreasing turnover rates and increasing the
amount of discretionary effort from workers.

Servant leadership is very applicable in Greek businesses because of the country’s
cultural and economic difficulties. The long-lasting financial crisis and resulting
economic uncertainty have had a big influence on employee welfare, job safety, and
balance between work and life. Servant leadership can help to lessen these problems
by improving how employees understand support from their organization (POS) and
support from their supervisor (PSS) [74]. This is crucial in reducing job burnout as well
as enhancing work-life equilibrium, particularly during crises such as the COVID-19
pandemic.

POS is affected by servant leadership through its power to create organizational policies
and practices that put a high value on employee well-being and balance between work
and life. This influence goes for both people who work from home as well as those who
don't, showing how flexible and successful servant leadership can be in different
working environments. The study discovered that POS fully acts as a mediator between
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servant leadership with job burnout and work-life equilibrium, revealing how much
importance servant leaders hold in promoting an encouraging climate within an
organization that benefits both employee welfare along the overall performance of the
company.

Servant leadership does not influence the connection between PSS and job burnout or
work-life balance. This shows that the impact of servant leadership on job burnout and
work-life balance is not mediated by PSS.

4.8 Emotional

The idea of emotional leadership, first described by Daniel Goleman and based on the
concepts of emotional intelligence, highlights how important it can be to comprehend,
control, and use emotions to inspire teams [77]. This type of leadership emphasizes
empathy, self-awareness, and good relationships with others. It differs from
conventional leadership methods that concentrate primarily on completing tasks. A
leader who leads through emotion establishes a positive work atmosphere; promotes
open communication; and constructs trust - all these factors are essential in dealing with
the intricacies present in today's organizational settings.

For Greek businesses, emotional leadership is becoming more important. This can be
seen especially when dealing with economic difficulties and the COVID-19 pandemic.
Leaders in these organizations concentrate on making an environment where workers
feel appreciated and comprehended, attending to their emotional and psychological
requirements. This method not only improves worker happiness and work quality but
also creates stronger teams that are flexible, adaptable, and united. The stress and
burnout that are frequent in the high-pressure Greek business setting can be reduced
by the focus on empathy and interpersonal relationships.

The research in the literature gives real proof of many advantages of emotional
leadership. Firstly, it boosts job contentment by creating a workplace atmosphere that
supports and includes workers, ensuring they sense their input is acknowledged and
appreciated. People who lead with emotion are often skilled at realizing and dealing with
the emotional requirements of their workers which helps to create feelings of
belongingness and dedication among employees. The rise in job satisfaction leads to
more involvement and inspiration, resulting in better work output.

Next, emotional leadership improves employee performance by fostering a culture of
constant learning and growth. When leaders welcome open conversation and offer
helpful criticism, they aid in the enhancement of skills and abilities for workers. This
results in greater competence at work which ultimately leads to improved productivity
levels among employees. Furthermore, the encouraging environment boosts innovation
and creativity as workers are more likely to share their thoughts freely without any
worries about negative consequences from management.
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Also, emotional leadership is important for increasing organizational citizenship
behaviour (OCB). Workers who have an emotional leader are more likely to do
additional actions that help the organization. This can involve assisting co-workers,
starting things on their own, and showing dedication towards the goals of the
organization. OCB's growth is quite crucial in Greek businesses, as they usually follow
conventional hierarchical structures which can restrict worker empowerment and drive.

In times when events such as the COVID-19 pandemic occurred, it became more
important to have emotional leadership. The sudden change towards working from a
distance and its difficulties showed the necessity of leaders who could give emotional
assistance and keep team unity intact even when they were physically apart. Leaders
guided by emotions used electronic tools for tasks done remotely, making sure that
continuous communication and work together among team members was achievable.
This was very important to keep work going and team spirit in a time of unexpected
changes.

In Greek businesses, the use of digital tools for distant work and quicker communication
has been another important aspect of emotional leadership. By employing modern
information technology, emotional leaders have effectively maintained a sense of unity
among their teams while providing necessary assistance to handle difficulties related to
working remotely. This adjustment in technology has not just increased employee
happiness but also boosted the entire organization's results, showing the flexibility and
toughness encouraged by emotional leadership.

5. PROBLEM STATEMENT

The recent years have brought about big changes to businesses in Greece, triggered by
important economic movements, institutional adjustments, and the global pandemic
known as COVID-19. These transformations have required a fresh look at leadership
styles and approaches, especially when considering the quick technological
advancements and changing work methods like working from home. The use of digital
tools is now very important for fast communication, managing performance, and
keeping employees interested in their work. This brings difficulties but also offers
chances within the Greek cultural rules. Additionally, the effects of these modifications
are not consistent, and this makes it more difficult to use new methods in all types of
businesses.

Despite a wealth of international research relating leadership to employee outcomes,
empirical, employee-level data from Greek businesses, especially SMEs outside of the
biggest cities, is still scarce, dispersed, and frequently anecdotal.

This research aims to limit this gap by studying leadership in small and medium-sized
Greek enterprises (SMEs) and how employees’ performance is impacted by their view
of leadership and their satisfaction levels. In essence it examines how well leaders work
to enhance organizational performance, job quality, and employee satisfaction within
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present economic scenarios. This study will concentrate on understanding the influence
that Greek cultural norms have on adopting these new business practices along with
their results. This method will give an understanding of the continuous adjustments and
what they mean for leadership in Greek business situations.

6. METHODOLOGY

This study's approach was founded on a quantitative research design, gathering data
from employees of different Greek businesses in the region of Magnisia, Volos, Greece,
using a standardized questionnaire. Examining how leadership practices, employee
satisfaction, and employee performance relate to one another in organizational contexts
was the main goal.

A self-administered questionnaire with closed-ended items scored on a five-point Likert
scale was used to collect data. To ensure clarity and reliability, the questionnaire was
constructed using recognized literature and theoretical models related to performance,
leadership, and satisfaction as its foundation. Convenience sampling was used to
choose participants from a wide variety of businesses representing various industries
and organizational sizes. All replies were assured of secrecy and anonymity.

6.1 Research Philosophy and Approach

Observable social realities can be assessed objectively and statistically evaluated to
find patterns, connections, and possible causal mechanisms, according to the positivist
epistemological position taken by the research. The objective of positivism is to find law-
like generalizations on the impact of leadership on employee outcomes, which calls for
accurate, measurable, and replicable data [82].

A deductive research methodology was chosen for this study, starting with hypotheses
drawn from well-known leadership theories and models, which are then put to the test
using actual employee data [88]. Inductive or qualitative methods, on the other hand,
usually start with open-ended inquiry and develop theory based on patterns found in
textual or non-numerical data. Since the goal is to test current leadership theories in the
unique setting of Greek enterprises rather than to develop new ones, the deductive,
theory-testing approach is best suited in this situation.

The use of a survey research strategy with a self-administered questionnaire enables
the measurement of a broad sample and facilitates the use of inferential statistics,
offering the ability to assess relationships between variables across a range of
leadership styles and organizational characteristics.

6.2 Justification for Quantitative Design

A quantitative methodology was chosen over a mixed or qualitative approach. First, the
research questions focus on quantifiable correlations between employee outcomes and
leadership style, which are best measured using numerical scales. Second, in order to
test particular hypotheses, statistical methods like ANOVA, linear regression, and
correlation analysis need organized data. Third, compared to qualitative interviews or
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case studies, which are more in-depth but have a more limited reach, quantitative
research uses bigger samples to improve generalizability.

Although qualitative techniques like semi-structured interviews may provide more in-
depth understanding of employee opinions, they are not statistically reliable or valid for
measuring dimensions like performance, satisfaction, or perceived leadership
behaviour. Furthermore, a quantitative model encourages broader application across
organizational settings, which is important given the objective of generating actionable
consequences for managers and policymakers.

6.3 Sampling Strategy

The sample was geographically focused specifically on the city of Volos - Magnisia -
Greece, to ensure credibility and limit biases. Practical limitations like time and
accessibility led to the implementation of a non-probability convenience sampling
technique [83][84]. Employees from a variety of industries and company sizes are
included in the sample, which somewhat improves representativeness even though
statistical generalizability is limited. The sample size is larger than what is needed for
ANOVA and multiple regression, which guarantees adequate power for statistical
analysis.

6.4 Instrument Design and Validation

A structured questionnaire was created as part of this study to look into how leadership
perception and satisfaction affect worker performance in Greek businesses and to
assess the theoretical concepts discussed in the literature review for relevance and
practical applicability. In this study, “employee performance” is not measured through
direct self-assessment of individual output or objective indicators. Instead, it is
operationalised as a latent construct derived from responses to items capturing
leadership-related practices: motivation from leadership, constructive feedback,
teamwork encouragement, and opportunities for growth. These practices are widely
recognised in the literature as antecedents of higher performance within the constructs
of Organizational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB), Perceived Organizational Support
(POS), and Perceived Supervisor Support (PSS), and they also align with the High-
Performance Work Systems (HPWS) framework, which empirically verifies them as
reliable indicators and drivers of employee performance.

Two important, validated studies that offered a strong theoretical and psychometric
basis for evaluating individual performance in organisational settings served as the
foundation for the questionnaire's construction [78][79], which was translated into Greek
using the back-translation method to ensure semantic and conceptual equivalence [85].
Furthermore, the questionnaire's design and mannerisms complied with Harvard
University's ethical and methodological criteria for survey research [80]. The
questionnaire was distributed online, mostly through social media platforms and
business emails, to employees and inhabitants in the Volos, Magnesia, Greece, area in
order to collect data.
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6.4.1 Questionnaires’ Design

There are 24 items in the survey, which are divided into four topic sections. Besides the
first section - which are the demographic variables - the other sections evaluate, without
specifically labelling them, elements that represent various aspects of several
leadership philosophies, such as transformational, transactional, servant, digital,
emotional, laissez-faire, autocratic, and democratic leadership styles. Multiple Likert-
scale items, ranging from 1 ("strongly disagree") to 5 ("strongly agree"), are used to
represent each perception of those leadership characteristics and how they influence
worker satisfaction and performance.

1. Variables concerning demographics:

Demographic and organizational control variables (such as tenure, position, sector, and
firm size) are included to enable subgroup comparisons using ANOVA and to investigate
potential moderating effects.

2. Perspectives on the Conduct of Leadership:

Employee opinions on leadership behaviours, such as communication, clear vision,
flexibility, creativity, decision-making involvement, digital competency, trust, and support
for creativity, are evaluated by items 5 through 13. These items seek to capture
important behavioural indicators linked to each leadership style, including ethical
treatment, innovation support, participatory decision-making, and communication clarity.

3. The Impact of Leadership on Employee Satisfaction:

Items 14 through 18, estimate satisfaction related outcomes such as the perception of
work-life balance, leadership support and direction, acknowledgment, gratitude, and
overall workplace circumstances and interpersonal relationships inside the company.

4. The Impact of Leadership on Growth and Performance:

Items 19 through 24 examine professional development, leadership modelling, team
dynamics, motivation, feedback, and organisational learning culture. These are
leadership practices related to OCB, POS and PSS which indirectly impacts
performance as discussed earlier and verified by the existing literature.

6.5 Data Analysis Tools and methods

The open-source statistical program Jamovi (Version 2.6.26), which was developed on
the R platform, was used to analyse the data [81]. A series of statistical methods were
used to evaluate the reliability of the instrument of this research and to investigate the
research questions and test the hypotheses about the connections among employee
performance, employee satisfaction, and leadership perception.

6.5.1 Data preparation

The raw data was checked for completeness. Extreme outliers and incomplete
responses were checked for elimination. Before performing parametric tests, the
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assumptions of consistency, linearity, and normality were examined. Since every case in
the data was reviewed, no further interference was required.

7. STATISTICAL ANALYSIS RESULTS
7.1 ONE-WAY ANOVA & DESCRIPTIVES

A thorough analysis of the relationships between employee performance, satisfaction,
and perceptions of leadership quality in Greek enterprises and variables such as
employee tenure, company size, job position, and specific leadership practices was
conducted using Welch-corrected one-way ANOVA and related descriptive statistics.
Employees with more years of service reported higher levels of performance,
satisfaction, and leadership quality. Descriptive statistics showed that those with more
than ten years of tenure had the highest mean scores, with a generally upward—though
not perfectly monotonic—trend across all three variables as years of service increased.
Welch'’s F for performance was significant, F(4, 64.2) = 2.71, p = .038.

Regarding company size, descriptive statistics indicated that employees in very small
organizations (1-9 employees) reported the highest average performance, satisfaction,
and perceived leadership scores. Variability peaked in small firms (10—-49 employees)
and was lowest in the largest organizations (= 250 employees). Despite these trends,
the Welch ANOVA showed no statistically significant differences in performance,
satisfaction, or leadership quality between company-size groups, all p > .05.

For job position, entry-level employees reported the lowest average scores, while
supervisors and team leaders reported the highest. The Welch ANOVA found a
statistically significant difference in perceptions of leadership quality by position, F(2,
81.2) =4.10, p = .020. No significant differences were observed in performance or
satisfaction scores by position, but the descriptive data indicate that higher rank within
the organization is generally associated with more favourable assessments of
leadership, job experience, and outcomes.

The most consistent and substantial effects were observed when analysing specific
leadership practices. Both the ANOVA and descriptive statistics showed that higher
levels of agreement with statements reflecting positive leadership behaviours—such as
setting clear expectations, effective communication, aligning rewards with goals,
adaptability, encouraging participation, use of digital tools, fostering innovation, mutual
trust, support for work-life balance, and encouragement of initiative—were associated
with progressively higher scores for performance, satisfaction, and perceived leadership
quality. Many of these differences were statistically significant in post-hoc comparisons,
and the descriptive statistics consistently demonstrated a stepwise increase across
response groups for each practice.
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7.2 Reliability Analysis

Cronbach’s alpha was used to evaluate the internal reliability of the questionnaire,
based on data from 162 participants. Strong internal consistency across the
questionnaire items was confirmed by a very high overall Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
(a =.961). Although values above .95 can indicate item overlap, all items were retained
to preserve theoretical breadth. The analysis also examined how each item affected
overall reliability, and the findings showed that removing any single item changed a by <
.003, indicating no item unduly reduced reliability. These results confirm strong internal
consistency.

7.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to validate the questionnaire’s
theoretical framework and to test the three-factor model of performance, satisfaction,
and leadership. The results supported the construct validity of the questionnaire, as all
items demonstrated strong and statistically significant factor loadings (all p <.001).

Within the leadership factor, high loadings were observed for items such as mutual trust
between management and staff (factor loading = 0.98, p <.001) and the promotion of
innovation (factor loading = 1.00, p < .001). For the satisfaction factor, high loadings
were observed for satisfaction with support and guidance from leadership (factor
loading = 1.09, p < .001) and the positive impact of leadership on morale (factor loading
=0.91, p <.001). The performance factor was represented by high loadings for
professional growth opportunities (factor loading = 1.11, p <.001) and motivation
resulting from leadership guidance (factor loading = 1.10, p <.001). The two loadings
that exceeded 1.0 indicate a Heywood anomaly [86]; given their small residual
variances and the model’s overall fit, the items were retained but the issue is
acknowledged as a limitation.

Model fit indices indicated a good fit for the data (CFI = .93, TLI = .91, SRMR = .04,
RMSEA = .083, 90 % CI [.071, .095)); although the RMSEA upper bound approaches
the .10 threshold, the overall pattern supports acceptable fit. The three latent factors
correlated strongly (r = .89-.92), confirming that they are closely related yet empirically
distinct constructs. These results confirm that the questionnaire effectively captures
three distinct but related aspects of work experiences.

7.4 Correlation Analysis

The three composite scores showed considerable positive connections, according to
Pearson correlations based on N = 162. The strongest correlation was found between
employee satisfaction and performance (r =.84, p <.001), followed by leadership and
satisfaction (r =.83, p <.001) and leadership and performance (r =.81, p <.001). Since all
variables were measured using the same questionnaire, all three coefficients are
probably slightly inflated by common-method variance, even though they all surpass.80.
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7.5 Linear Regression Analysis

A Q-Q plot was used to assess the normality of residuals for the linear regression
model. The plot indicated that most standardized residuals were distributed along the
diagonal reference line, suggesting that the assumption of normality was sufficiently
met. Homoscedasticity and independence were also inspected visually and showed no
systematic pattern [87]. Minor deviations at the tails were present but not large enough
to affect the model’s validity.

Assumption Checks

Q-Q Plot

Standardized Residuals

(PRI

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2
Theoretical Quantiles

Figure 3: Linear Regression Analysis Q-Q Plot

A multiple linear regression was performed to examine the effects of leadership and
satisfaction on employee performance which yielded a significant model, F(2, 159) =
234.6, p <.001, and explained 74.8 % of the variance in performance (R = .87, R* = .75.
Both leadership and satisfaction were significant predictors, with satisfaction having a
slightly greater impact. The regression equation is:

Performance MEAN = 0.106 + 0.404 x Leadership MEAN + 0.558 x
Satisfaction MEAN

Both predictors had positive coefficients, indicating that as leadership and satisfaction
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scores increase, so does employee performance. Satisfaction had a marginally larger
effect, as reflected by its higher regression coefficient.

8. LIMITATIONS

This study has a number of limitations even though it examines the connections
between employee satisfaction, performance, and leadership strategies in Greek
businesses in great detail.

1. The data are cross-sectional, which means that all of the information was gathered at
one particular moment. The observed links should be taken as correlations rather than
proof of direct cause and effect because it is impossible to prove causation between the
variables.

2. The evaluation of leadership, performance and satisfaction may be vulnerable to
subjectivity, social desirability bias, and common method bias due to the use of
employee self-reported data.

3. The sample is geographically limited, as all the number of responses is coming from
the Volos region of Greece. This could restrict the findings' applicability to other cultural
contexts or the larger population of Greek businesses.

4. Although the questionnaire showed excellent validity and reliability for the categories
it examined, it omitted other potentially significant variables that might have a big impact
on employee outcomes, like organizational commitment or employee loyalty.

5. The study's primary focus on small and medium-sized businesses (SMEs) may not
adequately represent the dynamics found in bigger, international companies doing
business in Greece.

9. SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

To provide a more thorough understanding of how leadership affects organizational
results, future research on this subject should address the constraints mentioned above.
In order to examine how employee attitudes and leadership practices change over time
and to determine the directionality of effects, a systematic method would be ideal.

The generalizability of the results would be enhanced by broadening the sample's
geographic spread to include various Greek areas or even comparative samples from
other nations. Furthermore, to reduce self-reporting biases, future research could
incorporate objective performance indicators or supervisor assessments to diversify
data sources.

Extending the questionnaire itself is a crucial step in furthering the study. Adding
employee loyalty as a new variable is one suggestion. Scales that measure passion for
the company, intention to stay, and willingness to go above and beyond the call of duty
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can be used to operationalize loyalty. Loyalty can be incorporated into linear regression
models and correlational analysis if it is quantified accurately. By doing this, it will be
feasible to ascertain if loyalty is an independent predictor of organizational results or if it
mediates or modifies the relationship between leadership behaviours, satisfaction, and
performance.

This extra component may offer more insight into the ways in which leadership affects
workforce stability and long-term organizational success if statistical study validates its
applicability. By including loyalty into the analytical framework, the research model's
explanatory power will be improved, and more focused leadership interventions for
Greek businesses will be informed.

10. DISCUSSION & CONCLUSIONS

This section explains the study's contributions and implications, places the empirical
findings within the body of existing literature, and discusses them in light of the
theoretical framework and research objectives. It also discusses how well the study's
objectives were achieved and provides helpful advice for managers in Greek corporate
settings.

10.1 Research Aims and Objectives

This study's guiding research question is:

“How does leadership affect the performance and satisfaction of employees in
Greek businesses?”

A number of objectives were used in the study to answer this question:

1.To investigate how workers in Greek companies see different characteristics of
leadership.

Employee perceptions showed clear patterns in the responses. The qualities of
transformational, servant, and emotional leadership were most favourably regarded.
Laissez-faire and autocratic aspects received low ratings. Additionally, those that
demonstrated participatory decision-making and digital leadership had positive mean
scores. This demonstrates that workers are aware of and distinguish between different
leadership behaviours, confirming the questionnaire's multifaceted leadership section.

2. To assess how employee satisfaction and perceived leadership style relate to one
another.

Transformational, servant, and emotional leadership had a substantial and positive link
(p <.001) with satisfaction, according to Pearson's correlations and regression analyses.
There was a moderately positive link with transactional leadership. Additionally, there
was a favourable correlation for digital leadership especially when aligned with
communication and flexibility.
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3. To assess how employee performance and perceived leadership style relate to one
another.

Leadership (direct effect) and satisfaction (indirect/mediated effect) both strongly and
favourably influenced employee performance. A mediating mechanism via which
leadership influences production is shown by the fact that satisfaction itself was a
substantial predictor of performance (r = 0.558, p <.001).

4. To determine which leadership behaviours are linked to improved performance and
satisfaction levels.

Descriptive statistics and regression weights indicated that the most pertinent
leadership behaviours were emotional engagement, empowerment, feedback, flexibility,
and clarity of expectations. These actions align with the theories of emotional, servant,
and transformational leadership, and can also be understood within the HPWS
framework. The results show that certain leadership behaviours serve as essential
elements of a larger high-performance system in the Greek business environment,
where these behaviours interact with OCB, POS, and PSS to improve performance and
satisfaction. By pinpointing the exact leadership behaviours that have the most impact
on these results, this adds evidence to the theory's "black-box" mechanisms, extending
the HPWS literature.

5. To determine how much these correlations are influenced by organizational or
demographic factors (such as firm size, tenure, and position).

The effects of tenure, business size, and job position were examined using one-way
ANOVA analysis. Although there were descriptive differences (such as greater
happiness among employees with longer tenure), post hoc tests did not consistently
provide statistically significant subgroup differences, indicating that the links between
leadership and outcomes are constant across categories.

6. To investigate whether international leadership models may be applied to the Greek
corporate environment.

The results validate the suitability of globally recognized leadership frameworks
(servant, transformational, emotional, and digital) for Greek companies. The data
demonstrates that these models continue to have explanatory power in the local
context. However, its expression is moderated by particular cultural factors, such as
SMEs' limited formal leadership development, reliance on trust, or informal leadership
expectations. This indicates a degree of convergence with international theory that has
been modified by the institutional and cultural context of Greece.

10.2 Theoretical Implications

The results support the effectiveness of servant, transformational, and emotional
leadership models in evaluating worker performance and satisfaction. By verifying these
links in the Greek business context, which has previously been underrepresented in the
literature, this validates earlier work and builds upon them.
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Furthermore, in line with current motivational frameworks, the data confirm the
mediating function of satisfaction in the relationship between leadership and
performance. Given the technological and psychosocial challenges of post-COVID
organizational life, the study's incorporation of digital leadership and emotional
leadership gives current relevance.

The absence of significant demographic moderating effects further implies that the
fundamental processes of successful leadership are universal across firm sizes, tenure
lengths, and hierarchical levels. By questioning the notion that leadership influence
must always be conditioned by organizational factors, this contributes to the body of
literature.

10.3 Contribution to the Literature
This study adds to the body of literature in four distinct ways:

1. It helps close the gap between general leadership theory and regional organizational
environments by offering actual data from a Greek sample.

2. It demonstrates the increasing importance of classical leadership approaches by
incorporating digital and emotional leadership characteristics.

3. Through the use of statistical models and established measures, it experimentally
validates the mediation function of satisfaction between leadership and performance.

4. It provides a unified framework for measurement that can be used in subsequent
research or modified for use in different geographical areas.

10.4 Practical Implications
The findings have significant ramifications for practitioners:

For managers and executives: Empathy, empowerment, flexibility, and clarity are
essential components of effective leadership in Greek companies. Putting resources
into leadership training that promotes servant values, emotional intelligence, and
participatory communication can increase production and satisfaction.

HR professionals: They should focus on leadership qualities that can be shown to
improve employee outcomes in recruitment, training, and assessment processes. This
is especially important for SMEs, where a leader's style frequently makes up for
institutional limitations.

For policymakers: As part of organizational modernization frameworks, leadership
competencies should be incorporated into policies pertaining to digital transformation,
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workplace standards, and management education.

For business owners and entrepreneurs: Leadership is not only operational but also
strategic. Particularly in situations where resources are limited, founders and team leads
must exhibit leadership behaviours that foster psychological safety, mutual trust, and
motivation.

10.5 Final Remarks

According to the findings of this study, leadership behaviours; especially those based on
service, transformation, and emotional engagement; have a major and steady impact on
how workers in Greek companies view and carry out their jobs. Leadership is still a
potent and adjustable lever in spite of structural constraints in the Greek economy and
management culture. Greek businesses can improve organizational outcomes without
undergoing structural changes by putting an emphasis on relational intelligence,
adaptability, and recognition-based management.

In order to map long-term effects, future research should duplicate this design across
industries, broaden its geographic coverage, and incorporate loyalty or commitment
characteristics. The results provide a solid foundation for applied management practice
as well as academic growth.
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APPENDIX

Questionnaire

Demographics and general information:

1. Mboo kaipd epydleoTe OTOV TWPIVO CAG OPYAVICUO/ETTIXEIPNON;
i.  Aiyotepo ato 1 xpovo
i. 1=3 xpovia
iii. 4-6 xpovia
iv. 7-10 xpévia
v. [avw atmd 10 xpodvia
2. Tléooug epyalduevoug atmaoXoAEi n TTIxeEipnon oag;
i. 1-9
ii. 1049
ii. 50-249
iv. 250 1 TTeEPIOOOTEPOUG
3. TMoia gival n Tpéxouca Béon oag oTnv €TTIXEipnoN;

i. Epyalouevog (Eiocaywyikd ETiredo): NedTEPOG | AIyOTEPO EUTTEIPOG
UTTAAANAOG, ouVvABWG £wg Aiya xpdvia TTpoUTTNPECiag.

i. Epyalduevog (Evdidueco Emiredo): ‘Eptreipog UTTAAANAOG TTOU €XEI
OUCIAOTIKA EUTTEIPIA ) EUBUVEG, AANG Oev KATEXEI ETTOTTTIKO 1) BIEUBUVTIKO
poAo.

iii.  Emommg/ YteuBuvog Ouddag
4. & 1rolov KAGOOo dpaoTnPIOTTOIEITAI KUPIWG N ETTIXEIPNOT 0OG;
i. Tewpyia/ Krnvotpogia
i. Bilounxavia / Napaywyn
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iii.  NautiAia
iv.  Toupiopog / dihogevia
v. Niaviké / HAekTpoviké Eutropio
vi.  XpnuUatooIKOVOUIKEG YTTNPEDIES
vii.  Yyeia / PapuakeuTIKOG KAGdOG
viii.  Texvoloyia / TnAETTIKOIVWVIEG
ix. Exmaideuon / ‘Epeuva
X.  Mn Kepdookotrikiy Opydvwon (MKO)
xi.  Anuoéoiog Topéag / KuBEpvnon

Xil. AMNXo (MapakaAw TTPOCBIOPIOTE)

Leadership Conduct:

Xpnotyotrolwvtag TNV KAigaka 1-5 Tapakdtw, dONAWOTE TTOCO CUPPWVEITE 1] DIOPWVEITE
ME KaBepia atrd TIG TTAOPAKATW dNAWOEIG.

KAipoaka:

1 - Alcpwvw atmréAuta

2 - Alopwvw

3 - OUTE CUNPWVW OUTE JIAPWVW
4 -Zuppwvw

5 - Zupowvw amroAuTta

«O auecog TTPOIOTAPEVOG HOU/BIEUBUVTAG POU ETTIKOIVWVEI {EKABapa 1o dpaua
Kl TOUG OTOXOUG TNG OPAdAG PaG.»

«H nyeoia kaBopilel cageic TTpocdokieg £TTidooNG yia KABE PpONO.»

«O1 avrapoIBEG Kal n avayvwpion TG atrdédoong ouvdEovTal AUETA YE TNV
ETTITEUEN OCUYKEKPIUEVWYV, TTIPOKABOPIOUEVWY OTOXWV.»

«O1 nyéTeg oTNV €TTIXEIPNON MOU EVBAPPUVOUV TN CUPUETOXN TWV EPYACOUEVWV
oTn Aqyn aTToPACEWV.»

«H nyeoia mpooappdleTal eUKoAa 0€ aAAaYEG KAl VEEG TTPOKARCEIC. »
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10. «ZU0yxpova yneiaka epyaAcia kal TEXVOAOYIEG XPNOIUOTTOIOUVTAI ATTOTEAEOUATIKA
yia TN BEATIWON TwV EPyacIoKwY dIOIKACIWY POG.»

11. «O1 ny€éTeg TNG eTaIpEiag TTPOWOOUV KAIVOTOUES AUCEIG KAl VEEG IOEEC ATTO TOUG
EPYalOEVOUG.»

12. «O 1rpoioTapEVOG Pou/dIEUBUVTAG Jou e evBappuvel va avaAauBavw
TIPWTOROUAIEG Kal va gipal dnuIoupyikOg/f) aTov pOAO Hou.»

13. «YTrdpxel agoiBaia euTTIoTOOUVN QVAPESO OTOUG £pYyadOuEVOUG Kal TR SIoiknon.»

Leaderships’ influence on employee satisfaction:

14. «H di0iknon TNG €TIXEIPNONG UTTOOTNPICEI YIA UYIF) I00PPOTTIA HETAGU
ETTAYYEAUATIKAG KOI TTIPOCWTTIKNG (WNG.»

15. «Eipai iIkavotroinuévog/n atrd 1o epyaciakd TTEPIBAAAOV TNG ETTIXEIPNONAG JOU.»

16. «Eipai iIkavotroinuévog/n atro 1o €TTITTEdO UTTOOTRPIENG Kal KaBodrlynong TTou
AapBavw atrd TNV nyeoia TNG ETTIXEIPNONG.»

17. «NiwBw 611 o1 aTTOWEIG Pou exTIHwvVTal atrd Tn dIoiknon.»

18. « \aupBavw avayvwpion kai empBpdpeuan yia Tr SOUAEIG HOU O€ IKAVOTTOINTIKA
eTTiTTeEdA.»

Leaderships’ influence on productivity and growth

19. «MioTetw 611 01 aTTOPACEIC TNG NYETiAg eTTNPEAlouV BeTIKA TO NBIKO Twv
EPYACOMEVWIV.»

20. «\apBdavw etToikodounTikr avaTpo@odotnon (feedback) trou pe Bonbd va
BeATILWVW TNV atrdédoor Hou.»

21.«O Guecog TTPOICTAPEVOGS UOU EVBaPPUVEI TN oUVEPYATia Kal TRV OpadIKOTNTA.»

22. «Exw etmITA£0V KivnTpo va atmodidw KaAUuTepa Xdpn oTnv Kabodriynaon Kai 1o
TTapPAdEIyUa TNG NYECIAG. »

23. «H avwrtepn d1oiknon KAANIEPYET EVEPYA MIA KOUATOUPA OUVEXOUG JABNOoNG Kal
ETTAYYEAPATIKAG AVATITUENG. »

24. «N1wBw OTI €XW TN dUVATOTNTA VA AvAAAUPBAVW VEES EUBUVEG 1] va eEEAICW TNV
KapIEPA PJOU OTnV ETTIXEIPNON.»
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Cronbach’s Reliability Analysis

*Cronbach's alpha reliability analysis showed that the questionnaire has strong internal consistency (a
=0.961). Every component improved the overall reliability; excluding any one item would not reduce
the reliability. This offers compelling proof that the scale assesses a single, cohesive construct and that
the survey's findings are reliable.

Scale Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's a

scale 0.961

Item Reliability Statistics

If item
dropped

Cronbach's a

«NapBavw enokodopuntikn avatpododotnon(feedback) mouv pe Bonda va 0.959
BeAtlwvw TNV 6001 Lou.»

«0 AECOC TPOIOTAUEVOG 1OV EVOAPPUVEL TN CUVEPYOOLO KOL TNV OLLOSLKOTNTAL. » 0.960

«Exw emumA£ov Kivntpo va anodidw kaAutepa xapn otnv KaBodriynon Kat 1o 0.958
TapAdeLyHa tnG nyeoiog. »

«H avwtepn doiknon KaAAlepyel evepyd Ha KOUATOUPA GUVEXOUG HAOnong Kot 0.959
EMAYYEAHATIKAG AVATTTUENG. »

«NwOw OtL £Xw TN SuvatotnTa va avalappavw véeg euBUvVEG i va e€eAiw tnv 0.958
KOPLEPX IOV OTNV EMLXELPNON.»

«0 AUECOC TPOIGTAUEVOG HoU/ELEVBUVTIG LoV EMLKOWVWVEL §EkABapa To dpapa 0.960
KOLL TOUG OTOXOUG TNG OUAS OGS LLOLG. »

«H nyeoia kaBopilel cadeic npoodokieg eniboong yia kKaOs poAo.» 0.961
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Item Reliability Statistics

If item
dropped

Cronbach's a

«OL aVTAHOLBEG KL N oLVOLyVWPLON TNG at0600nG GUVSEoVTaL AUECT E TV
EMITEVEN CUYKEKPLLEVWV, TTPOKABOPLOUEVWV GTOXWV. »

«OL nY£TeC oTNV EMIXEiPNOT pOU EVOppUVOUV TH CUHHUETOXA TWV EPYAIOHEVWV
otn AqPn anodpdcswv.»

«H nyeoia npooappoletatl eUKoAa o aAAAYEG KO VEEG TPOKANCGELG. »

«Zouyxpova PndLaka epyaleia Kol TEXVOAOYIEG XprnoLoTIOLoUVTOL
OMOTEAEGHATIKA YLa TN BEATIWON TWV EPYOCLOKWV SLASLKAOLWV JLOLG. »

«OL NYETEC TNG sTaLPpEiag TPowBOoUV KAVOTOUEG AUCELG KAl VEEG LOEEG ATLO TOUG
£pyalopHEVOUG. »

«O npoiloTAPeVOC ou/SLevBuvTAg Lou pe evOappUVEL va avalapBavw
TPWTOROUALEG KaL va gijptoi Snoupykdg/f otov poAo Hou.»

«YIapyxeL apofaia eUniotooclvn avApeESa OToUG EpYa{OLEVOUG Kal TN Sloiknon.»

«H 8woiknon tng emyeipnong untootnpilel pa vyl woopporia Petall
EMOYYEALLATIKAG KOLL TIPOOWTTLKAG LW G.»

«Eipon tkavormotnpuévog/n amod to epyaoctoko eptBAAAov Thg ENMLXEPNONG LOU.»

«Eipon ikavorotnpuévog/n amnd to eninedo unoothpLing ko kabodhynong nou
Aappavw anod tnv nyecia tng eniyeipnong.»

«NwWwOwW OTL OL ANMOYPELG HOU EKTLHWVTAL OO TH Sloiknon.»

«NapBavw avayvwplon Kot emBpdaBeuvon yio T SOUAELAL LOU OE LKOLVOTIOLNTLKA
enineda.»

«Motebw OtTL oL anodAceLg TG nyeoiag emnpedlouv OETKA To NOKO Twv
£pYA{OHEVWV. »

0.961

0.960

0.960

0.960

0.959

0.959

0.959

0.960

0.958

0.958

0.958

0.959

0.960
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis

*The questionnaire's proposed three-factor model was validated using confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA), since each item showed robust and statistically significant loadings (all p <.001) on the
corresponding latent domains of performance, satisfaction, and leadership. Strong correlations between
leadership behaviours, employee satisfaction, and performance were indicated by the large and
significant factor covariances. The construct validity of the instrument was supported by the acceptable
to good model fit (CFl = 0.925, TLI = 0.914, SRMR = 0.0414, RMSEA = 0.0827). In line with theoretical
expectations, these findings verify that the questionnaire accurately assesses three separate but
connected aspects of work experiences.

Factor Loadings

Factor Indicator Estimate SE Z p

Leadership «0O GECOC MPOICTANEVOG 0.812 0.0789 10.30 <.001
Hou/8LeuBUVTAG LoV EMLKOVWVEL
EekAdBapa To GPOLLOL KO TOUG GTOXOUG
NG OAdaGg Hag. »

«H nyeoia kabopilel cadeig 0.738 0.0897 8.23 <.001
npoodokieg enidoong yLa KOs poAo.»

«OL avtapolBEg ko n avayvwplon tng  0.841 0.0956 8.80 <.001
anodoong cuvdéovtal AUECA LE TV

EMITEVEN CUYKEKPLUEVWY,

TPOKAOOPLOUEVWY GTOXWV.»

«OL ny£Teg oTNV EMXEiIPNOT OV 0.923 0.0866 10.67 <.001
evBappUVOUV TN CUMHETOXN TWV

epyalopévwy otn AnPn anopacswv.»

«H nyeoia npoocapuoletal eUKOAa o€ 0.876 0.0848 10.33 <.001
oAAQy£G KoL VEEG TUPOKAOELG. »
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Factor Loadings

Factor

Indicator

Estimate

SE

Satisfaction

«Zuyxpova PnoLakda epyaleia Kot
teEXVoAoyieg xpnotponolovvrol
OIOTEAECHATIKA yLa TN BeATiwoN TwV
EPYOOLAKWV SLASLKOOLWV LLOG. »

«OL ny£teg TG sTapeiag tpowbolv
KOULVOTOLEG AUCELG KOl VEEG LOEEC ATO
TOUG EPYA{OEVOUG. »

«O npoioTaUeVOg pou/SLeuBuvtng pou
He evBappUVEL va avalapBavw
NPWTOPOUALEG KoL va eipat
Snuoupykdcg/n atov poAo pou.»

«YTapxeL apoBaia gprictoolivy
OVALLECO OTOUG EPYATOLEVOUG KOlL TN
Soiknon.»

«H &woiknon tn¢g emeipnong
unootnpilel Lia vyl Loopporia
METAEL EMAYYEAMATIKAG KOl
MPOCWTLKAG {WNAG.»

«Eipon ikavomotnpévog/n anod 1o
€pyaoLako neptBaiiov tng
enyeipnong pov.»

«Eipon ikavomotnpévog/n anod 1o
eninedo vnootrpL{ng Ko
ka®odnynong mou Aappdavw ano tnv
nyeoia tng emeipnong.»

«NwOw otL oL andPeLg pou
EKTLLWVTOL Ao TN Sloiknon.»

0.864

0.955

1.003

0.979

0.961

1.048

1.094

1.048

0.0881

0.0809

0.0841

0.0837

0.0905

0.0796

0.0803

0.0786

9.81

11.80

11.92

11.69

10.62

13.16

13.62

13.34

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001
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Factor Loadings

Factor

Indicator

Estimate

SE

Performance

«NopBavw avayvwplon Ko
sruPBpdfeuon yLa tn SOUAELA HoU o€
LKOLVOTIOLNTLKA EMIMES AL »

«Motevw OtL oL anodpAcELS TG
nyeoiag enmnpedlouv OTIKA TO ROWKO
TWV EPYO{OUEVWV. »

«AapuBAvw EMOKOSOUNTLKA
avatpodpodotnon(feedback) mou pe
BonBa va BeAtiwvw TV anodoor)
pou.»

«0O GUECOG MPOICTANEVOG HOU
evOappUVEL TN ouvepyaoia KoL Thv
opadikotnTaL. »

«EXw emutA£ov Kivntpo va anodidw
KaAUTEPA XApn otnv Kabodynon Ko
TO MAPASELYHA TNG NYESLAG. »

«H avwrtepn doiknon kaAAiepyei
EVEPYA LA KOUATOUP O GUVEXOUG
HABNONG Ko EMOYYEALLOTIKIG
oVAnTUENG. »

«NwOw ot £Xw TN duvartotnta va
avoAopBavw vésg euBiVEG ) va
€€eAifw TNV KapLEPA OV OTNV
enuyeipnon.»

1.020

0.907

0.978

0.866

1.102

1.071

1.109

0.0808

0.0875

0.0725

0.0823

0.0826

0.0819

0.0859

12.62

10.36

13.50

10.53

13.34

13.07

12.91

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

Factor Estimates
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Factor Covariances

Estimate SE Z p
Leadership Leadership 1.000?
Satisfaction 0.918 0.0209 44.0 <.001
Performance 0.889 0.0250 35.6 <.001
Satisfaction Satisfaction 1.000°
Performance 0.917 0.0205 44.7 <.001
Performance Performance 1.000?
2 fixed parameter
Model Fit
Test for Exact Fit
X’ df p
352 167 <.001
Fit Measures
RMSEA 90% CI
CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA Lower Upper
0.925 0.914 0.0414 0.0827 0.0706 0.0948
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Correlation Matrix

*Leadership, satisfaction, and performance were found to have very strong and statistically significant
positive connections (all r > 0.80, p <.001), according to the correlation analysis. The idea that these
categories are closely related in the organizational environment is supported by these data, which show
a substantial correlation between better assessments of leadership quality and improved employee

satisfaction and performance.

Correlation Matrix

Leadership MEAN Satisfaction MEAN

Performance MEAN

Leadership MEAN Pearson's r
df

p-value

Satisfaction MEAN Pearson's r

df

p-value

Performance MEAN Pearson'sr

df

p-value

0.832

160

<.001

0.809

160

<.001

0.842

160

<.001
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Linear Regression

* Employee performance can be predicted by both leadership and satisfaction, which together account
for 74.8% of the variance in employee performance (R2 = 0.748). Performance is positively correlated

with both leadership and satisfaction scores, with satisfaction having a somewhat larger impact.

Using average leadership and satisfaction scores, a linear regression equation was created for estimating
employee performance. Performance MEAN = 0.106 + 0.404 x Leadership MEAN + 0.558 x Satisfaction
MEAN is the final model. By entering particular leadership and satisfaction values, this equation enables
performance estimation and shows that both factors have a positive and significant impact on staff
performance. In this model, employee satisfaction has a marginally stronger effect on performance than

leadership, as seen by the comparatively higher coefficient for satisfaction.

Linear Regression

Model Fit Measures

Model R R?

1 0.865 0.748

Note. Models estimated using sample size of N=162

Model Coefficients - Performance MEAN

Predictor Estimate SE t p

Intercept 0.106 0.1613 0.659 0.511
Leadership MEAN  0.404 0.0824 4.899 <.001
Satisfaction MEAN  0.558 0.0729 7.653 <.001
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Q-Q Plot

Standardized Residuals

-3 2 1 0 1 2 3
Theoretical Quantiles

One-Way ANOVA

Mooo kalpod epyAlecTe OTOV TWPLVO OOC OPYOVIOUO/emixeipnon;

*Despite meaningful statistical result for Performance Mean, there were no significant differences
pairwise

One-Way ANOVA

One-Way ANOVA (Welch's)

F dfl df2 P

Performance MEAN 2.71 4 64.2 0.038

Satisfaction MEAN 2.48 4 63.8 0.053
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One-Way ANOVA (Welch's)

F dfl  df2

p

Leadership MEAN

1.58 4 64.1

0.191

Group Descriptives

Nooo Kalpd £pyAleoTE GTOV TWPLVO OOG

R , N Mean SD SE

opyaviIopo/smxeipnon;
Performance 1-3 xpovia 52 3.19 1.002 0.139
MEAN

4-6 xpovia 28 3.34 1.125 0.213

7-10 xpovia 17 3.54 0.932 0.226

Mwyotepo ano 1 xpovo 35 3.15 1.337 0.226

Mavw anoé 10 xpovia 30 3.78 0.773 0.141
Satisfaction 1-3 xpovia 52 3.13 1.046 0.145
MEAN

4-6 xpovia 28 3.42 1.122 0.212

7-10 xpovia 17 3.43 1.056 0.256

Ayotepo anod 1 xpovo 35 3.28 1.146 0.194

Navw amnoé 10 xpovia 30 3.78 0.834 0.152
Leadership 1-3 xpovia 52 3.28 0.975 0.135
MEAN

4-6 xpovia 28 3.48 1.017 0.192

7-10 xpovia 17 3.63 0.911 0.221

Mwyotepo ano 1 xpovo 35 3.18 1.006 0.170
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Group Descriptives

Nooo Kalpd epyAleoTe GTOV TWPLVO OOG

opyaviopo/entxeipnon;

Mean SD

SE

Navw amnoé 10 xpovia

3.61 0.657 0.120

Post Hoc Tests

Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN

1-3 4-6 7-10 Awyotepo and  Mavw anod
Xpovia Xpovia Xpovia 1 xpovo 10 xpovia
1-3 xpovia Mean — -0.147 -0.353 0.0399 -0.592
difference
p-value — 0.976 0.758 1.000 0.113
4-6 xpovia Mean — -0.205 0.1871 -0.444
difference
p-value — 0.970 0.957 0.506
7-10 xpovia Mean — 0.3926 -0.239
difference
p-value — 0.722 0.947
Awyotepo ané  Mean — -0.631
1 xpovo difference
p-value — 0.124
Navw andé 10 Mean —
Xpovia difference
p-value -
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN

1-3 4-6 7-10 Awyotepo ané  Navw anod
Xpovia Xpovia Xpovia 1 xpovo 10 xpovia
1-3 xpovia Mean — -0.288 -0.3032 -0.153 -0.655
difference
p-value — 0.766 0.838 0.963 0.055
4-6 xpovia Mean — -0.0147 0.136 -0.367
difference
p-value — 1.000 0.986 0.672
7-10 xpovia Mean — 0.150 -0.352
difference
p-value — 0.989 0.803
Awyotepo ané  Mean — -0.502
1 xpovo difference
p-value — 0.307
Navw ané 10 Mean —
Xpovia difference
p-value —
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN
1-3 4-6 7-10 MAyotepo and Mavw and 10
Xpovia Xpovia Xpovia 1 xpovo Xpovia
1-3 xpovia Mean — -0.196 -0.343 0.106 -0.3269
difference
p-value — 0.898 0.681 0.985 0.546
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN

1-3 4-6 7-10 Awyotepo ané  Mavw and 10
Xpovia Xpovia Xpovia 1 xpovo Xpovia
4-6 xpovia Mean — -0.147 0.302 -0.1310
difference
p-value — 0.986 0.705 0.984
7-10 xpovia Mean — 0.450 0.0163
difference
p-value — 0.480 1.000
Awyotepo and Mean — -0.4333
1 xpovo difference
p-value — 0.340
Navw ané 10 Mean —
Xpovia difference
p-value —

One-Way ANOVA

Moooug epyalOUEVOUG amOoXOAEL N eMxelpnon oag;

One-Way ANOVA (Welch's)

F dfl  df2 p
Performance MEAN 1.18 3 76.7 0.322
Satisfaction MEAN 1.94 3 76.3 0.131
Leadership MEAN 2.23 3 76.0 0.091
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Group Descriptives

Noooug epyaldpevouc anaocXoAei n

. , N Mean SD SE
enxeipnon oag;
Performance 10-49 46 3.32 1.199 0.177
MEAN
1-9 59 3.54 1.081 0.141
250 ) TEPLEGGOTEPOUG 29 3.30 0.726 0.135
50-249 28 3.07 1.136 0.215
Satisfaction 10-49 46 3.38 1.163 0.171
MEAN
1-9 59 3.58 1.061 0.138
250 ] TEPLOGOTEPOUG 29 3.21 0.792 0.147
50-249 28 3.04 1.072 0.203
Leadership 10-49 46 3.47 1.054 0.155
MEAN
1-9 59 3.56 0.911 0.119
250 1) TEPLEGGOTEPOUG 29 3.23 0.702 0.130
50-249 28 3.08 0.945 0.179
Post Hoc Tests
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN
1049 1-9 250 n neplocotepoug  50-249
10-49 Mean difference — -0.214 0.0252 0.250
p-value — 0.742 1.000 0.765
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN

1049 1-9 250 ) neplocotepoug  50-249
1-9 Mean difference — 0.2390 0.464
p-value — 0.760 0.239
250 ) neplocotepoug  Mean difference — 0.225
p-value — 0.858
50-249 Mean difference —
p-value —
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN
1049 1-9 250 ) neplocotepoug  50-249
10-49 Mean difference — -0.192 0.171 0.342
p-value — 0.789 0.902 0.527
1-9 Mean difference — 0.364 0.535
p-value — 0.425 0.124
250 ) neplocotepoug Mean difference — 0.171
p-value — 0.928

50-249

Mean difference

p-value
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN

1049 1-9 250 n neplocdtepoug  50-249
10-49 Mean difference — -0.0840 0.247 0.394
p-value — 0.968 0.675 0.291
1-9 Mean difference — 0.331 0.478
p-value — 0.396 0.116
250 ) neplocotepoug  Mean difference — 0.147
p-value — 0.933
50-249 Mean difference —
p-value —

One-Way ANOVA

Mota elval n Tpéxovoa B€on oag otnV EMLXelpnon;

* While performance and job satisfaction did not significantly differ between positions, supervisors and
team leaders have much higher perceptions of leadership quality than entry-level workers.

One-Way ANOVA (Welch's)

F dfl df2 P
Performance MEAN 1.94 2 75.0 0.151
Satisfaction MEAN 221 2 74.5 0.117
Leadership MEAN 4.10 2 81.2 0.020
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Group Descriptives

MNowa gival n tpéxouca B£on oag otnv

, N Mean SD SE
enuyeipnon;
Performance Enomnng / YnevBuvog Opasdag 37 3.63 1.026 0.169
MEAN
Epyalopevog (Eloaywyiko Eninedo): 35 3.18 1.021 0.173
Nedtepog 1) Alyotepo Eumnelpog UNAAARAOG,
ouvnBwg £wg Aiya xpovia npolnnpeciag.
Epyalopevog (EvéLapeoco Eninedo): 90 3.30 1.106 0.117
Epnelpog UNAAANAOG TTOU £XEL OUCLOOTLKI
eunelpia ) eVOUVECG, aAAA SEV KATEXEL
ENMOMTLKO 1 StEVOLVTIKO poAo.
Satisfaction Enomnng / YnevBuvog Opasdag 37 3.69 1.108 0.182
MEAN
Epyalopevog (Eloaywyiko Eninedo): 35 3.24 0.928 0.157
Nedtepog ) Alyotepo Eumelpog UNAAARAOG,
ouvnBw¢ £wg Aiya xpovia npolnnpeciag.
Epyalopevog (Evélapeco Eninedo): 90 3.28 1.072 0.113
Epnelpog UNAAANAOG TTOU £XEL OUCLOOTIKN
sunelpia ) evOUVECG, aAAd SV KOTEXEL
EMOMTLKO N S1EVOUVVTIKO pOAo.
Leadership Entomng / YrevOuvog Opadog 37 3.72 0.849 0.140
MEAN
Epyalopevog (Etcaywyiko Entinedo): 35 3.21 0.732 0.124
Nedtepog 1) Alyotepo Eumnelpog UNAAARAOG,
ouviBwg £wg Aiya xpovia npolnnpeciag.
Epyalopevog (EvéiLapeco Eninedo): 90 3.33 1.015 0.107

Eunelpog UAAANAOG TToU £XEL OUCLOOTIKA
eunelpia ) eVOUVECG, aAAA SV KATEXEL
EMOMTLKO 1} S1EVOLVTIKO poAo.

Post Hoc Tests
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN

Epyalopevog
(Ercaywyiko
Eninedo): Nedtepog

Epyaloevog
(EvéiLapeoo
Entinedo): Eunelpog

sunelpia ) evOULVEC,
aAAQ SV KOTEXEL
ETOMTIKO N
S1euBuvTiko polo.

Enémng / o , UntdAANAOG Ttou €xEL
R N AlyOtepPO EUMELPOG ,
YneuBuvog , OUOLOOTLKN
R untdAAnAog, ., ,
ouasdag SLVRABLC £0oc Nivo gunepia f evOUVEC,
, NPWG Ewe Aly aAAQ SV KOTEXEL
Xpovia L
npolnnpeoiag it
P ’ S1euBuVTIKO poho.
Enontng / YnevBuvog  Mean — 0.450 0.330
Ouadag difference
p-value — 0.179 0.257
Epyalopevog Mean — -0.119
(Evoaywyiko Eninedo):  difference
Nedtepog 1} Atydtepo
£unelpog UNAAAnAog, p-value — 0.842
ouvnOw¢ Ewg Aiya
Xpovia
npoinnpeoiag.
Epyalopevog Mean —
(Evéiapeoo Eninedo):  difference
‘Eunelpog untdAAnAog
TIOU £XEL OUGLOOTIKN p-value —
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN

Epyalopevog
(Ercaywyiko
Eninedo): Nedtepog

Epyaloevog
(EvéiLapeoo
Entinedo): Eunelpog

sunelpia ) evOULVEC,
aAAQ SV KOTEXEL
ETOMTIKO N
S1euBuvTiko polo.

Enémng / o , UntdAANAOG Ttou €xEL
R N AlyOtepPO EUMELPOG ,
YneuBuvog , OUOLOOTLKN
R unaAAnAog, . ,
ouasdag SLVRABLC £0oc Nivo gunepia f evOUVEC,
, NPWG Ewe Aly aAAQ SV KOTEXEL
Xpovia L,
npoinnpeoiag enortko n
P ’ S1euBuVTIKO poho.
Enontng / YnevBuvog  Mean — 0.451 0.4178
Ouadag difference
p-value — 0.167 0.107
Epyaloevog Mean — -0.0331
(Evoaywyiko Eninedo):  difference
Nedtepog 1} Atydtepo
£unelpog UNAAAnAog, p-value — 0.986
ouvnOw¢ Ewg Aiya
Xpovia
npoinnpeoiag.
Epyaloevog Mean —
(Evéiapeoo Eninedo):  difference
‘Eunelpog untdAAnAog
TIOU £XEL OUGLOOTIKN p-value —
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN

, Epyalopevog
Epyalopevo
pvatopev 'q (EvéiLapeoo
(Elcaywywko , "
, , Eninedo): Epnelpog
, Eninedo): Nedtepog i ,
Enémng / o , UntdAANAOG Ttou €xEL
R N AlyOtepPO EUMELPOG ,
YnevOuvog , OUOCLOOTLKA
R unaAAnAog, . .
ouasdag SLVRABLC £0oc Nivo gunepia f evOUVEC,
, NPWG Ewe Aly aAAQ SV KOTEXEL
Xpovia .
—— ETOTTIKO N
P ’ S1euBuVTIKO poho.
Enontng / YneOuvog Mean — 0.517 0.397
Ouadag difference
p-value — 0.049 0.075
Epyaloevog Mean — -0.121
(Evoaywyiko Eninedo):  difference
Nedtepog 1} Atydtepo
£unelpog UNdAAnAog, p-value — 0.789
ouvnOw¢ Ewg Aiya
Xpovia
npolnnpeoiag.
Epyaloevog Mean —
(Evéiapeoo Eninedo):  difference
‘Eunelpog untdAAnAog
TIOU £XEL OUGLOOTIKN p-value —

sunelpia ) evOULVEC,
aAAQ SV KOTEXEL
ETOMTIKO N
S1euBuvTiko polo.

One-Way ANOVA

«H nyeoia kaBopilel oadeic mpoodokiec emidoonc yLa kABe poAo.»

*The findings of the one-way ANOVA demonstrate that, in addition to being statistically significant,
employees' opinions of leadership's capacity to establish clear performance standards are also
practically significant predictors of employee satisfaction, performance, and overall leadership ratings.
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A strong and constant link is suggested by the observed positive trend, where all mean scores rise as
agreement with the statement increases.

One-Way ANOVA (Welch's)

F dfl  df2 p
Performance MEAN 14.8 4 55.6 <.001
Satisfaction MEAN 11.4 4 55.4 <.001
Leadership MEAN 27.5 4 55.1 <.001

Group Descriptives

«H nyeoia kaBopilel cadeic mpoodokieg

. , , Mean SD SE
enidoong yLa kAOe poAo.»
Performance 1 16 2.42 1.267 0.3167
MEAN
2 19 2.67 0.919 0.2109
3 55 3.15 0.930 0.1254
4 36 3.59 0.832 0.1387
5 36 4.20 0.817 0.1362
Satisfaction 1 16 2.58 1.304 0.3260
MEAN
2 19 2.61 0.905 0.2076
3 55 3.19 0.905 0.1220
4 36 3.66 0.781 0.1301
5 36 4.09 0.938 0.1564
1 16 2.20 0.887 0.2218
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Group Descriptives

«H nyeoia kaBopilel cadeic mpoodokieg

enidoong yla KABe poro.» Mean 5D SE
2 19 2.62 0.686 0.1574
Leadership 3 55 3.22 0.629 0.0848
MEAN 4 36 3.71 0.562 0.0936
5 36 4.27 0.785 0.1308
Post Hoc Tests
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN
2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference -0.249 -0.720 -1.164 -1.775
p-value 0.932 0.051 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.472 -0.915 -1.526
p-value — 0.310 0.005 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.443 -1.055
p-value — 0.170 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.611
p-value — 0.044

5 Mean difference

p-value
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.0219 -0.605 -1.074 -1.505
p-value — 1.000 0.156 0.002 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.583 -1.052 -1.483
p-value — 0.136 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.470 -0.900
p-value — 0.135 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.431
p-value — 0.291
5 Mean difference —
p-value —
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN
1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.418 -1.017 -1.512 -2.070
p-value — 0.381 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.598 -1.093 -1.652
p-value — 0.011 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.495 -1.053
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
p-value — 0.009 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.559
p-value — 0.006

5 Mean difference

p-value

One-Way ANOVA

«O ApeocOC MPOIoTAUEVOC Lou/SLleuBuvTig Lo eMLKOWVWVEL EekdBapa To dpapa
KQlL TOUC OTOXOUG TNG Opadag pog. »

*Clear and effective communication of vision and goals by supervisors is strongly linked with higher
employee performance, satisfaction, and perceived leadership quality.

One-Way ANOVA (Welch's)

F dfl  df2 p
Performance MEAN 27.0 4 39.5 <.001
Satisfaction MEAN 334 4 394 <.001
Leadership MEAN 47.6 4 38.8 <.001
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Group Descriptives

«0 AUECOC POIOTANEVOG LoU/SLeuBuvTiig

LOU EMLKOWVWVEL EEkABapa TO GpapLal Kot N Mean SD SE
TOUG OTOXOUG TNG OUAS G LLOG. »
Performance 1 9 1.69 0.722 0.2406
MEAN
2 14 2.63 0.674 0.1802
3 37 2.84 0.930 0.1528
4 55 3.50 0.864 0.1165
5 a7 4.12 0.859 0.1254
Satisfaction 1 9 1.76 0.662 0.2207
MEAN
2 14 2.61 0.694 0.1854
3 37 2.84 0.851 0.1399
4 55 3.42 0.834 0.1125
5 47 4.25 0.799 0.1166
Leadership 1 9 1.73 0.583 0.1943
MEAN
2 14 2.56 0.468 0.1252
3 37 2.84 0.703 0.1155
4 55 3.55 0.535 0.0722
5 a7 4.21 0.729 0.1063

Post Hoc Tests
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.940 -1.149 -1.809 -2.430
p-value — 0.082 0.004 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.209 -0.870 -1.491
p-value — 0.937 0.008 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.660 -1.281
p-value — 0.004 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.621
p-value — 0.003

5 Mean difference —

p-value —

Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.848 -1.083 -1.656 -2.489
p-value — 0.107 0.004 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.235 -0.808 -1.641
p-value — 0.886 0.009 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.573 -1.406
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN

2 3 4 5
p-value — 0.009 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.833
p-value — <.001
5 Mean difference -
p-value _
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN
2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference -0.835 -1.112 -1.821 -2.477
p-value 0.020 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.277 -0.986 -1.642
p-value — 0.633 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.709 -1.365
p-value — <.001 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.656
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference

p-value
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One-Way ANOVA

«OL avTtapolBEC Kal n avayvwplon TN anodoonc cuvdEéovtal AUESA E TNV
ETITEVEN OUYKEKPLUEVWY, TIPOKABOPLOUEVWY OTOXWV. »

*Higher employee performance, satisfaction, and perceived leadership quality are all highly correlated

with rewards and recognition that are tied to clear, predefined goals.

One-Way ANOVA (Welch's)

F dfl  df2 p
Performance MEAN 14.6 4 71.1 <.001
Satisfaction MEAN 18.5 4 72.2 <.001
Leadership MEAN 34.5 4 72.8 <.001

Group Descriptives

«OL avTtapolBEG Kal n avayvwpLon Thg

anddoong cuvéEovTaL ALESA LE TNV

, , N Mean SD SE
EMITEVEN OUYKEKPLUEVWV,
TPOKAOOPLOUEVWV OTOXWV.»
Performance 1 23 2.48 1.285 0.2678
MEAN
2 30 2.67 0.814 0.1487
3 38 3.41 0.717 0.1162
4 39 3.63 0.744 0.1192
5 32 4.22 1.020 0.1804
1 23 2.44 1.097 0.2288
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Group Descriptives

«OL aQVTAHOLBEG KOl N avolyvwpLon tng
anddoong cuvéEovTaL ALESA LE TNV

, , N Mean SD SE
EMITEVEN OUYKEKPLUEVWY,
TPOKAOOPLOUEVWV OTOXWV.»
2 30 2.71 0.732 0.1337
. . 38 3.37 0.721 0.1170

Satisfaction

MEAN
4 39 3.59 0.815 0.1304
5 32 4.35 0.968 0.1710

Leadership 1 23 2.34 0.821 0.1712

MEAN
2 30 2.80 0.565 0.1031
3 38 3.39 0.557 0.0903
4 39 3.67 0.771 0.1234
5 32 4.36 0.676 0.1196

Post Hoc Tests
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN
1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.195 -0.927 -1.147 -1.740
p-value — 0.936 0.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference - -0.732 -0.952 -1.545
p-value — 0.010 <.001 <.001
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
3 Mean difference — -0.220 -0.813
p-value — 0.821 0.002
4 Mean difference — -0.593
p-value — 0.051

5 Mean difference —

p-value —

Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.269 -0.931 -1.152 -1.907
p-value — 0.789 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.662 -0.883 -1.638
p-value — 0.016 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.221 -0.976
p-value — 0.790 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.755
p-value — 0.003

5 Mean difference —
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN

2 3 4 5
p-value _
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN
2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference -0.457 -1.043 -1.329 -2.022
p-value 0.113 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.586 -0.872 -1.565
p-value — 0.005 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.286 -0.979
p-value — 0.348 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.692
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference

p-value
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One-Way ANOVA

«H nyeoila mpooappoletal eUKOA o AANAYEC KOl VEEC TIPOKANOELG. »

* Higher employee performance, satisfaction, and perceived leadership quality are all strongly and
favourably correlated with leadership's ability to adapt to change and new challenges; in particular,
employees' reported performance, satisfaction, and leadership ratings all rise in tandem with their

perceptions of leadership adaptability.

One-Way ANOVA (Welch's)

F dfl  df2 p
Performance MEAN 18.4 4 58.3 <.001
Satisfaction MEAN 20.9 4 59.8 <.001
Leadership MEAN 50.6 4 60.4 <.001

Group Descriptives

«H nyeoia npoocappoletal eUKOAA o€

. , i N Mean SD SE
oAAay£G Ko VEEG MPOKANOELG. »
Performance 1 16 2.38 1.170 0.2926
MEAN
2 24 2.61 0.786 0.1604
3 51 3.09 0.710 0.0995
4 39 3.80 0.830 0.1329
5 32 4.28 1.031 0.1822
Satisfaction 1 16 2.17 0.905 0.2262
MEAN
2 24 2.78 0.886 0.1808
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Group Descriptives

«H nyeoia npoocapuoletal eUKOAA o€

oANaYEG KA VEEG TPOKANOELG. » N Mean 5D SE
3 51 3.11 0.774 0.1084
4 39 3.79 0.844 0.1352
5 32 4.28 0.905 0.1599
Leadership 1 16 1.97 0.590 0.1476
MEAN
2 24 2.78 0.634 0.1294
3 51 3.17 0.590 0.0826
4 39 3.82 0.525 0.0841
5 32 4.39 0.722 0.1277
Post Hoc Tests
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN
1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.233 -0.711 -1.425 -1.900
p-value — 0.921 0.039 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.478 -1.192 -1.667
p-value — 0.179 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.714 -1.189
p-value — 0.002 <.001
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
4 Mean difference — -0.475
p-value — 0.155
5 Mean difference —
p-value _
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN
1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.611 -0.948 -1.628 -2.109
p-value — 0.173 0.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.337 -1.017 -1.498
p-value — 0.497 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.680 -1.162
p-value — 0.002 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.481
p-value — 0.126

5 Mean difference

p-value
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.817 -1.207 -1.855 -2.424
p-value — <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.390 -1.038 -1.606
p-value — 0.079 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.648 -1.217
p-value — <.001 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.568
p-value — 0.001

5 Mean difference

p-value

One-Way ANOVA

«OL NYETEC OTNV €TLXELPNON LoV EVOAPPUVOUV TN CUUHETOXN TWV EPYALOUEVWV

otn ANYn anopacswv.»

*Higher employee performance, satisfaction, and perceived leadership quality are all strongly and
favorably correlated with leadership that encourages employee participation in decision-making; in
particular, employees' reported levels of these outcomes rise in direct proportion to their perceptions
of increased encouragement of participation.
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One-Way ANOVA (Welch's)

F dft  df2 p

Performance MEAN 17.3 4 61.7 <.001

Satisfaction MEAN 37.1 4 64.8 <.001

Leadership MEAN

60.7 4 63.6 <.001

Group Descriptives

«OL NYETEG OTNV ETUXEIPNOT) POV

gevBappUVOUV TN CUUHETOXH TWV N Mean SD SE

gpyalopévwy otn AnPn anopacswv.»
Performance 1 18 2.13 1.125 0.2652
MEAN

2 23 3.03 0.943 0.1965

3 41 3.04 0.796 0.1243

4 47 3.57 0.786 0.1146

5 33 4.32 0.894 0.1557
Satisfaction 1 18 1.83 0.681 0.1606
MEAN

2 23 2.94 0.857 0.1786

3 41 3.27 0.713 0.1113

4 47 3.52 0.854 0.1246

5 33 4.39 0.796 0.1385
Leadership 1 18 1.96 0.554 0.1305
MEAN

2 23 2.73 0.686 0.1431

Page | 80



Group Descriptives

«OL NYETEG OTNV ETUXEIPNOT) POV

€vOappUVOULV TN CUUHETOXH) TWV N Mean SD SE
epyalopévwv otn AqPn anopdacswv.»
3 41 3.26 0.592 0.0925
4 47 3.66 0.553 0.0807
5 33 4.42 0.605 0.1054
Post Hoc Tests
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN
1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.893 -0.9106 -1.437 -2.182
p-value — 0.013 0.003 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.0178 -0.544 -1.289
p-value — 1.000 0.110 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.526 -1.271
p-value — 0.043 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.745
p-value — 0.002

5 Mean difference

p-value

Page | 81



Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -1.11 -1.435 -1.684 -2.561
p-value — <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.326 -0.576 -1.452
p-value — 0.510 0.038 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.249 -1.126
p-value — 0.580 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.876
p-value — <.001
5 Mean difference —
p-value —
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN
1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.773 -1.301 -1.705 -2.461
p-value — <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.528 -0.932 -1.688
p-value — 0.007 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.404 -1.160
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
p-value — 0.015 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.756
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference

p-value

One-Way ANOVA

«ZUyxpova Pnolakd epyaleia Kol TEXVOAOYLEC XpnoLHOomoLloUVTaL
QTOTEAECHUOTIKA yla TN BEATIWON TWV EPYACLAKWY SLASLKAOLWY LOG. »

*Employee performance, satisfaction, and perceived leadership quality are all strongly and favorably
correlated with the effective use of contemporary digital tools and technologies in the workplace; in
particular, as employees' perceptions of effective digital tool use rise, so do their reported levels of

these outcomes.

One-Way ANOVA (Welch's)

F dfl  df2 p
Performance MEAN 26.5 4 51.3 <.001
Satisfaction MEAN 20.7 4 52.3 <.001
Leadership MEAN 53.4 4 53.0 <.001
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Group Descriptives

«Zuyxpova Pndraka epyaleio Kot
TEXVOAOYLEG XpnoLonoLlouvTal

, , N Mean SD SE

OMOTEAEGHATIKA YLa T BeATiwon Twv

EPYACLAKWV SLOSLKOOLWV MOG. »
Performance 1 16 2.20 0.870 0.2176
MEAN

2 15 2.55 0.905 0.2338

3 33 2.92 0.882 0.1535

4 54 3.42 0.838 0.1141

5 44 4.28 0.777 0.1171
Satisfaction 1 16 2.23 0.834 0.2085
MEAN

2 15 2.72 0.874 0.2258

3 33 3.09 0.949 0.1653

4 54 3.38 0.919 0.1250

5 44 4.18 0.800 0.1207
Leadership 1 16 2.06 0.605 0.1511
MEAN

2 15 2.67 0.556 0.1436

3 33 2.92 0.641 0.1116

4 54 3.55 0.654 0.0891

5 44 4.29 0.601 0.0906

Post Hoc Tests
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.347 -0.721 -1.222 -2.082
p-value — 0.781 0.043 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.375 -0.876 -1.735
p-value — 0.609 0.004 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.501 -1.361
p-value — 0.059 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.860
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference —

p-value —

Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.493 -0.862 -1.150 -1.953
p-value — 0.529 0.014 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.369 -0.657 -1.460
p-value — 0.666 0.085 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.289 -1.091
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN

2 3 4 5
p-value — 0.577 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.802
p-value — <.001
5 Mean difference —
p-value _
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN
2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference -0.619 -0.864 -1.490 -2.232
p-value 0.050 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.245 -0.871 -1.614
p-value — 0.716 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.626 -1.369
p-value — <.001 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.743
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference

p-value
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One-Way ANOVA

«O mpoioTApevoc pou/SleuBuvtic pou He evBappUVeL va avoAopBavw

TIPWTOPROUALEC KaL va glpat SnLoupyLKOc/fi oTtov pOAo Hou.»

*Employee performance, happiness, and perceived leadership quality are all substantially and
favorably correlated with supervisors who support their initiative and creativity; in particular, as
employees' opinions of this support grow, so do their reported levels of these outcomes.

One-Way ANOVA (Welch's)

F dfl  df2

Performance MEAN 29.6 4 53.1

Satisfaction MEAN 56.7 4 54.5

Leadership MEAN 70.1 4 53.1

<.001

<.001

<.001

Group Descriptives

«O npoloTaeVAC pou/StevBuvtig pou e

evBappUveL va avaappavw

, , N Mean SD SE
NPwToBoUAieg KaL va ipoit
Snuoupytkdc/ni otov poAo pHou.»
Performance 1 15 191 1.063 0.2746
MEAN
2 18 2.74 0.823 0.1939
3 32 2.89 0.670 0.1184
q 50 3.44 0.840 0.1188
5 47 4.27 0.749 0.1092
1 15 1.81 0.657 0.1697
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Group Descriptives

«O npoioTaeVAC pou/StevBuvtig pou e

evBappuveL va avalappavw

, , N Mean SD SE
TPWTOPOUALEG KoL va gipat
Snuoupytkdc/ni otov poAo Hou.»
2 18 2.74 0.791 0.1863
. . 32 2.98 0.656 0.1160

Satisfaction

MEAN
4 50 3.30 0.792 0.1120
5 47 4.43 0.641 0.0934

Leadership 1 15 1.90 0.632 0.1632

MEAN
2 18 2.59 0.647 0.1524
3 32 3.02 0.481 0.0851
4 50 3.46 0.569 0.0805
5 47 4.36 0.519 0.0756

Post Hoc Tests
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN
1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.838 -0.981 -1.533 -2.361
p-value — 0.027 0.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference - -0.143 -0.696 -1.524
p-value — 0.974 0.017 <.001
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
3 Mean difference — -0.552 -1.381
p-value — 0.023 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.828
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference —

p-value —

Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.930 -1.173 -1.486 -2.62
p-value — 0.002 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.244 -0.556 -1.69
p-value — 0.773 0.040 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.312 -1.44
p-value — 0.302 <.001
4 Mean difference — -1.13
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference —
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN

2 3 4 5
p-value _
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN
2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference -0.696 -1.128 -1.559 -2.461
p-value 0.004 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.432 -0.863 -1.764
p-value — 0.067 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.431 -1.333
p-value — 0.007 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.901
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference

p-value
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One-Way ANOVA

«OL NYETEC TNG €TOLPELAG TIPOWBOUV KALVOTOUEG AUOELG KL VEEC LOEEC OTTO TOUG

epyalopEVOUGC.»

*Promotion of innovative solutions and new ideas by company leaders is strongly and positively
associated with employee performance, satisfaction, and perceived leadership quality; specifically, as
employees’ perceptions of such leadership behaviours increase, their reported levels of these

outcomes also increase accordingly.

One-Way ANOVA (Welch's)

F dft  df2 p

Performance MEAN 53.6 4 64.7 <.001

Satisfaction MEAN 38.1 4 64.6 <.001

Leadership MEAN 67.6 4 62.5 <.001

Group Descriptives

«OL ny£TeC TG sTapeiag tpowbolv

KOUWVOTOEG AUCELG KOl VEEG LOEEC anto Toug N Mean SD SE
€pYa{oHEVOUG.»
Performance 1 17 1.91 0.803 0.1949
MEAN
2 32 2.79 0.842 0.1488
3 46 3.19 0.845 0.1246
4 42 3.78 0.706 0.1089
5 25 4.63 0.509 0.1018
1 17 1.88 0.763 0.1851
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Group Descriptives

«OL ny£teg TnG eTaLpEiag mpowOoUv

KOUWVOTOEG AUCELG KOl VEEG LOEEC anto Toug N Mean SD SE
£pyaloHEVOUG. »
2 32 2.90 0.814 0.1439
. . 46 3.25 0.826 0.1218

Satisfaction

MEAN
4 42 3.75 0.774 0.1194
5 25 4.52 0.681 0.1362

Leadership 1 17 1.95 0.598 0.1451

MEAN
2 32 2.75 0.617 0.1090
3 46 3.28 0.534 0.0787
4 42 3.91 0.501 0.0774
5 25 4.53 0.569 0.1139

Post Hoc Tests
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN
1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.888 -1.285 -1.870 -2.726
p-value — 0.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.398 -0.982 -1.838
p-value — 0.161 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.585 -1.441
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN

2 3 4 5
p-value — 0.004 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.856
p-value — <.001
5 Mean difference -
p-value _
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN
2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference -1.01 -1.371 -1.872 -2.638
p-value <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.358 -0.858 -1.624
p-value — 0.278 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.500 -1.266
p-value — 0.026 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.766
p-value — 0.001

5 Mean difference

p-value
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.792 -1.321 -1.958 -2.579
p-value — <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.529 -1.166 -1.787
p-value — <.001 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.637 -1.258
p-value — <.001 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.621
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference

p-value

One-Way ANOVA

«YTapxel apolfaia eUnmoToouvn avAaPECSO 0TOUC EpyalOEVOUG Kal TN dlolknon.»

*Employee performance, satisfaction, and perceived leadership quality are all substantially and

favourably correlated with mutual trust between management and staff; in particular, when
employees sense more mutual trust, they report higher levels of these outcomes.

One-Way ANOVA (Welch's)

F dft  df2 p

Performance MEAN

29.1 4 61.6 <.001
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One-Way ANOVA (Welch's)

F dft  df2 p

Satisfaction MEAN

Leadership MEAN

50.7 4 65.0 <.001

77.5 4 65.1 <.001

Group Descriptives

«YTapxeL apoBaia gprictoolivy

OlVAPLECOL OTOUG EPYO{OLEVOUG KOIL TN N Mean SD SE

Swoiknon.»
Performance 1 17 1.89 1.080 0.2618
MEAN

2 23 2.83 0.679 0.1415

3 48 3.18 0.745 0.1075

4 39 3.53 0.833 0.1334

5 35 4.43 0.752 0.1271
Satisfaction 1 17 1.92 0.624 0.1513
MEAN

2 23 2.65 0.629 0.1313

3 48 3.16 0.791 0.1142

4 39 3.64 0.717 0.1148

5 35 4.51 0.749 0.1265
Leadership 1 17 1.89 0.529 0.1282
MEAN

2 23 2.85 0.422 0.0880

3 48 3.16 0.693 0.1000
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Group Descriptives

«YnapxeL apoipaia epmiotoovivn

OVAPLECO OTOUG EPYO{OLEVOUG KOIL TN N Mean SD SE
Swoiknon.»
4 39 3.72 0.525 0.0840
5 35 4.43 0.551 0.0932
Post Hoc Tests
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN
1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.941 -1.289 -1.634 -2.540
p-value — 0.003 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.349 -0.693 -1.600
p-value — 0.426 0.010 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.345 -1.251
p-value — 0.271 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.906
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference

p-value
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.731 -1.235 -1.719 -2.588
p-value — 0.017 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.504 -0.989 -1.857
p-value — 0.053 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.485 -1.353
p-value — 0.020 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.868
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference —

p-value —

Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.961 -1.271 -1.829 -2.543
p-value — <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.309 -0.868 -1.582
p-value — 0.214 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.558 -1.272
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
p-value — <.001 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.714
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference

p-value

One-Way ANOVA

«H &lolknon tng emxeipnong umootnpilel pLa vyl Loopporia PeTal

ETAYYEALATLKAG KOl TIPOCWTTLKAC LW C.»

*Employee performance, satisfaction, and perceived leadership quality are all highly and favourably
correlated with perceived management support for a healthy work-life balance; in particular, as

employees' perceptions of this support grow, so do their reported levels of these outcomes.

One-Way ANOVA (Welch's)

F dfl  df2 p
Performance MEAN 31.4 4 66.3 <.001
Satisfaction MEAN 96.2 4 66.5 <.001
Leadership MEAN 38.8 4 66.7 <.001

Page | 98



Group Descriptives

«H 8woiknon tn¢ emyeipnong unootnpilet

MLo vyl LoopporTtia PeTafy N Mean SD SE
EMAYYEARATIKA G KOl TPOGWTILKAG {WAG.»
Performance 1 19 2.20 1.172 0.2689
MEAN
2 29 2.93 0.932 0.1731
3 39 3.09 0.840 0.1344
4 37 3.45 0.755 0.1241
5 38 4.42 0.597 0.0968
Satisfaction 1 19 1.86 0.768 0.1763
MEAN
2 29 2.74 0.645 0.1197
3 39 3.14 0.685 0.1097
4 37 3.56 0.655 0.1077
5 38 4.64 0.412 0.0668
Leadership 1 19 2.40 0.967 0.2219
MEAN
2 29 2.94 0.744 0.1381
3 39 3.11 0.691 0.1106
4 37 3.51 0.608 0.0999
5 38 4.41 0.531 0.0862

Post Hoc Tests
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.731 -0.892 -1.249 -2.221
p-value — 0.028 0.002 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.161 -0.518 -1.490
p-value — 0.934 0.096 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.356 -1.329
p-value — 0.344 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.972
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference —

p-value —

Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.882 -1.277 -1.699 -2.78
p-value — <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.395 -0.817 -1.89
p-value — 0.081 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.422 -1.50
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN

2 3 4 5
p-value — 0.032 <.001
4 Mean difference — -1.08
p-value — <.001
5 Mean difference -
p-value _
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN
2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference -0.539 -0.702 -1.107 -2.003
p-value 0.065 0.003 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.163 -0.568 -1.464
p-value — 0.870 0.009 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.405 -1.301
p-value — 0.081 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.896
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference

p-value
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One-Way ANOVA

«E{pot tkavomolnpévog/n amo to epyactako meptBAAAov TnG emXeipnornc Hou.»

*Employee performance, satisfaction, and perceived leadership quality are all highly and favourably
correlated with employee satisfaction with the workplace; in other words, as employee satisfaction

with the workplace rises, so do the reported levels of these outcomes.

One-Way ANOVA (Welch's)

F dfl  df2 p
Performance MEAN 39.8 4 54.8 <.001
Satisfaction MEAN 189.1 4 55.9 <.001
Leadership MEAN 54.3 4 59.4 <.001

Group Descriptives

«Eipat wavornownpévoc/n anod to

£pyaoLaKo nepBAAAov TnG EMIXEIPNOAG N Mean SD SE
pou.»
Performance 1 16 1.82 1.035 0.2588
MEAN
2 18 2.71 0.807 0.1901
3 47 2.97 0.769 0.1121
4 42 3.64 0.662 0.1021
5 39 4.42 0.628 0.1006
Satisfaction 1 16 1.68 0.529 0.1322
MEAN
2 18 2.45 0.449 0.1059
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Group Descriptives

«Eipat wavornownpévoc/n anod to

epyaoLako nepBailov Tng EMIXEiPNONG N Mean SD SE
pou.»
3 47 2.88 0.624 0.0911
4 42 3.72 0.419 0.0647
5 39 4.68 0.335 0.0537
Leadership 1 16 2.10 0.734 0.1834
MEAN
2 18 2.98 0.385 0.0908
3 47 2.98 0.752 0.1096
4 42 3.59 0.610 0.0941
5 39 4.40 0.533 0.0853
Post Hoc Tests
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN
1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.886 -1.149 -1.818 -2.590
p-value — 0.006 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.263 -0.932 -1.704
p-value — 0.707 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.668 -1.441
p-value — <.001 <.001
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
4 Mean difference — -0.773
p-value — <.001
5 Mean difference —
p-value _
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN
1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.777 -1.202 -2.045 -2.998
p-value — <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.426 -1.269 -2.222
p-value — 0.016 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.843 -1.796
p-value — <.001 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.953
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference

p-value
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN

2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference -0.884 -0.88150 -1.493 -2.299
p-value <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — 0.00276 -0.608 -1.415
p-value — 1.000 0.007 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.611 -1.417
p-value — <.001 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.806
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference

p-value
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One-Way ANOVA

«Elpat tkavomolnuévog/n ano to eninedo unootnpléng kat kabodryynong mou
AapBavw amod tnv nyeoia tng emeipnong. »

*Performance, satisfaction, and perceived leadership quality are all strongly and favourably correlated
with employee satisfaction with the degree of support and direction provided by leadership; in
particular, as employee satisfaction with leadership support rises, so do reported levels of these

outcomes.

One-Way ANOVA (Welch's)

F dfl  df2 p
Performance MEAN 54.8 4 59.6 <.001
Satisfaction MEAN 114.5 4 60.5 <.001
Leadership MEAN 59.2 4 60.3 <.001

Group Descriptives

«Eipat wavornownpévoe/n anod to eninedo

unoothpLEng Ko kabodnynong mou

, , , N Mean SD SE
Aappavw and tnv nyeoia tng
EMXeipnong.»
Performance 1 20 1.75 0.713 0.1595
MEAN
2 17 2.56 0.772 0.1873
3 46 3.19 0.702 0.1035
4 44 3.67 0.661 0.0997
5 35 4.46 0.670 0.1132
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Group Descriptives

«Eipat wavornownpévoe/n anod to eninedo
UnooTtipLEng Kat kaBodrynong nou

, , , N Mean SD SE

AapBavw ano tnv nyeoia tng
eneipnong.»

Satisfaction 1 20 1.70 0.476 0.1065

MEAN
2 17 2.36 0.534 0.1296
3 46 3.15 0.454 0.0670
4 44 3.75 0.618 0.0931
5 35 4.60 0.589 0.0995

Leadership 1 20 1.99 0.629 0.1407

MEAN
2 17 2.78 0.574 0.1392
3 46 3.20 0.554 0.0817
4 44 3.66 0.659 0.0993
5 35 4.40 0.557 0.0942

Post Hoc Tests
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN
1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.815 -1.437 -1.923 -2.713
p-value — 0.004 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.622 -1.108 -1.898
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
p-value — 0.016 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.486 -1.276
p-value — 0.010 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.790
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference —

p-value —

Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.663 -1.449 -2.050 -2.900
p-value — 0.003 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.786 -1.387 -2.237
p-value — <.001 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.601 -1.451
p-value — <.001 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.850
p-value — <.001
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN

2 3 4 5
5 Mean difference —
p-value —
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN
2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference -0.790 -1.204 -1.670 -2.402
p-value <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.414 -0.880 -1.613
p-value — 0.109 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.466 -1.199
p-value — 0.003 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.733
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference

p-value
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One-Way ANOVA

«NLwBw OTL oL AMOYPELG HOU EKTLUWVTOL OO TN dloiknon.»

*Employee performance, satisfaction, and perceived leadership quality are all strongly and favourably
correlated with the belief that management values their viewpoints; in particular, when employees

believe that their thoughts are appreciated, they report higher levels of these outcomes.

One-Way ANOVA (Welch's)

F dfl  df2 p
Performance MEAN 42.0 4 58.4 <.001
Satisfaction MEAN 122.5 4 58.4 <.001
Leadership MEAN 40.9 4 57.5 <.001

Group Descriptives

«NwOw OTL OL ANMOYPELG OV EKTLHWVTALL

, . Mean SD SE
ano tn dwoiknon.»
Performance 1 14 1.77 0.768 0.2053
MEAN
2 27 2.62 0.856 0.1648
3 41 3.10 0.738 0.1152
4 45 3.64 0.687 0.1024
5 35 4.47 0.723 0.1221
Satisfaction 1 14 1.61 0.525 0.1404
MEAN
2 27 2.36 0.627 0.1207
3 41 3.04 0.502 0.0785
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Group Descriptives

«NwOw OTL OL ANMOYPELG OV EKTLHUWVTALL

ano tn doiknon.» Mean  SD SE
4 45 3.84 0.479 0.0714
5 35 4.61 0.488 0.0825
Leadership 1 14 2.16 0.729 0.1948
MEAN
2 27 2.60 0.776 0.1493
3 41 3.23 0.523 0.0816
4 45 3.62 0.643 0.0959
5 35 4.39 0.615 0.1040
Post Hoc Tests
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN
1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.851 -1.331 -1.869 -2.697
p-value — 0.006 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.480 -1.018 -1.846
p-value — 0.075 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.538 -1.366
p-value — 0.009 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.829
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
p-value — <.001
5 Mean difference -
p-value —
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN
1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.757 -1.434 -2.230 -3.002
p-value — <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.676 -1.473 -2.245
p-value — <.001 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.796 -1.569
p-value — <.001 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.772
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference

p-value
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN

2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference -0.438 -1.072 -1.461 -2.235
p-value 0.237 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.634 -1.023 -1.797
p-value — <.001 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.389 -1.163
p-value — 0.043 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.774
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference

p-value

Page | 113



One-Way ANOVA

«A\appavw avayvwplon Kot emiBpdafeuon yla tn SOUAELA POV O€ LKAVOTIOLNTLKA

ernuedo. »

*Performance, satisfaction, and perceived leadership quality are all strongly and favourably correlated
with employee satisfaction with the recognition and rewards they receive; in particular, employees'’
reported levels of these outcomes rise significantly as they perceive higher levels of recognition and

reward.

One-Way ANOVA (Welch's)

F dfi  df2 p
Performance MEAN 42.1 4 60.2 <.001
Satisfaction MEAN 110.6 4 62.2 <.001
Leadership MEAN 37.5 4 60.7 <.001

Group Descriptives

«NapBavw avayvwplon Kot enBpdapeuon

yla TN SOUAELA LOU OE LKOVOTIOLNTLKA N Mean SD SE
enineda.»
Performance 1 19 1.91 0.764 0.1753
MEAN
2 20 2.65 0.828 0.1852
3 42 3.08 0.869 0.1341
4 51 3.74 0.629 0.0881
5 30 4.46 0.717 0.1308
1 19 1.76 0.584 0.1339
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Group Descriptives

«AapBavw avayvwplon Kot enBpapeuvon

yLa TN SOUAELA LOU OE LKOVOTIOLNTLKA N Mean SD SE
enineda.»
2 20 2.48 0.511 0.1142
. . 42 3.05 0.675 0.1042

Satisfaction

MEAN
4 51 3.79 0.526 0.0736
5 30 4.68 0.492 0.0898

Leadership 1 19 2.22 0.834 0.1914

MEAN
2 20 2.83 0.682 0.1524
3 42 3.17 0.629 0.0971
4 51 3.61 0.676 0.0947
5 30 4.46 0.593 0.1082

Post Hoc Tests
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN
1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.745 -1.176 -1.832 -2.555
p-value — 0.020 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.431 -1.087 -1.810
p-value — 0.223 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.656 -1.379
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN

2 3 4 5
p-value — <.001 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.723
p-value — <.001
5 Mean difference -
p-value _
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN
2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference -0.712 -1.284 -2.031 -2.920
p-value 0.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.573 -1.319 -2.208
p-value — 0.003 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.746 -1.636
p-value — <.001 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.889
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference

p-value
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN

2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference -0.617 -0.953 -1.389 -2.239
p-value 0.037 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.336 -0.772 -1.622
p-value — 0.352 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.436 -1.286
p-value — 0.018 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.850
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference

p-value
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One-Way ANOVA

«Motevw OTL oL armodAceLg TNE nyeoiag emnpealouv BETIKA TO NOWKO TwV

ePYAlOUEVWV. »

*Performance, satisfaction, and perceived leadership quality are all strongly and favourably correlated
with the belief that leadership decisions have a positive impact on employee morale; in particular, as
confidence in the positive effect of leadership on morale grows, so do reported levels of these

outcomes.

One-Way ANOVA (Welch's)

F dfi  df2 p
Performance MEAN 33.0 4 57.2 <.001
Satisfaction MEAN 80.5 4 61.3 <.001
Leadership MEAN 19.0 4 57.3 <.001

Group Descriptives

«Miotelw OTL oL arodpAGELS TNG NyEoiag

ennpeAalouv BTIKA TO NOKO TwWV N Mean SD SE
£pYAIOHEVWV.»
Performance 1 14 1.70 0.855 0.2285
MEAN
2 25 2.48 0.705 0.1409
3 45 3.36 0.610 0.0909
4 35 3.50 0.787 0.1331
5 43 4.27 0.890 0.1357
1 14 1.50 0.480 0.1284
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Group Descriptives

«Motelw OtTL oL anodpAcELS TNG Nyeoiag

ennpeAalouv BETIKA TO NOKO TwWV N Mean SD SE
£pYA{OHEVWV. »
2 25 2.41 0.484 0.0968
. . 45 3.37 0.548 0.0817

Satisfaction

MEAN
4 35 3.58 0.720 0.1217
5 43 4.34 0.810 0.1235

Leadership 1 14 2.21 0.864 0.2309

MEAN
2 25 2.78 0.652 0.1304
3 45 3.31 0.605 0.0903
4 35 3.49 0.756 0.1278
5 43 4.13 0.882 0.1346

Post Hoc Tests
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN
1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.780 -1.660 -1.797 -2.570
p-value — 0.022 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.880 -1.017 -1.790
p-value — <.001 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.137 -0.910
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN

2 3 4 5
p-value — 0.932 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.773
p-value — <.001
5 Mean difference -
p-value _
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN
2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference -0.913 -1.870 -2.081 -2.841
p-value <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.957 -1.168 -1.928
p-value — <.001 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.211 -0.971
p-value — 0.609 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.760
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference

p-value
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN

2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference -0.576 -1.107 -1.283 -1.928
p-value 0.150 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.531 -0.707 -1.352
p-value — 0.040 0.004 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.175 -0.821
p-value — 0.837 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.645
p-value — 0.002

5 Mean difference

p-value
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One-Way ANOVA

«A\appavw emokodountikn avatpododotnon(feedback) mou pe Bonba va
BeAtlwvw TNV amoédoaor| pou.»

*Employee performance, satisfaction, and perceived leadership quality are all highly and favourably
correlated with receiving constructive criticism that enhances performance; in particular, employees'’
reported levels of these outcomes—particularly performance—increase significantly as they perceive

higher quality feedback.

One-Way ANOVA (Welch's)

F dfi  df2 p
Performance MEAN 303.6 4 54.0 <.001
Satisfaction MEAN 62.1 4 50.8 <.001
Leadership MEAN 43.2 4 49.3 <.001

Group Descriptives

«N\QUBAVW ETTOLKOSOUNTLKNA

avatpododotnon(feedback) mou pe Bondd N Mean SD SE
va BeATLwWVW TV Anodoon pou.»
Performance 1 11 1.25 0.311 0.0938
MEAN
2 29 2.36 0.651 0.1209
3 48 3.15 0.528 0.0762
4 48 3.85 0.504 0.0727
5 26 4.82 0.282 0.0554
1 11 1.58 0.685 0.2064
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Group Descriptives

«AOUBAVW EMOLKOSOUNTLKN

avatpododotnon(feedback) mou pe Bonbd N Mean SD SE
va BeATlwvw TV anodoon 1ou.»
2 29 2.57 0.653 0.1212
. . 48 3.16 0.743 0.1073
Satisfaction
MEAN
4 48 3.76 0.731 0.1055
5 26 4.63 0.581 0.1140
Leadership 1 11 2.12 0.731 0.2204
MEAN
2 29 2.68 0.679 0.1260
3 48 3.15 0.723 0.1043
4 48 3.75 0.585 0.0845
5 26 4,51 0.583 0.1143
Post Hoc Tests
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN
1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -1.10 -1.891 -2.591 -3.561
p-value — <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.787 -1.487 -2.457
p-value — <.001 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference - -0.700 -1.670
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN

2 3 4 5
p-value — <.001 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.970
p-value — <.001
5 Mean difference -
p-value _
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN
2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference -0.999 -1.587 -2.188 -3.059
p-value <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.588 -1.189 -2.060
p-value — 0.004 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.601 -1.471
p-value — <.001 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.871
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference

p-value
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN

2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference -0.557 -1.029 -1.626 -2.392
p-value 0.121 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.472 -1.070 -1.835
p-value — 0.021 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.597 -1.362
p-value — <.001 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.765
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference

p-value
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One-Way ANOVA

«O AueoOC MPOIOTANEVOC POV EVOAPPUVEL T CUVEPYAOLO KAl TNV OUASIKOTNTA. »

*Employee performance, satisfaction, and perceived leadership quality are all strongly and favourably
correlated with supervisors' encouragement of collaboration and teamwork; in particular, employees’
reported levels of these outcomes increase significantly—most notably for performance—as they

perceive greater encouragement for teamwork.

One-Way ANOVA (Welch's)

F dft  df2 p

Performance MEAN 136.0 4 52.6 <.001

Satisfaction MEAN

Leadership MEAN

24.0 4 47.3 <.001

19.1 4 46.4 <.001

Group Descriptives

«0O GUECOG MPOICTANEVOG HOU

evOappUVEL TN ouvepyaoia KoL ThV N Mean SD SE
opadkotnTaL. »
Performance 1 11 1.25 0.336 0.1012
MEAN
2 20 2.38 0.705 0.1575
3 30 2.98 0.635 0.1160
4 58 3.47 0.654 0.0859
5 43 4.44 0.631 0.0963
Satisfaction 1 11 1.82 0.780 0.2351
MEAN
2 20 2.63 0.741 0.1656
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Group Descriptives

«0 QECOG MPOICTANEVOG OV

evOappUVEL TN ouvepyaoia KoL Thv N Mean SD SE
opadkotnTaL. »
3 30 3.14 0.912 0.1665
4 58 3.39 0.768 0.1009
5 43 4.22 0.930 0.1418
Leadership 1 11 2.10 0.744 0.2245
MEAN
2 20 2.69 0.793 0.1773
3 30 3.16 0.693 0.1266
4 58 3.46 0.659 0.0866
5 43 4.11 0.890 0.1357
Post Hoc Tests
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN
1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -1.13 -1.725 -2.218 -3.183
p-value — <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.600 -1.092 -2.057
p-value — 0.011 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.492 -1.457
p-value — 0.006 <.001
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
4 Mean difference — -0.965
p-value — <.001
5 Mean difference —
p-value _
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN
1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.815 -1.321 -1.570 -2.407
p-value — 0.078 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.506 -0.755 -1.591
p-value — 0.231 0.006 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.249 -1.086
p-value — 0.679 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.837
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference

p-value
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN

2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference -0.593 -1.062 -1.363 -2.008
p-value 0.228 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.469 -0.769 -1.414
p-value — 0.204 0.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.301 -0.946
p-value — 0.394 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.645
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference

p-value
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One-Way ANOVA

«Exw erumAéov kivntpo va anmodidw kaAutepa xapn otnv kaBodnynon Kot To

mapAadelypa tng nyeoiag. »

*Employee performance, satisfaction, and perceived leadership quality are all strongly and favourably
correlated with feeling inspired to perform better because of leadership guidance and example; in
particular, as employees' motivation from leadership rises, so does their reported level of these
outcomes, particularly performance.

One-Way ANOVA (Welch's)

F dfi  df2 p
Performance MEAN 159.6 4 70.7 <.001
Satisfaction MEAN 48.2 4 72.3 <.001
Leadership MEAN 41.1 4 72.5 <.001

Group Descriptives

«EXw emuntAéov Kivntpo va anodidw

KOAUTEPQ XApn otnv KaBodrynon Ko to N Mean SD SE
AP ASELYHA TG hYESLAG. »
Performance 1 23 1.67 0.660 0.1375
MEAN
2 30 2.62 0.531 0.0970
3 42 3.32 0.382 0.0590
4 39 3.93 0.512 0.0820
5 28 4.76 0.341 0.0645
1 23 1.90 0.762 0.1588
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Group Descriptives

«EXw emunmA£ov Kivntpo va anodidw

KOAUTEPQ XApn otnv KaBodrynon Ko to N Mean SD SE
TApAdELyHa TG hyESiag. »
2 30 2.87 0.667 0.1218
. . 42 3.33 0.672 0.1037
Satisfaction
MEAN
4 39 3.82 0.760 0.1217
5 28 4.52 0.675 0.1276
Leadership 1 23 2.21 0.749 0.1561
MEAN
2 30 3.03 0.521 0.0952
3 42 3.21 0.716 0.1105
4 39 3.83 0.642 0.1028
5 28 4.41 0.617 0.1167
Post Hoc Tests
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN
1 2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference — -0.950 -1.654 -2.259 -3.088
p-value — <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.704 -1.308 -2.137
p-value — <.001 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.604 -1.433
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN

2 3 4 5
p-value — <.001 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.829
p-value — <.001
5 Mean difference -
p-value _
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN
2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference -0.968 -1.431 -1.918 -2.625
p-value <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.463 -0.950 -1.657
p-value — 0.053 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.487 -1.194
p-value — 0.019 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.708
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference

p-value
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN

2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference -0.826 -0.999 -1.624 -2.205
p-value <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.173 -0.799 -1.379
p-value — 0.803 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.626 -1.206
p-value — <.001 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.581
p-value — 0.004

5 Mean difference

p-value
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One-Way ANOVA

«H avwtepn Sloiknon KaAALEPYEL EVEPYA LA KOUATOUPO CUVEXOUC LABNnoNG Kal
ETAYYEALATIKAG avamtuéng.»

*Employee performance, satisfaction, and perceived leadership quality are all strongly and favourably
correlated with senior management's active cultivation of a culture of continuous learning and
professional development; in particular, employees' reported levels of these outcomes rise in tandem
with their perceptions of a stronger culture.

One-Way ANOVA (Welch's)

F dfi  df2 p
Performance MEAN 107.9 4 63.3 <.001
Satisfaction MEAN 49.4 4 63.6 <.001
Leadership MEAN 36.9 4 63.6 <.001

Group Descriptives

«H avwtepn doiknon kaAALlepyel evepya

pta KOuAtoUpa cuveXoUG Ladnong Kat N Mean SD SE
EMAYYEAHATIKAG AVATTTUENG. »
Performance 1 19 1.64 0.688 0.1579
MEAN
2 21 2.43 0.507 0.1107
3 43 3.08 0.563 0.0858
4 44 3.81 0.520 0.0784
5 35 4.59 0.490 0.0828
1 19 1.83 0.873 0.2003
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Group Descriptives

«H avwtepn Soiknon kaAALepyei evepyd

pta KOuAToUpa cuveXOUG LAdnong Kat N Mean SD SE
ENMOYYEAMATIKAG AVATTTUENG. »
2 21 2.59 0.614 0.1339
. . 43 3.14 0.635 0.0968

Satisfaction

MEAN
4 44 3.78 0.737 0.1112
5 35 4.41 0.642 0.1085

Leadership 1 19 2.26 0.870 0.1995

MEAN
2 21 2.78 0.599 0.1308
3 43 3.15 0.652 0.0994
4 44 3.64 0.696 0.1049
5 35 4.35 0.603 0.1020

Post Hoc Tests
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN
2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference -0.786 -1.437 -2.172 -2.946
p-value <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.650 -1.385 -2.160
p-value - <.001 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.735 -1.510
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN

2 3 4 5
p-value — <.001 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.775
p-value — <.001
5 Mean difference -
p-value _
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN
2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference -0.754 -1.310 -1.943 -2.581
p-value 0.007 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.556 -1.189 -1.827
p-value — 0.025 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.633 -1.271
p-value — <.001 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.638
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference

p-value
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN

2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference -0.515 -0.889 -1.378 -2.089
p-value 0.120 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.375 -0.864 -1.575
p-value — 0.234 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.489 -1.200
p-value — 0.008 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.711
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference

p-value
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One-Way ANOVA

«NwwbBbw otL £xw tn Suvatotnta va avalapBavw véeg euBuvec 1 va e€eAiéw tnv

KQPLEPOL LOU OT

nv eneipnon.»

*Employee performance, satisfaction, and perceived leadership quality are all strongly and favourably

correlated with employees' perceptions of opportunities for career advancement or new

responsibilities within the organization; in other words, employees’ reported levels of these outcomes
rise in proportion to their perceptions of these opportunities.

One-Way ANOVA (Welch's)

F dfi  df2 p
Performance MEAN 107.2 4 67.0 <.001
Satisfaction MEAN 55.6 4 68.2 <.001
Leadership MEAN 47.0 4 65.7 <.001

Group Descriptives

«NwOw otL £Xw T duvatotnta va

avaAapupavw véeg euBUVEeG ) va e€eNifw N Mean SD SE
TNV KaPLEPQ IOV OTNV EMLXElpRON.»
Performance 1 21 1.60 0.562 0.1227
MEAN
2 21 2.49 0.496 0.1083
3 37 3.17 0.562 0.0924
4 43 3.72 0.494 0.0753
5 40 4.50 0.597 0.0945
1 21 1.83 0.580 0.1265
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Group Descriptives

«NwOw ot £Xw TN duvatotnta va

avaAapupavw véeg euBUVEeG ) va e€eNifw N Mean SD SE
TNV KapLEPQ LoV OTNV ENLXEipnON.»
2 21 2.59 0.686 0.1498
. . 37 3.26 0.653 0.1074
Satisfaction
MEAN
4 43 3.70 0.686 0.1047
5 40 4.31 0.826 0.1306
Leadership 1 21 2.10 0.613 0.1337
MEAN
2 21 2.76 0.671 0.1464
3 37 3.19 0.633 0.1041
4 43 3.68 0.515 0.0786
5 40 4.28 0.702 0.1110
Post Hoc Tests
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN
2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference -0.886 -1.573 -2.121 -2.895
p-value <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.687 -1.235 -2.009
p-value — <.001 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.548 -1.322
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Performance MEAN

2 3 4 5
p-value — <.001 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.774
p-value — <.001
5 Mean difference —
p-value _
Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Satisfaction MEAN
2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference -0.754 -1.428 -1.864 -2.479
p-value 0.006 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.674 -1.110 -1.725
p-value — 0.005 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.436 -1.051
p-value — 0.050 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.615
p-value — 0.001

5 Mean difference

p-value
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Tukey Post-Hoc Test — Leadership MEAN

2 3 4 5
1 Mean difference -0.656 -1.086 -1.584 -2.177
p-value 0.007 <.001 <.001 <.001
2 Mean difference — -0.430 -0.928 -1.521
p-value — 0.092 <.001 <.001
3 Mean difference — -0.499 -1.092
p-value — 0.004 <.001
4 Mean difference — -0.593
p-value — <.001

5 Mean difference

p-value
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Descriptives

MNooo kalpd epyAlecTe OTOV TWPLVO OOC OPYOVIOUO/emixeipnon;

* Employees rank their performance, satisfaction, and leadership perceptions higher the longer they
have been employed by the company, and these evaluations get steadier with time.

Descriptives

Descriptives

Noéoo kalpd epyaleote ooV

- Performance Satisfaction Leadership
opyaviopd/emxeipnon; MEAN MEAN MEAN
N 1-3 xpovia 52 52 52
4-6 xpovia 28 28 28
7-10 xpovia 17 17 17
Mwybtepo amnod 1 xpovo 35 35 35
Névw anod 10 xpovia 30 30 30
Missing 1-3 xpovia 0 0 0
4-6 xpovia 0 0 0
7-10 xpovia 0 0 0
Awyotepo ano 1 xpovo 0 0 0
Ndavw anoé 10 xpovia 0 0 0
Mean 1-3 xpovia 3.19 3.13 3.28
4-6 xpévIaL 3.34 3.42 3.48
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Descriptives

Nooo Kkalpo epyaleote oTOV

TWPIVG GO Performance Satisfaction Leadership
opyavious/eneionon; MEAN MEAN MEAN
7-10 xpovia 3.54 3.43 3.63
Mwybtepo amnod 1 xpovo 3.15 3.28 3.18
Névw anod 10 xpovia 3.78 3.78 3.61
Median 1-3 xpovia 3.30 3.33 3.44
4-6 xpévIaL 3.30 3.17 3.44
7-10 xp6via 3.60 3.67 3.67
Awyotepo ano 1 xpovo 3.20 3.17 3.00
Ndavw anoé 10 xpovia 3.90 3.75 3.56
Standard 1-3 xpovia 1.00 1.05 0.975
deviation
4-6 xpovia 1.12 1.12 1.02
7-10 xpovia 0.932 1.06 0.911
Mwybtepo amnod 1 xpovo 1.34 1.15 1.01
MNavw anoé 10 xpovia 0.773 0.834 0.657
Minimum 1-3 xpovia 1.00 1.00 1.00
4-6 xpovia 1.00 1.50 1.56
7-10 xpovia 1.00 1.33 1.33
Awybtepo amnod 1 xpovo 1.00 1.17 1.33
Névw anod 10 xpovia 2.20 2.17 2.22
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Descriptives

Nooo Kkalpo epyaleote oTOV

, Performance Satisfaction Leadership
TWPLVO oG

, . MEAN MEAN MEAN
opyaviopo/enyeipnon;
Maximum 1-3 xpovia 5.00 5.00 5.00
4-6 xpovia 5.00 5.00 5.00
7-10 xpovia 5.00 5.00 5.00
Awyotepo ano 1 xpovo 5.00 5.00 5.00
Ndavw anoé 10 xpovia 5.00 5.00 4.78
Shapiro- 1-3 xpovia 0.973 0.973 0.965
Wilk W
4-6 xpovia 0.959 0.934 0.952
7-10 xpovia 0.915 0.963 0.957
Mwybtepo amnod 1 xpovo 0.928 0.949 0.955
Névw anod 10 xpovia 0.952 0.941 0.980
Shapiro- 1-3 xpovia 0.272 0.280 0.126
Wilk p
4-6 xpovia 0.322 0.078 0.217
7-10 xpovia 0.123 0.695 0.581
Awyotepo ano 1 xpovo 0.024 0.106 0.163
Ndavw anoé 10 xpovia 0.187 0.097 0.838
Plots

Performance MEAN
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Performance MEAR

1-3 ypovia 4-6 ypovia 7—10 ¥povia AloTEpo amd 1 xpovo Mavw amd 10 xpovia

Mogo kaipd epyaleaTe aTov Twpivd aac opyavIaua/ETIKEpnan;

Satisfaction MEAN

Satisfaction MEAM

1-3 ¥povia 4-6 ¥povia =10 ¥povia AoTepo amd 1 xpovo Mavw amd 10 xpdvia

Mogo kopo epyadecTe OTOV TWRIVE TOC OpYavIOUG/ETIIEIpNO,

Leadership MEAN

Leadership MEARN

1-3 ypavia A-6 ¥povia 7=10 ypovia ArydTepo amd 1 xpdva Méviw ama 10 ¥pdvia

Mogo kapod epyadeaTe aTov TWRIVE OC opyavITUG/ETTIKEIpNan;

Moooug epyalopevouc amaoXoAel n emxeipnon oog;

* While these outcomes tend to decline as company size increases, employees at very small businesses
(1-9 people) report the highest average levels of happiness, performance, and leadership perceptions.
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However, the largest enterprises (250+) experience a tiny comeback, perhaps as a result of more
professional structures. A company's responses are more comparable (least varied) in all groups the
more employees it has. This indicates that while positive views decline with increasing company size,
experiences grow more consistent.

Descriptives

Descriptives

Noooug epyaldpevoug Performance Satisfaction Leadership
anooXoAel h emyeipnon ocag;  MEAN MEAN MEAN
N 10-49 46 46 46
1-9 59 59 59
250 1} MEPLOGOTEPOUG 29 29 29
50-249 28 28 28
Missing 1049 0 0 0
1-9 0 0 0
250 1 MEPLOGOTEPOUG 0 0 0
50-249 0 0 0
Mean 10-49 3.32 3.38 3.47
1-9 3.54 3.58 3.56
250 1 MEPLOGOTEPOUG 3.30 3.21 3.23
50-249 3.07 3.04 3.08
Median 10-49 3.40 3.42 3.56
1-9 3.60 3.67 3.56
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Descriptives

Noooug epyaldpevoug Performance Satisfaction Leadership
anooXoAel n emyeipnon ocag;  MEAN MEAN MEAN
250 1 MePLOGOTEPOUG 3.40 3.50 3.22
50-249 3.20 3.25 3.17
Standard 10-49 1.20 1.16 1.05
deviation
1-9 1.08 1.06 0.911
250 1 MEPLOGOTEPOUG 0.726 0.792 0.702
50-249 1.14 1.07 0.945
Minimum 10-49 1.00 1.00 1.00
1-9 1.00 1.50 1.56
250 1) MEPLOGOTEPOUG 1.60 1.17 1.33
50-249 1.00 1.00 1.33
Maximum 10-49 5.00 5.00 5.00
1-9 5.00 5.00 5.00
250 1 MEPLOGOTEPOUG 4.60 4.50 4.33
50-249 5.00 5.00 4.78
Shapiro-Wilk  10-49 0.944 0.948 0.960
w
1-9 0.949 0.927 0.970
250 1 MEPLOGOTEPOUG 0.971 0.966 0.959
50-249 0.953 0.936 0.976
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Descriptives

Noooug epyaldpevoug Performance Satisfaction Leadership
anooXoAel n emyeipnon ocag;  MEAN MEAN MEAN

Shapiro-Wilk  10-49 0.027 0.040 0.111

P
1-9 0.015 0.002 0.147
250 1} MEPLOGOTEPOUG 0.597 0.467 0.303
50-249 0.242 0.086 0.738

Plots

Performance MEAN

Performance MEARM

Satisfaction MEAN

10-49 -0

250 ﬁTEDIIJJfITEDCIU:,'
Méooug epyalOUevoUC aTTaayohel N ETIIXEIpNON oog;

50-249
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Satisfaction MEAR

10-49 1-9 250 | MEpITTOTEPOUC 50-249
Moooug epyaldpevoug ammaoyohel n emyeipnarn oog;

Leadership MEAN

LR

10-49 1-9 250 1| MEpITTATEPOUE 50-249
Méooug epyalOUEVOUC ATTAaYOAED N ETTIXEIpNON oOg;

=y

Leadership MEARN
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Mowa elval n Tpéxouca BEon oag otnv enmxeipnon;

*Entry-level workers receive the lowest scores for leadership, performance, and satisfaction, while
supervisors and team leaders often report the best evaluations. This suggests that more favourable
opinions of leadership and job experience are linked to higher organizational positions. In other words,
positive perceptions of leadership, performance, and satisfaction rise in tandem with the company's
increased authority and responsibility.

Descriptives

Descriptives

Mowa givau n tpéxovoa Béon oag Performance Satisfaction Leadership
oTnV ENLXEipNON; MEAN MEAN MEAN

N Enomntng / YnevBuvog Opadag 37 37 37
Epyalouevog (Elcaywyiko Eninedo): 35 35 35

Nedtepog 1) AlyOTEPO EUMELPOG
untdAAnAog, cuviBwg £wg Alya
Xpovia npolnnpeoiag.

Epyalopevog (EvéiLapeco Eninedo): 90 90 90
‘Epmelpog undAAnAog ou €xet

OUGLACTLKA EUMELpia 1) UBUVEC,

OAAQ SEV KOTEXEL EMOTTTLKO R

S1euBuvtiko polo.

Missing Enonng / YrnevOuvog Opadog 0 0 0

Epyalopevog (Elcaywyiko Enrinedo): 0 0 0
Nedtepog 1} AlyOTEPO EUMELPOG

untdAAnAog, cuviBwg £wg Aiya

Xpovia npolnnpeoiag.

Epyalopevog (EvéLapeco Eninedo): 0 0 0
‘Epmelpog untdAAnAog ou €xet

OUGLACTLKA EUMELpia 1) UBUVEC,

OAAQ SEV KOTEXEL EMOTITLKO R

S1euBuvTtiko podo.
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Descriptives

Mowa gival n tpéxouvca Bon oag
oTNnV ENLXEipNON;

Performance
MEAN

Satisfaction
MEAN

Leadership
MEAN

Mean

Median

Standard
deviation

Enémnng / YnevBuvog Opddog

Epyalopevog (Eloaywyiko Eninedo):
Nedtepog 1) AlyOTEPO EUMELPOG
untdAAnAog, cuviBwg £wg Aiya
Xpovia npoUnnpeoiag.

Epyalopevog (EvéLapeco Eninedo):

‘Epmelpog untdAAnAog ou €xet

OUGLACTLKA EUMELpia 1) UBUVEC,
OAAQ SEV KOTEXEL EMOTTTLKO R
S1euBuvTtiko podo.

Enémnng / YnevBuvog Opddog

Epyalopevog (Eloaywyiko Eninedo):
Nedtepog 1) AlyOTEPO EUMELPOG
untdAAnAog, cuviBwg £wg Alya
Xpovia npolnnpeoiag.

Epyalopevog (EvéLapeco Eninedo):

‘Eunelpog untdAAnAog rou £xel

OUGLACTLKA EUMELpia 1) EUOUVEC,
OAAQ SEV KOTEXEL EMOTTTLKO R
S1euBuvTtiko podo.

Enémnng / YnevBuvog Opddog

Epyalopevog (Eloaywyiko Eninedo):
Nedtepog 1) AlyOTEPO EUMELPOG
untdAAnAog, cuviBwg £wg Aiya
Xpovia npolnnpeoiag.

3.63

3.18

3.30

3.60

3.20

3.40

1.03

1.02

3.69

3.24

3.28

3.67

3.33

3.17

1.11

0.928

3.72

3.21

3.33

3.67

3.22

3.44

0.849

0.732
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Descriptives

Mowa gival n tpéxouvca Bon oag Performance  Satisfaction Leadership
oTNnV ENLXEipNON; MEAN MEAN MEAN
Epyalopevog (EvéiLapeco Eninedo): 1.11 1.07 1.01

‘Eunelpog untdAAnAog rou £xel
OUGLOOTLKA EUMELPia 1) EUOUVEC,
oAAG SEV KOTEXEL EMOTTIKO I
S1euBuvtiko polo.

Minimum Enontng / YnevBuvog Opadag 1.00 1.17 1.44

Epyalopevog (Eloaywyiko Eninedo):  1.00 1.17 1.89
Nedtepog 1) AlydTEPO EUTELPOG

undAAnAog, cuviBwg £wg Alya

Xpovia poinnpeoiag.

Epyalopevog (EvéiLapeco Eninedo): 1.00 1.00 1.00
‘Eunelpog untdAAnAog rou £xel

OUGLOOTLKA EUMELPia 1) EUOUVEC,

oAAG SEV KOTEXEL EMOTTIKO 1

S1leuBuvtiko polo.

Maximum Enontng / YnevBuvog Opasdag 5.00 5.00 5.00

Epyalopevog (Elcaywyiko Eninedo):  5.00 4.67 4.89
Nedtepog 1) AlyOTEPO EUTELPOG

unaAAnAog, cuviBwg £wg Alya

Xpovia poinnpeoiag.

Epyalopevog (EvéiLapeco Eninedo): 5.00 5.00 5.00
‘Eunelpog untdAAnAog rou £xel

OUGLOOTLKA EUMELPia 1) EUOUVEC,

oAAG SEV KOTEXEL ETOTITIKO 1

S1euBuvtiko polo.

Enonng / YrnevOuvog Opadog 0.921 0.898 0.946
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Descriptives

Mowa gival n tpéxouvca Bon oag Performance  Satisfaction Leadership
oTNnV ENLXEipNON; MEAN MEAN MEAN
Epyalopevog (Eloaywyiko Erinedo):  0.970 0.967 0.958

Nedtepog 1) AlyOTEPO EUTELPOG
undAAnAog, cuviBwg £wg Alya
Xpovia poinnpeoiag.
Shapiro-
Wilk W Epyalopevog (Evéiapeoo Eninedo): 0.961 0.968 0.973
‘Epmelpog undAAnAog ou €xet
OUGLOOTLKA EUMELPia 1) EUOUVEC,
oAAG SEV KOTEXEL EMOTTIKO 1
S1leuBuvtiko polo.

Shapiro- Enontng / YnevBuvog Opadag 0.012 0.003 0.074
wilk p
Epyalopevog (Elcaywyiko Eninedo):  0.443 0.356 0.201
Nedtepog 1) AlyOTEPO EUMELPOG
untdAAnAog, cuviBwg £wg Alya
Xpovia polnnpeoiag.

Epyalopevog (EvéiLapeco Eninedo): 0.009 0.027 0.061
‘Epmelpog undAAnAog ou €xet

OUGLACTLKA EUMELpia 1) UBUVEC,

OAAQ SEV KOTEXEL EMOTITLKO R

S1euBuvtiko polo.

Plots

Performance MEAN

Ry
ETGTITNG { YTEUBUVOC OuGdac  Epyalouevoc (EITayiwyikd ETTTED0): NEGTEROC fi ANGTERD ELTTEIOC UTTE BTN s vug i LET MR A30. TRATOTTARE TIG ANADC TIOU €)1 DUTIIOTIKN ETTEIDia i EUBUVEC, aAAd DEY KATEXE| ETOTITIRE
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Satisfaction MEAN

EmGmng / YeBuvag Opddag  Epyalpevos (Eiaywyikd Emimedo): NeoTepog fi AyoTepo épmaipag 5 P O AMTA

TIOU EXE| QUOBGTIK EPTTEIpIG | cUBUYES, aAKE Bev kaTéxel ETOTITIKG

Mol eivetl N TREXOUTT BETT TTC TTNY ETTIXEPNO!

= W

EmGmng / YieBuvag Opddag  Epyalpevas (Eigaywyikd Emimedo): NeTepog fi AyoTepo éumaipog 5 P — O AMTA

Leadership MEAN

w =

Leadership MEAN

N

TIOU EXE| QUTBOTIK EPTTEIpiG | UBUYES, Gk Bev kaTéxel ETOTITIKG

MNola eival n Tpéxouod BEST aa¢ OTNY ETIXEIPNO!

Page | 154



Y& tolov KAASo Spaotnplomoleital kupilwg n emxeipnon oag;

*Although the descriptive analysis indicates that certain industries typically report higher or lower
levels of leadership, performance, and employee satisfaction, the existing data does not support the
statistical significance of these differences.

Descriptives

Descriptives

Ze nowov kKAado Spactnplomoleito Performance Satisfaction Leadership
Kupiwg n emxeipnon ocag; MEAN MEAN MEAN
N Casino 1 1 1
Ticketing - Account Management 1 1 1
ApPXLTEKTOVIKA 1 1 1
Buopnxavia / Napaywyn 18 18 18
Frewpyia / Ktnvotpodia 4 4 4
Anudolog Topéag / KuBépvnon 13 13 13
Eknaidevon / Epeuva 29 29 29
EUnopLKEG EKOEDELG 1 1 1
Eunéplo 1 1 1
KaBapioctpLa 1 1 1
KataokeuaoTtikog KAadog 1 1 1
Alaviko / HAektpoviko Epumndplo 18 18 18
NoyLoTIKA 1 1 1
Metadopeg 1 1 1
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Descriptives

Ze nowov kKAado Spactnplomoleito Performance Satisfaction Leadership
KUuplwg n enyeipnon oag; MEAN MEAN MEAN
Mn KepSookomnikr Opyavwon (MKO) 5 5 5
Mn Snpociov npocwrou 1 1 1
Nauthia 2 2 2
Nopukn 1 1 1
oupBouAeutiki/petadpacn/eknaidsuon
OMTIKO AKOUGTIKA HEoTL 1 1 1
NwAnon 1 1 1
Téxveg, Mouowkn / ®W\oevia 1 1 1
Texviko Mpadeio - Meottiko 1 1 1
TEXVIKOG TOHEQS 1 1 1
Texvoloyia / THAEMKOWVWVIECG 17 17 17
Touplopog / Dhogevia 13 13 13
Yyeia / ®appakeutikdg KAadog 15 15 15
Ynnpeoieg Ppuyaywyiog 1 1 1
Xovdpko eunoplo 1 1 1
XPNLLOTOOLKOVOULKEG YTINPEOCLEC 9 9 9
TIPOLKTOPELO OTTOLTT 1 1 1
Missing Casino 0 0 0
Ticketing - Account Management 0 0 0
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Descriptives

Ze nowov kKAado Spactnplomoleito Performance Satisfaction Leadership
KUuplwg n enyeipnon oag; MEAN MEAN MEAN
APXLTEKTOVIK) 0 0 0
Biopnxavia / NMNapaywyn 0 0 0
Frewpyia / Ktnvotpodia 0 0 0
Anpooiog Topéag / KuBépvnon 0 0 0
Eknaidevon / Epsuva 0 0 0
EMMOPLKEG EKOEDELS 0 0 0
Epnoplo 0 0 0
KaBapiotpLa 0 0 0
Kataokeuaotikog KAadog 0 0 0
Aroviko / HAektpovikd Epnoplo 0 0 0
NoyloTika 0 0 0
Metadopeg 0 0 0

Mn Kepdoaokomnikr} Opyavwon (MKO) 0 0 0

Mn énupoociou npocwrnou 0 0 0
Navuthia 0 0 0
Noukn 0 0 0

oupBoulevutiki/uetadpaon/sknaidcvon
OMTIKO AKOUGTIKA PECT 0 0 0

NwAnon 0 0 0
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Descriptives

Ze nowov kKAado Spactnplomoleito Performance Satisfaction Leadership
KUuplwg n enyeipnon oag; MEAN MEAN MEAN
Téxveg, Mouowkn / ®\ogevia 0 0 0
Texviko Mpadeio - Meottiko 0 0 0
TEXVIKOG TOHEQS 0 0 0
Texvoloyia / ThAemkowwvieg 0 0 0
Touplopdg / dhoevia 0 0 0
Yyeia / ®appakeutikdg KAadog 0 0 0
Ynnpeoieg Ppuyaywyiog 0 0 0
Xovdpko eunoplo 0 0 0
XPNLLOTOOLKOVOULKEG YTINPEOCLEC 0 0 0
TIPOLKTOPELO OTTOLTT 0 0 0
Mean Casino 5.00 5.00 5.00
Ticketing - Account Management 3.80 3.33 3.44
APXLTEKTOVIKA 3.40 3.83 4.22
Biopnxavia / MNapaywyn 3.12 3.16 3.12
Frewpyia / Ktnvotpodia 3.55 3.29 3.36
Anpooiog Topéag / KuBépvnon 3.02 3.10 2.89
Eknaidevon /Epsuva 3.39 3.16 3.37
EMMOPLKEG EKOEDELG 3.00 3.33 3.56

Page | 158



Descriptives

Ze nowov kKAado Spactnplomoleito Performance Satisfaction Leadership
KUuplwg n enyeipnon oag; MEAN MEAN MEAN
Eunéplo 2.00 2.33 3.00
KaBapictpLa 3.60 4.67 4.22
Kotaokeuaotikog KAadog 1.40 2.00 1.67
Aroviko / HAektpovikd Epnoplo 3.43 3.33 3.31
NoyloTika 2.20 2.17 2.67
Metadopeg 4.20 4.33 4.11
Mn Kepdoaokomnikr} Opyavwon (MKO) 2.56 2.90 3.40
Mn énpoociou npocwrnou 4.60 4.67 3.56
Navthia 3.20 3.75 3.33
Nopk 4.00 3.33 3.67
oupBouAeutiki/petadpacn/eknaidsuon

OMTIKO AKOUGTLKA HEoTL 4.20 4.83 4.00
MwAnon 5.00 5.00 5.00
Téxveg, Mouaokr) / ®\oéevia 4.40 5.00 4.78
Texvko Mpadeio - Meottiko 3.20 3.67 3.56
TEeXVIKOG TOHEQS 1.00 1.00 1.00
Texvoloyia / ThAermkowwvieg 3.39 3.44 3.60
Touplopdg / dhoevia 3.09 3.42 3.24
Yyeia / ®appakeutikdg KAadog 3.73 3.63 3.61
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Descriptives

Ze nowov kKAado Spactnplomoleito Performance Satisfaction Leadership
KUuplwg n enyeipnon oag; MEAN MEAN MEAN
Ynnpeoieg Ypuyaywyiog 4.60 4.50 4.33
Xovdpkod gpunodplo 3.20 3.17 3.44
XPNLLOTOOLKOVOULKEG YTINPEOCLEC 3.69 3.63 3.84
TIPOLKTOPELO OTTOLTT 4.40 4.83 411
Median Casino 5.00 5.00 5.00
Ticketing - Account Management 3.80 3.33 3.44
APXLTEKTOVIKA 3.40 3.83 4.22
Biopnxavia / NMapaywyn 3.30 3.33 3.33
Frewpyia / Ktnvotpodia 3.70 3.25 3.11
Anudolog Topéag / KuBépvnon 3.20 3.33 2.89
Eknaidevon / Epeuva 3.40 3.17 3.22
EUnopLKEG EKOEDELS 3.00 3.33 3.56
Eunéplo 2.00 2.33 3.00
KaBapictpLa 3.60 4.67 4.22
KataokeuaoTtikog KAadog 1.40 2.00 1.67
Aroviko / HAektpovikd Epnoplo 3.70 3.58 3.33
NoyloTika 2.20 2.17 2.67
Metadopeg 4.20 4.33 4.11

Page | 160



Descriptives

Ze nowov kKAado Spactnplomoleito Performance Satisfaction Leadership
KUuplwg n enyeipnon oag; MEAN MEAN MEAN
Mn Kepdookorukn Opydvwon (MKO) 3.00 3.00 3.56
Mn Snpociov npocwrou 4.60 4.67 3.56
Navthia 3.20 3.75 3.33
NOKH 4.00 3.33 3.67
oupBouAeutiki/petadpacn/eknaidsuon
OMTIKO AKOUGTIKA HEoTL 4.20 4.83 4.00
MwAnon 5.00 5.00 5.00
Téxveg, Mouoikr / ®\oevia 4.40 5.00 4.78
Texvko Mpadeio - Meottiko 3.20 3.67 3.56
TEXVIKOG TOHEQS 1.00 1.00 1.00
Texvoloyia / THAEMKOWVWVIECG 3.40 3.50 3.56
Touplopog / Dhogevia 3.20 3.67 3.33
Yyeia / ®appakeutikdg KAadog 3.60 3.50 3.56
Ynnpeoieg Ppuyaywyiog 4.60 4.50 4.33
Xovdpko eunoplo 3.20 3.17 3.44
XPNLLOTOOLKOVOULKEG YTINPEOCLEC 3.40 3.00 3.89
TIPOLKTOPELO OTTOLTT 4.40 4.83 411
Standard Casino NaN NaN NaN
deviation
Ticketing - Account Management NaN NaN NaN
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Descriptives

Ze nowov kKAado Spactnplomoleito Performance Satisfaction Leadership
KUuplwg n enyeipnon oag; MEAN MEAN MEAN
APXLTEKTOVIK) NaN NaN NaN
Biopnxavia / NMNapaywyn 1.24 1.17 1.12
Frewpyia / Ktnvotpodia 1.32 0.821 1.10
Anpooiog Topéag / KuBépvnon 0.911 0.878 0.622
Eknaidevon / Epsuva 0.826 0.889 0.726
EMMOPLKEG EKOEDELS NaN NaN NaN
Epnoplo NaN NaN NaN
KaBapiotpLa NaN NaN NaN
Kataokeuaotikog KAadog NaN NaN NaN
Aroviko / HAektpovikd Epnoplo 1.13 1.11 0.988
NoyloTika NaN NaN NaN
Metadopeg NaN NaN NaN
Mn Kepdoaokomnikr} Opyavwon (MKO) 0.984 0.871 0.674
Mn énupoociou npocwrnou NaN NaN NaN
Navthia 141 0.825 141
Noukn NaN NaN NaN
oupBoulevutiki/uetadpaon/sknaidcvon

OMTIKO AKOUGTIKA PECT NaN NaN NaN
NwAnon NaN NaN NaN

Page | 162



Descriptives

Ze nowov kKAado Spactnplomoleito Performance Satisfaction Leadership
KUuplwg n enyeipnon oag; MEAN MEAN MEAN
Téxveg, Mouowkn / ®\ogevia NaN NaN NaN
Texvko Mpadeio - Meottiko NaN NaN NaN
TEXVIKOG TOHEQS NaN NaN NaN
Texvoloyia / ThAemkowwvieg 1.07 1.05 0.858
Touplopdg / dhoevia 1.40 1.28 1.15
Yyeia / ®appakeutikdg KAadog 0.823 1.01 0.952
Ynnpeoieg Ppuyaywyiog NaN NaN NaN
Xovdpko eunoplo NaN NaN NaN
XPNLLOTOOLKOVOULKEG YTINPEOCLEC 1.18 1.29 0.991
TIPOLKTOPELO OTTOLTT NaN NaN NaN
Minimum  Casino 5.00 5.00 5.00
Ticketing - Account Management 3.80 3.33 3.44
APXLTEKTOVIKA 3.40 3.83 4.22
Biopnxavia / MNapaywyn 1.00 1.17 1.33
Frewpyia / Ktnvotpodia 1.80 2.33 2.33
Anpooiog Topéag / KuBépvnon 1.40 1.17 1.78
Eknaidevon /Epsuva 1.40 1.00 1.78
EMMOPLKEG EKOEDELG 3.00 3.33 3.56
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Descriptives

Ze nowov kKAado Spactnplomoleito Performance Satisfaction Leadership
KUuplwg n enyeipnon oag; MEAN MEAN MEAN
Eunéplo 2.00 2.33 3.00
KaBapictpLa 3.60 4.67 4.22
Kotaokeuaotikog KAadog 1.40 2.00 1.67
Aroviko / HAektpovikd Epnoplo 1.40 1.83 1.33
NoyloTika 2.20 2.17 2.67
Metadopeg 4.20 4.33 4.11
Mn Kepdoaokomnikr} Opyavwon (MKO) 1.00 1.50 2.22
Mn énpoociou npocwrnou 4.60 4.67 3.56
Navthia 2.20 3.17 2.33
Nopk 4.00 3.33 3.67
oupBouAeutiki/petadpacn/eknaidsuon

OMTIKO AKOUGTLKA HEoTL 4.20 4.83 4.00
MwAnon 5.00 5.00 5.00
Téxveg, Mouaokr) / ®\oéevia 4.40 5.00 4.78
Texvko Mpadeio - Meottiko 3.20 3.67 3.56
TEeXVIKOG TOHEQS 1.00 1.00 1.00
Texvoloyia / ThAermkowwvieg 1.00 1.33 2.44
Touplopdg / dhoevia 1.00 1.17 1.56
Yyeia / ®appakeutikdg KAadog 2.20 1.67 1.89
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Descriptives

Ze nowov kKAado Spactnplomoleito Performance Satisfaction Leadership
KUuplwg n enyeipnon oag; MEAN MEAN MEAN
Ynnpeoieg Ypuyaywyiog 4.60 4.50 4.33
Xovdpkod gpunodplo 3.20 3.17 3.44
XPNLLOTOOLKOVOULKEG YTINPEOCLEC 2.20 2.00 2.44
TIPOLKTOPELO OTTOLTT 4.40 4.83 411
Maximum Casino 5.00 5.00 5.00
Ticketing - Account Management 3.80 3.33 3.44
APXLTEKTOVIKA 3.40 3.83 4.22
Biounxavia / Napaywyn 4.80 4.83 4.44
Frewpyia / Ktnvotpodia 5.00 4.33 4.89
Anudolog Topéag / KuBépvnon 4.40 4.33 3.89
Eknaidevon / Epeuva 5.00 5.00 4.78
EUnopLKEG EKOEDELS 3.00 3.33 3.56
Eunéplo 2.00 2.33 3.00
KaBapictpLa 3.60 4.67 4.22
KataokeuaoTtikog KAadog 1.40 2.00 1.67
Aroviko / HAektpovikd Epnoplo 5.00 5.00 4.78
NoyloTika 2.20 2.17 2.67
Metadopeg 4.20 4.33 4.11
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Descriptives

Ze nowov kKAado Spactnplomoleito Performance Satisfaction Leadership
KUuplwg n enyeipnon oag; MEAN MEAN MEAN
Mn Kepdookorukn Opydvwon (MKO) 3.40 3.83 3.89
Mn Snpociov npocwrou 4.60 4.67 3.56
Navthia 4.20 4.33 4.33
NOKH 4.00 3.33 3.67
oupBouAeutiki/petadpacn/eknaidsuon
OMTIKO AKOUGTIKA HEoTL 4.20 4.83 4.00
MwAnon 5.00 5.00 5.00
Téxveg, Mouoikr / ®\oevia 4.40 5.00 4.78
Texvko Mpadeio - Meottiko 3.20 3.67 3.56
TEXVIKOG TOHEQS 1.00 1.00 1.00
Texvoloyia / THAEMKOWVWVIECG 5.00 5.00 5.00
Touplopog / Dhogevia 5.00 5.00 4.89
Yyeia / ®appakeutikdg KAadog 5.00 5.00 5.00
Ynnpeoieg Ppuyaywyiog 4.60 4.50 4.33
Xovdpko eunoplo 3.20 3.17 3.44
XPNLLOTOOLKOVOULKEG YTINPEOCLEC 5.00 5.00 5.00
TIPOLKTOPELO OTTOLTT 4.40 4.83 411
Shapiro- Casino NaN NaN NaN
Wilk W
Ticketing - Account Management NaN NaN NaN
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Descriptives

Ze nowov kKAado Spactnplomoleito Performance Satisfaction Leadership
KUuplwg n enyeipnon oag; MEAN MEAN MEAN
APXLTEKTOVIK) NaN NaN NaN
Biopnxavia / NMNapaywyn 0.929 0.920 0.890
Frewpyia / Ktnvotpodia 0.953 0.973 0.927
Anpooiog Topéag / KuBépvnon 0.931 0.950 0.967
Eknaidevon / Epsuva 0.958 0.977 0.973
EMMOPLKEG EKOEDELS NaN NaN NaN
Epnoplo NaN NaN NaN
KaBapiotpLa NaN NaN NaN
Kataokeuaotikog KAadog NaN NaN NaN
Aroviko / HAektpovikd Epnoplo 0.935 0.901 0.962
NoyloTika NaN NaN NaN
Metadopeg NaN NaN NaN
Mn Kepdoaokomnikr} Opyavwon (MKO) 0.871 0.921 0.742
Mn énupoociou npocwrnou NaN NaN NaN
Navthia NaN NaN NaN
Noukn NaN NaN NaN

oupBoulevutiki/uetadpaon/sknaidcvon
OMTIKO AKOUGTIKA PECT NaN NaN NaN

NwAnon NaN NaN NaN
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Descriptives

Ze nowov kKAado Spactnplomoleito Performance Satisfaction Leadership
KUuplwg n enyeipnon oag; MEAN MEAN MEAN
Téxveg, Mouowkn / ®\ogevia NaN NaN NaN
Texvko Mpadeio - Meottiko NaN NaN NaN
TEXVIKOG TOHEQS NaN NaN NaN
Texvoloyia / ThAemkowwvieg 0.951 0.960 0.931
Touplopdg / dhoevia 0.935 0.927 0.946
Yyeia / ®appakeutikdg KAadog 0.969 0.952 0.960
Ynnpeoieg Ppuyaywyiog NaN NaN NaN
Xovdpko eunoplo NaN NaN NaN
XPNLLOTOOLKOVOULKEG YTINPEOCLEC 0.859 0.806 0.909
TIPOLKTOPELO OTTOLTT NaN NaN NaN
Shapiro- Casino NaN NaN NaN
Wilk p
Ticketing - Account Management NaN NaN NaN
APXLTEKTOVIK) NaN NaN NaN
Biopnxavia / MNapaywyn 0.188 0.128 0.039
Frewpyia / Ktnvotpodia 0.735 0.860 0.576
Anpooiog Topéag / KuBépvnon 0.347 0.597 0.852
Eknaidevon / Epeuva 0.286 0.744 0.653
EUnopLkEG eKOEDELS NaN NaN NaN
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Descriptives

Ze nowov kKAado Spactnplomoleito Performance Satisfaction Leadership
KUuplwg n enyeipnon oag; MEAN MEAN MEAN
Eunéplo NaN NaN NaN
KaBapictpLa NaN NaN NaN
Kotaokeuaotikog KAadog NaN NaN NaN
Aroviko / HAektpovikd Epnoplo 0.242 0.060 0.640
NoyloTika NaN NaN NaN
Metadopeg NaN NaN NaN
Mn Kepdoaokomnikr} Opyavwon (MKO) 0.271 0.537 0.025
Mn énpoociou npocwrnou NaN NaN NaN
Navthia NaN NaN NaN
Nopukn NaN NaN NaN
oupBouAeutiki/petadpacn/eknaidsuon

OMTIKO AKOUGTLKA HEoTL NaN NaN NaN
MwAnon NaN NaN NaN
Téxveg, Mouaokr) / ®\oéevia NaN NaN NaN
Texvko Mpadeio - Meottiko NaN NaN NaN
TEeXVIKOG TOHEQS NaN NaN NaN
Texvoloyia / ThAermkowwvieg 0.476 0.631 0.226
Touplopdg / dhoevia 0.391 0.312 0.534
Yyeia / ®appakeutikdg KAadog 0.845 0.561 0.687
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Descriptives

Ze nowov kKAado Spactnplomoleito Performance Satisfaction Leadership
Kuplwg n emyeipnon oag; MEAN MEAN MEAN
Yninpeoisg Ppuyaywyiog NaN NaN NaN
Xovdpkod gpunodplo NaN NaN NaN
XPNLLOTOOLKOVOULKEG YTINPEOCLEC 0.094 0.024 0.311
TIPOLKTOPELO OTTOLTT NaN NaN NaN

Plots

Performance MEAN
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«O ApECOC MPOIOTAUEVOC MoU/SLleuBuVTAC LoV eMIKOWVWVEL EekdBapa To dpapa
KOlL TOUG OTOXOUGC TNG OHASaG Hag. »

*Descriptive statistics show a distinct, positive trend: workers report higher levels of satisfaction,

perceived leadership, and performance when they believe their supervisor communicates the team's
vision and goals clearly. At the descriptive level, the means for all three outcomes show a strong and
consistent association as they climb progressively with increasing agreement.

Descriptives

Descriptives

«0O AUECOC TPOIOTAUEVOG

Hou/SLeuBUVTAG OV ETILKOWVWVEL Performance Satisfaction Leadership

§ekaOapol To GOl KOL TOUG MEAN MEAN MEAN

OTOXOUG TNG OMASOG LLOLG. »
N 1 9 9 9

2 14 14 14

3 37 37 37

4 55 55 55

5 47 47 47
Missing 1 0 0 0

2 0 0 0

3 0 0 0

4 0 0 0

5 0 0 0
Mean 1 1.69 1.76 1.73
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Descriptives

«0 AUECOC TPOIOTAUEVOG

Hou/8LeuBUVTHG HOU EMLKOWVWVEL Performance Satisfaction Leadership
§ekaOapol To GOl KOL TOUG MEAN MEAN MEAN
OTOXOUG TNG OMASOG LOLG. »

2 2.63 2.61 2.56
3 2.84 2.84 2.84
4 3.50 3.42 3.55
5 4.12 4.25 4.21
Median 1 1.40 1.50 1.56
2 2.50 2.42 2.44
3 3.00 3.00 2.78
4 3.60 3.50 3.56
5 4.20 4.50 4.33
Standard 1 0.722 0.662 0.583
deviation
2 0.674 0.694 0.468
3 0.930 0.851 0.703
4 0.864 0.834 0.535
5 0.859 0.799 0.729
Minimum 1 1.00 1.00 1.00
2 1.20 1.67 1.56
3 1.00 1.00 1.33
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Descriptives

«0 AUECOC TPOIOTAUEVOG

Hou/8LeuBUVTHG HOU EMLKOWVWVEL Performance Satisfaction Leadership
§ekaOapol To GOl KOL TOUG MEAN MEAN MEAN
OTOXOUG TNG OMASOG LOLG. »

4 1.00 1.33 2.22
5 1.80 1.67 1.89
Maximum 1 2.80 3.17 3.11
2 3.60 4.00 3.22
3 5.00 4.50 4.56
4 5.00 5.00 4.78
5 5.00 5.00 5.00
Shapiro- 1 0.843 0.903 0.814
Wilk W
2 0.916 0.941 0.944
3 0.954 0.976 0.974
4 0.951 0.973 0.972
5 0.886 0.858 0.897
Shapiro- 1 0.063 0.270 0.030
Wilk p
2 0.192 0.434 0.469
3 0.132 0.578 0.523
4 0.024 0.257 0.233
5 <.001 <.001 <.001
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Plots

Performance MEAN

Performance MEAN
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«H nyeola kaBopilel cadeic mpoodokieg emiboong yla kaBe poAo.»

*Performance, satisfaction, and perceived leadership all show a distinct upward trend, according to
the descriptive data, as employees are more likely to believe that leadership establishes clear
performance goals. From the lowest to the highest response categories, the mean scores for all
outcomes rise, indicating that employees consistently perform better when expectations are clear.

Descriptives

Descriptives

«H nyeoia kaBopilel cadeig

Npocdokieg eniSoong ya KOs Performance Satisfaction Leadership

pPOAO0.» MEAN MEAN MEAN
N 1 16 16 16

2 19 19 19

3 23 55 55

4 36 36 36

5 36 36 36
Missing 1 0 0 0

2 0 0 0

3 0 0 0

4 0 0 0

5 0 0 0
Mean 1 2.42 2.58 2.20

2 2.67 261 2.62
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Descriptives

«H nyeoia kaBopilel cadeig

TPOGBOKIEC EMIBOGNC VLol KABE Performance Satisfaction Leadership
p6A0.» MEAN MEAN MEAN
3 3.15 3.19 3.22
4 3.59 3.66 3.71
5 4.20 4.09 4.27
Median 1 2.30 2.00 1.89
2 2.60 2.50 2.78
3 3.20 3.17 3.22
4 3.60 3.67 3.72
5 4.40 4.33 4.50
Standard 1 1.27 1.30 0.887
deviation
2 0.919 0.905 0.686
3 0.930 0.905 0.629
4 0.832 0.781 0.562
5 0.817 0.938 0.785
Minimum 1 1.00 1.00 1.00
2 1.00 1.00 1.56
3 1.00 1.17 1.44
4 1.00 2.17 2.44
5 2.20 1.67 2.22

Page | 176



Descriptives

«H nyeoia kaBopilel cadeig

, Y s Performance Satisfaction Leadership
npocdokieg enidoong ya kaOe
i MEAN MEAN MEAN
POAO.»
Maximum 1 5.00 5.00 4.11
2 4.40 4.33 3.78
3 5.00 5.00 4.67
4 5.00 5.00 4.78
5 5.00 5.00 5.00
Shapiro-Wilk 1 0.892 0.868 0.913
w
2 0.979 0.978 0.951
3 0.977 0.974 0.989
4 0.940 0.970 0.963
5 0.871 0.872 0.838
Shapiro-Wilk 1 0.060 0.025 0.129
p
2 0.932 0.910 0.405
3 0.376 0.278 0.890
4 0.051 0.439 0.260
5 <.001 <.001 <.001
Plots

Performance MEAN
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Performance MEAR

Satisfaction MEAN

Satisfaction MEAR

«H nyeoia kaBopie cageic Tpoodokieg eTdooNG vIa KABe pOAD.»

Leadership MEARMN

2 3 1
«H nyeaia kaBopidel aageic Tpoadokieg eTdOaNG it KaBe poAo »

2 3 4
«H nyeoia kaBopie cageic Tpoodokieg eTdooNG vIa KABe pOAD.»
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«OL avtapolBEC kot N avayvwpLon T anodoong cuvdEovtal AUECO LE TNV
ETUTEVEN CUYKEKPLUEVWY, TIPOKOOOPLOUEVWV CTOXWV. »

*As agreement with the statement increases, all three mean scores show a distinct and steady rise.
This suggests that excellent employee experiences and the clarity of award criteria are strongly
positively correlated.

Descriptives

Descriptives

«OL AVTOHOLBEG KOl N avayvwpLon

™G anddoong ouvééovtal apeoa pe  Performance  Satisfaction  Leadership

TNV ENITEVEN CUYKEKPLUEVWY, MEAN MEAN MEAN

TPOKAOOPLOUEVWV OTOXWV.»
N 1 23 23 23

2 30 30 30

3 38 38 38

4 39 39 39

5 32 32 32
Missing 1 0 0 0

2 0 0 0

3 0 0 0

4 0 0 0

5 0 0 0
Mean 1 2.48 2.44 2.34

2 2.67 2.71 2.80

Page | 179



Descriptives

«OL avTapOLBEG KL N avayvwpLon

™G anddoong cuvdéovtal aueca pe  Performance  Satisfaction  Leadership
TNV ENMITEVEN OUYKEKPLUEVWV, MEAN MEAN MEAN
TPOKAOOPLOUEVWV OTOXWV.»

3 341 3.37 3.39
4 3.63 3.59 3.67
5 4.22 4.35 4.36
Median 1 2.40 2.50 2.22
2 2.50 2.67 2.78
3 3.40 3.42 3.44
4 3.60 3.67 3.78
5 4.50 4.75 4.33
Standard 1 1.28 1.10 0.821
deviation
2 0.814 0.732 0.565
3 0.717 0.721 0.557
4 0.744 0.815 0.771
5 1.02 0.968 0.676
Minimum 1 1.00 1.00 1.00
2 1.00 1.33 1.56
3 1.40 1.67 1.78
4 2.00 2.00 1.33
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Descriptives

«OL avTapOLBEG KL N avayvwpLon

™G anddoong cuvdéovtal aueca pe  Performance  Satisfaction  Leadership
TNV ENMITEVEN OUYKEKPLUEVWV, MEAN MEAN MEAN
TPOKAOOPLOUEVWV OTOXWV.»

5 1.00 1.50 1.78
Maximum 1 5.00 4.67 4.11
2 4.40 3.83 3.89
3 4.80 5.00 4.44
4 5.00 5.00 4.89
5 5.00 5.00 5.00
Shapiro- 1 0.908 0.947 0.956
Wilk W
2 0.976 0.957 0.969
3 0.967 0.981 0.976
4 0.976 0.950 0.957
5 0.753 0.693 0.810
Shapiro- 1 0.038 0.251 0.391
Wilk p
2 0.707 0.257 0.510
3 0.327 0.758 0.565
4 0.565 0.083 0.147
5 <.001 <.001 <.001
Plots
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Performance MEAN

Performance MEAN
w N

"

L

3 4 5
«O1 avTapoIBEC Kal N avayvupion Tng amrodoong ouvDEoVTal GUETT UE TNV ETHITEUEN OUYKEKPIWEVIWY, TIPOKABOPIOUEVIY OTOXWVY.»

Satisfaction MEAN

=

Safisfaction MEAN
w

1 2 3 4
«O1 avTapoIBEC Kal N avayvupion Tng amodoong ouvDEoVTaI GUETT UE TNV ETHITEUEN OUYKEKPIWEVIWY, TIDOKABOPIOUEVIWY OTOXWVY.»

1 2 3 4
«Q1 avTaUOIBES KaI N avayvupIon Tng amedoong ouvBEovTal UETT HE TNV ETITEUEN TUYKEKPIPEVLWY, TIPOKGBOPIOUEVUIY TTOXWY.»

Leadership MEAN

IS

Leadership MEAN
w

™
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«OL NYETEC OTNV ETLXELPNON LoV EVOAPPUVOUV TN CUUHETOXN TWV EPYALOUEVWV
otn ANYn anopacswv.»

*Employees report feeling more encouraged to engage in decision-making, which leads to a strong
and consistent boost in reported performance, satisfaction, and leadership quality. This pattern holds
true for all three factors.

Descriptives

Descriptives

«OL ny£teg otV EMXELPNON OV

€vOappUVOULV TN CUUHETOXH) TWV Performance Satisfaction Leadership
epyalopévwy otn AqPn MEAN MEAN MEAN
anopAcswv.»

N 1 18 18 18
2 23 23 23
3 41 41 41
4 47 47 47
5 33 33 33
Missing 1 0 0 0
2 0 0 0
3 0 0 0
4 0 0 0
5 0 0 0
Mean 1 2.13 1.83 1.96
2 3.03 2.94 2.73
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Descriptives

«OL NYETEG OTNV ETUXEIPNOT) POV

€vOappUVOULV TN CUUHETOXH) TWV Performance Satisfaction Leadership
epyalopévwy otn AqYn MEAN MEAN MEAN
anopAcswv.»

3 3.04 3.27 3.26
4 3.57 3.52 3.66
5 4.32 4.39 4.42
Median 1 1.80 1.67 1.83
2 3.20 3.00 2.89
3 3.20 3.17 3.22
4 3.60 3.67 3.78
5 4.60 4.83 4.56
Standard 1 1.13 0.681 0.554
deviation
2 0.943 0.857 0.686
3 0.796 0.713 0.592
4 0.786 0.854 0.553
5 0.894 0.796 0.605
Minimum 1 1.00 1.00 1.00
2 1.40 1.83 1.33
3 1.00 1.83 2.22
4 1.60 1.17 2.33
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Descriptives

«OL NYETEG OTNV ETUXEIPNOT) POV

€vOappUVOULV TN CUUHETOXH) TWV Performance Satisfaction Leadership
epyalopévwy otn AqYn MEAN MEAN MEAN
anopAcswv.»

5 1.00 1.50 2.56
Maximum 1 5.00 3.17 3.00
2 4.80 5.00 4.11
3 5.00 5.00 4.78
4 4.80 4.83 4.56
5 5.00 5.00 5.00
Shapiro- 1 0.890 0.921 0.955
Wilk W
2 0.946 0.925 0.984
3 0.982 0.979 0.963
4 0.960 0.957 0.964
5 0.770 0.763 0.866
Shapiro- 1 0.038 0.133 0.500
Wilk p
2 0.242 0.085 0.957
3 0.734 0.640 0.196
4 0.112 0.085 0.156
5 <.001 <.001 <.001
Plots
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Performance MEAN

o oape

Performance MEAN

1 2 3 4
«ON NYETEC TNV ETMIXEIPNOT JoU evBappIVOUY TN CUULETOXA Twy epyafoUévwy aThn Awn amo@doswy »

Satisfaction MEAN

Satisfaction MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
«O NYETEG TNV ETNYEIPNOT YoU evBappUVoUY Tr) OUUUETOX Twy epYAIOUEYWY aTN AW ATToQAoEwy.»

Leadership MEAN
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«On NYETEC TNV ETMXEIPNOT Jou evBappUvoUy TN TUUUETOXA Twy epyalouéviy atn Awn amo@doswy.»
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«H nyeola mpooappoletal eVkoAa og AAAAYEC KAl VEEG TIPOKANOELC. »

*Employee performance, evaluation of leadership, and reported happiness all significantly increase
when they believe their leadership is more flexible in the face of change and difficulties. This implies
that one important quality that workers appreciate and react favorably to is adaptability.

Descriptives

Descriptives

«H nyeoia ntpooapuoleto

£0KoAa o AAQyEC Katt VEEC Performance Satisfaction Leadership

HPOKAAGELC. MEAN MEAN MEAN
N 1 16 16 16

2 24 24 24

3 51 51 51

4 39 39 39

5 32 32 32
Missing 1 0 0 0

2 0 0 0

3 0 0 0

4 0 0 0

5 0 0 0
Mean 1 2.38 2.17 1.97

2 2.61 2.78 2.78

3 3.09 3.11 3.17
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Descriptives

«H nyeoia ntpooapuoleto

c0KoAaL 0 CAAQEC Kat VEEC Performance Satisfaction Leadership
rpOKAAGELG.Y MEAN MEAN MEAN
4 3.80 3.79 3.82
5 4.28 4.28 4.39
Median 1 2.40 2.00 1.83
2 2.70 3.00 2.78
3 3.20 3.17 3.22
4 4.00 4.00 3.78
5 4.60 4.58 4.56
Standard 1 1.17 0.905 0.590
deviation
2 0.786 0.886 0.634
3 0.710 0.774 0.590
4 0.830 0.844 0.525
5 1.03 0.905 0.722
Minimum 1 1.00 1.00 1.00
2 1.00 1.17 1.56
3 1.00 1.50 1.78
4 1.80 2.17 2.78
5 1.00 1.33 1.89
Maximum 1 5.00 3.67 3.00
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Descriptives

«H nyeoia ntpooapuoleto

, \ K Performance Satisfaction Leadership
€0KoAa o€ aANay£EG Kall VEEG
K MEAN MEAN MEAN

TPOKANOCELG. »

2 3.80 4.00 3.89

3 4.40 4.83 4.33

4 5.00 5.00 4.78

5 5.00 5.00 5.00
Shapiro-Wilk 1 0.919 0.920 0.931
w

2 0.950 0.922 0.957

3 0.953 0.984 0.986

4 0.937 0.937 0.961

5 0.707 0.798 0.799
Shapiro-Wilk 1 0.165 0.169 0.253
P

2 0.273 0.065 0.386

3 0.043 0.710 0.793

4 0.030 0.030 0.189

5 <.001 <.001 <.001

Plots

Performance MEAN
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Performance MEAR

1 2 3 4 5
«H nyeaia TpooapuGfeTal eUKoAD 08 AANIVEC KUl VEEC TTDOKANDTEIC »

Satisfaction MEAN

Satisfaction MEAR

1 2 3 4 5
«H nyegia mpogappddetal sukoha ot alhayig Kal vEEg TTpOKANTEIC. »

Leadership MEAN

Leadership MEAR

1 2 3 4 5
«H nyeoio pooapuoleTal eUkohn 08 aANOVEC KOl VEEC TTROKANDTEIC. »
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«Xuyxpova PnoLokd epyadeia kot TexVoAoyleg xpnotpomolouvTol

QTOTEAECUATIKA YLO TN BeATiwWoN TwV €pyactlakwy SLaSIKACLWY LG, »

*Employees report improved levels of performance, satisfaction, and leadership quality as well as
more efficient utilization of contemporary digital tools and technologies at work. This suggests a
strong correlation between favourable workplace outcomes and digital transformation and
technology adoption.

Descriptives

Descriptives

«Zuyxpova PndLakd epyaleia Ko

teEXVoAoyieg xpnotponolovvrol Performance  Satisfaction Leadership

OMOTEAECHATIKA YLa TN BeATiwon MEAN MEAN MEAN

TWV EPYOOLOKWY SLOSLKOGLWV JOLG. »
N 1 16 16 16

2 15 15 15

3 33 33 33

4 54 54 54

5 44 44 44
Missing 1 0 0 0

2 0 0 0

3 0 0 0

4 0 0 0

5 0 0 0
Mean 1 2.20 2.23 2.06
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Descriptives

«Zoyxpova Pndraka spyodeia Kot

TEXVOAOYIEG XpNOLLOTIOLOUVTOL Performance  Satisfaction Leadership
OIOTEAEGHATIKA YLa T BeAtiwon MEAN MEAN MEAN

TWV EPYOOLAKWYV SLASLKOOLWV LLOLG. »

2 2.55 2.72 2.67
3 2.92 3.09 2.92
4 3.42 3.38 3.55
5 4.28 4.18 4.29
Median 1 2.20 2.08 2.22
2 2.80 2.50 2.67
3 3.00 3.17 3.11
4 3.60 3.50 3.56
5 4.50 4.33 4.33
Standard 1 0.870 0.834 0.605
deviation
2 0.905 0.874 0.556
3 0.882 0.949 0.641
4 0.838 0.919 0.654
5 0.777 0.800 0.601
Minimum 1 1.00 1.00 1.00
2 1.00 1.50 1.56
3 1.00 1.00 1.56
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Descriptives

«Zoyxpova Pndraka spyodeia Kot

TEXVOAOYIEG XpNOLLOTIOLOUVTOL Performance  Satisfaction Leadership
OIOTEAEGHATIKA YLa T BeAtiwon MEAN MEAN MEAN

TWV EPYOOLAKWYV SLASLKOOLWV LLOLG. »

4 1.00 1.17 1.56
5 2.20 2.33 2.56
Maximum 1 3.80 3.83 2.89
2 4.20 4.33 3.67
3 4.60 4.83 4.11
4 5.00 5.00 4.89
5 5.00 5.00 5.00
Shapiro- 1 0.950 0.946 0.934
Wilk W
2 0.962 0.939 0.952
3 0.964 0.975 0.963
4 0.936 0.971 0.980
5 0.855 0.878 0.911
Shapiro- 1 0.491 0.436 0.283
Wilk p
2 0.727 0.365 0.550
3 0.342 0.640 0.316
4 0.007 0.220 0.504
5 <.001 <.001 0.002

Page | 193



Plots

Performance MEAN

Performance MEAN

(HHA

1 2 3 a

«Z0yXpova WN@Iard epyaheia kal TeXvohoyieg XpnoIHoTIoROVTO ATOTEAETHATIKG yia T BEATIWOT Twy EpYAcIaKDY SIGBIKAoIV Hag. »

:

Satisfaction MEAN

Satisfaction MEAN

1 2 3

«Z0y)pova Wn@iara epyaheia kal TeXvohoyieg XpnoIMoTIoROVTaI ATOTEASTHATIKG yia T BEATIWOT Tww Epyaciakny SIadIKaoIV Hag. »

Leadership MEAN

1 2 3

«Z0yXpova Wn@iakd epyaheia kal TeXvohoyiec XPNOIUOTIOUVTAI ATIOTEAEGUATIKG yia T BEATIWON Twv €pYACIaKWY DIBIKAoIDY pag. »
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«OL NYETEC TNG TALPELOG TTPOWOOUV KALVOTOUEG AUCELG KOl VEEC LOEEC ATTO TOUG
ePYQ{OUEVOUC. »

*Employee performance, contentment, and perceived leadership quality are all strongly, positively,
and clearly correlated with the belief that leadership fosters innovation. All three important workplace
outcomes are regularly rated significantly better by respondents who see their leaders as fostering

innovation.

Descriptives

Descriptives

«OL NYETEG TNG €TaLPELG

TPOoWOOUV KOUVOTOUEG AUGELG KoL Performance Satisfaction Leadership

VEEG LOEEC Ao TOUG MEAN MEAN MEAN

£pyalOHEVOUG. »
N 1 17 17 17

2 32 32 32

3 46 46 46

4 42 42 42

5 25 25 25
Missing 1 0 0 0

2 0 0 0

3 0 0 0

4 0 0 0

5 0 0 0
Mean 1 1.91 1.88 1.95

Page | 195



Descriptives

«OL NYETEG TNG ETaLPELG

NPOWOOUV KOLVOTOUEG AUGELG KoL Performance Satisfaction Leadership
VEEG LOEEC Ao Toug MEAN MEAN MEAN
€pyaloHEVOUG.»

2 2.79 2.90 2.75
3 3.19 3.25 3.28
4 3.78 3.75 391
5 4.63 4.52 4.53
Median 1 1.60 1.67 1.89
2 2.80 3.00 2.67
3 3.40 3.33 3.22
4 3.80 3.83 3.83
5 5.00 4.83 4.78
Standard 1 0.803 0.763 0.598
deviation
2 0.842 0.814 0.617
3 0.845 0.826 0.534
4 0.706 0.774 0.501
5 0.509 0.681 0.569
Minimum 1 1.00 1.00 1.00
2 1.00 1.50 1.56
3 1.00 1.33 1.67

Page | 196



Descriptives

«OL NYETEG TNG ETaLPELG

NPOWOOUV KOLVOTOUEG AUGELG KoL Performance Satisfaction Leadership
VEEG LOEEC Ao Toug MEAN MEAN MEAN
€pyaloHEVOUG.»

4 2.20 1.67 2.33
5 3.20 2.50 2.56
Maximum 1 3.60 3.50 3.33
2 4.60 4.83 4.11
3 4.80 4.83 4.44
4 5.00 5.00 4.78
5 5.00 5.00 5.00
Shapiro- 1 0.912 0.921 0.964
Wilk W
2 0.984 0.940 0.968
3 0.940 0.982 0.966
4 0.969 0.956 0.949
5 0.764 0.751 0.784
Shapiro- 1 0.108 0.156 0.717
Wilk p
2 0.910 0.076 0.440
3 0.020 0.704 0.189
4 0.302 0.104 0.059
5 <.001 <.001 <.001
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Plots

Performance MEAN

Performance MEAR

1 2 3 4 5
«Q1 nyéTeg g eTaIpsiag TTpowboUy KavoTopEeg AITEIC Kal vEES 1IB£5C ATTO TOUG epyalOUEVOUC.»

Satisfaction MEAN

Satisfaction MEAN

s

1 2 3 4 5
«OI NYETEC TNG £TaIpsia TpowBoUY KavoTopEs AUGEIC Kal VEEG 1IB££C AT TOUG £pyalDUEVOUC. »

Leadership MEAN
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«OI NYETEC TG £TaIpeiag TTpowBoUY KaIvoTOpEG AUTEIC Kal VEEG 16E£C ATTO TOUG £pYUlOUEVOUG. »
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«O mpoioTApeVOC pou/SLleuBuvtric pou pe evBappUVeL val avoAopBavw
TIPWTOPROUALEG KaL va glpal SnLoupyLKoc/ri otov poAo Hou.»

*Encouragement of initiative and creativity has a strong positive correlation with all significant
workplace outcomes. Workers who experience this kind of empowerment perform far better, are more
satisfied, and have a lot more favourable opinion of their managers.

Descriptives

Descriptives

«O npoloTAeVOg pou/SteuBuvtrig

MHou ue evBappuvel va avalappavw  Performance Satisfaction Leadership
TPWTOPBOUALEG Ko va ipat MEAN MEAN MEAN
Snuoupytkdc/ni otov poAo [ov.»

N 1 15 15 15
2 18 18 18
3 32 32 32
4 50 50 50
5 47 47 47
Missing 1 0 0 0
2 0 0 0
3 0 0 0
4 0 0 0
5 0 0 0
Mean 1 1.91 1.81 1.90
2 2.74 2.74 2.59
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Descriptives

«O npoloTtapevag pou/Sevbuvtig

MHou ue evBappuvel va avalappavw  Performance Satisfaction Leadership
TPWTOPROUALEG Ko va gipat MEAN MEAN MEAN
Snuoupytkdc/ni otov poAo [ov.»

3 2.89 2.98 3.02
4 3.44 3.30 3.46
5 4.27 4.43 4.36
Median 1 1.40 1.83 1.78
2 2.70 2.50 2.56
3 3.00 3.00 3.00
4 3.60 3.50 3.50
5 4.40 4.67 4.33
Standard 1 1.06 0.657 0.632
deviation
2 0.823 0.791 0.647
3 0.670 0.656 0.481
4 0.840 0.792 0.569
5 0.749 0.641 0.519
Minimum 1 1.00 1.00 1.00
2 1.40 1.50 1.56
3 1.00 1.50 1.89
4 1.00 1.17 2.33
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Descriptives

«O npoloTtapevag pou/Sevbuvtig

MHou ue evBappuvel va avalappavw  Performance Satisfaction Leadership
TPWTOPROUALEG Ko va gipat MEAN MEAN MEAN
Snuoupytkdc/ni otov poAo [ov.»

5 2.60 2.67 3.11
Maximum 1 5.00 3.17 3.56
2 4.60 4.67 3.56
3 4.00 4.00 3.78
4 4.80 4.83 4.56
5 5.00 5.00 5.00
Shapiro- 1 0.786 0.940 0.910
Wilk W
2 0.961 0.934 0.948
3 0.948 0.945 0.968
4 0.906 0.941 0.979
5 0.860 0.815 0.931
Shapiro- 1 0.002 0.378 0.137
Wilk p
2 0.625 0.232 0.392
3 0.128 0.107 0.440
4 <.001 0.015 0.498
5 <.001 <.001 0.008
Plots
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Performance MEAN

Performance MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
«O TPOITAPEVG L Mg HoU pE ppUvel va ) TpwToBouAieg Kal va eipicn SnUIoupy kGG oTov poAo Hou.»

Satisfaction MEAN

Safisfaction MEAN

"

Leadership MEAN

-

w

1 2 3 4 5
«O TPOITAPEVOG L TS HOU pE ppUvEl va ) TpwToBoUAES Kal va eipicn SNUIoUPYIKAG oTov pOAD Hou.»
Leadership MEAN
1 2 3 4 5
«Q TPOITAPEVOG L TG HOU pE ppUvEl va HPGavw TpwToBouhieg kal va eipc SnuIoUpYKAG/A oTov pOAD HoU.»
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«YTapxel apolfaia eUnmoToouvn avAaPECSO 0TOUC EpyalOUEVOUG Kal TN dtolknon.»

*When it comes to performance, satisfaction, and leadership perceptions, employees who report high
levels of mutual trust with management score significantly higher and are more consistent than those
who report low levels of trust.

Descriptives

Descriptives

«YnapyxeL apoifaia gpniotoocvn

QUALECT OTOUC EPYOTOLEVOUC Performance Satisfaction Leadership

KoL T Stoiknon.» MEAN MEAN MEAN
N 1 17 17 17

2 23 23 23

3 48 48 48

4 39 39 39

5 35 35 35
Missing 1 0 0 0

2 0 0 0

3 0 0 0

4 0 0 0

5 0 0 0
Mean 1 1.89 1.92 1.89

2 2.83 2.65 2.85

3 3.18 3.16 3.16
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Descriptives

«Ynapyxel apoifaia guniotoocvn

QVALLEGEL OTOUC EPYATOUEVOUC Performance Satisfaction Leadership
<ot Buolknon.» MEAN MEAN MEAN
4 3.53 3.64 3.72
5 4.43 451 4.43
Median 1 1.40 2.00 1.78
2 2.80 2.50 2.78
3 3.20 333 3.28
4 3.60 3.83 3.67
5 4.60 4.83 4.56
Standard 1 1.08 0.624 0.529
deviation
2 0.679 0.629 0.422
3 0.745 0.791 0.693
4 0.833 0.717 0.525
5 0.752 0.749 0.551
Minimum 1 1.00 1.00 1.00
2 1.60 1.17 2.22
3 1.00 1.00 1.56
4 1.00 1.50 2.78
5 2.40 2.17 3.22
Maximum 1 5.00 3.17 2.67
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Descriptives

«Ynapyxel apoifaia guniotoocvn

, , Performance Satisfaction Leadership
OVAUECO GTOUG EPYOA{OEVOUG
, MEAN MEAN MEAN

Ko T dloiknon.»

2 4.40 3.67 3.89

3 4.40 4.67 4.22

4 4.80 4.83 4.56

5 5.00 5.00 5.00
Shapiro- 1 0.789 0.961 0.924
Wilk W

2 0.971 0.966 0.940

3 0.942 0.944 0.957

4 0.934 0.955 0.942

5 0.756 0.680 0.875
Shapiro- 1 0.001 0.658 0.174
Wilk p

2 0.718 0.585 0.179

3 0.019 0.022 0.078

4 0.025 0.122 0.044

5 <.001 <.001 <.001

Plots

Performance MEAN
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Performance MEAN
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«YTIap¥el auoidia egmaToguvn avipeod oToug epyaldyevoug Kal T dioiknan.»

Satisfaction MEAN

Satisfaction MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
«YTapyel apoifain epmaTtooivn avdueot oToug epyalOPEVOUG Kal Tr) Bloiknarn »

Leadership MEAN
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«YTdp el auoldia egmaoToguvn aviusod oToug epyaldyevoug Kal T dioiknan.»
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«H 8loiknon tng emniyxeipnong umootnpilel po vyl Loopporia PETAEY
ETIAYYEALATLKAG KOL TIPOOWTIKNAC LW G.»

*Each degree of agreement that management supports work-life balance results in a steady and
significant improvement in employees' performance, satisfaction, and perceived leadership
assessment; responses are more consistent at higher levels of agreement.

Descriptives

Descriptives

«H 8woiknon ¢ emyeipnong

UnooTtnpileL Lo Uyl Loopponia Performance Satisfaction Leadership

METAED EMAYYEARATIKAG Kot MEAN MEAN MEAN

TPOOWTUKAG {WNG.»
N 1 19 19 19

2 29 29 29

3 39 39 39

4 37 37 37

5 38 38 38
Missing 1 0 0 0

2 0 0 0

3 0 0 0

4 0 0 0

5 0 0 0
Mean 1 2.20 1.86 2.40

2 2.93 2.74 2.94

Page | 207



Descriptives

«H &woiknon tn¢ emyeipnong

UnooTtnpileL Lo Uyl Loopponia Performance Satisfaction Leadership
METAED EMAYYEARATIKAG Kot MEAN MEAN MEAN
TPOOWTIKAG {WNG.»

3 3.09 3.14 3.11
4 3.45 3.56 3.51
5 4.42 4.64 4.41
Median 1 1.60 1.83 2.33
2 3.00 2.67 2.78
3 3.20 3.17 3.11
4 3.60 3.67 3.56
5 4.40 4.83 4.39
Standard 1 1.17 0.768 0.967
deviation
2 0.932 0.645 0.744
3 0.840 0.685 0.691
4 0.755 0.655 0.608
5 0.597 0.412 0.531
Minimum 1 1.00 1.00 1.00
2 1.20 1.17 1.44
3 1.00 1.67 1.33
4 1.00 1.50 2.22
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Descriptives

«H &woiknon tn¢ emyeipnong

UnooTtnpileL Lo Uyl Loopponia Performance Satisfaction Leadership
METAED EMAYYEARATIKAG Kot MEAN MEAN MEAN
TPOOWTIKAG {WNG.»

5 2.80 3.67 3.00
Maximum 1 5.00 4.33 4.89
2 5.00 4.00 4.44
3 4.80 4.50 4.56
4 4.60 4.67 4.44
5 5.00 5.00 5.00
Shapiro- 1 0.871 0.834 0.935
Wilk W
2 0.954 0.971 0.968
3 0.977 0.969 0.982
4 0.927 0.941 0.943
5 0.851 0.825 0.905
Shapiro- 1 0.015 0.004 0.211
Wilk p
2 0.233 0.581 0.507
3 0.603 0.338 0.781
4 0.018 0.051 0.057
5 <.001 <.001 0.004
Plots
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Performance MEAN

Performance MEAL
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«H Bioiknan mg emXeipnong UTTOOTNRICE! it Uy 1I00pROTTIC PETAZY ETTAYYEAUGTIKAG KAl TIPOOWTTIKAG {wiig.»

Leadership MEAN

5
ool
L |
= 4
< 9
w
z .
E=3
g ]
4
@
=
:
:
2
1
1 2 3 4 5

«H Bloiknan m¢ ey eipnang UTTOOTNPIZE! PICt UYIF I00PPOTIIC PETAEY eTTayyEAPOTIKAG KOl TIPOOWTTIKAG {WhG.»
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«Elpat tkavomotnpévog/n amo to epyactako nmeptBAaAlov Tng emxeipnong pou.»

*Higher levels of performance, satisfaction, and favourable opinions of leadership are routinely
reported by workers who are more satisfied with their workplace; responses also tend to be more

constant as satisfaction rises.

Descriptives

Descriptives

«Eipat wavornownpévoc/n anod to

EpYOOLOKS TEEPIBAANOY TG Performance Satisfaction Leadership
, R MEAN MEAN MEAN

enuxeipnong pou.»
N 1 16 16 16

2 18 18 18

3 47 47 47

4 42 42 42

5 39 39 39
Missing 1 0 0 0

2 0 0 0

3 0 0 0

4 0 0 0

5 0 0 0
Mean 1 1.82 1.68 2.10

2 2.71 245 2.98

3 2.97 2.88 2.98
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Descriptives

«Eipat wavornownpévoc/n anod to

, . Performance Satisfaction Leadership
epyacLoko nepBaiiov tng

, , MEAN MEAN MEAN
EMIXEIPNCAG HOU.»
4 3.64 3.72 3.59
5 4.42 4.68 4.40
Median 1 1.50 1.50 1.78
2 2.80 2.33 2.89
3 3.00 3.00 3.11
4 3.60 3.83 3.56
5 4.60 4.83 4.33
Standard 1 1.04 0.529 0.734
deviation
2 0.807 0.449 0.385
3 0.769 0.624 0.752
4 0.662 0.419 0.610
5 0.628 0.335 0.533
Minimum 1 1.00 1.00 1.00
2 1.00 1.67 2.44
3 1.00 1.33 1.33
4 2.20 2.83 2.22
5 2.80 3.67 3.00
Maximum 1 5.00 2.50 3.56
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Descriptives

«Eipat wavornownpévoc/n anod to

, . Performance Satisfaction Leadership
epyacLoko nepBaiiov tng

) , MEAN MEAN MEAN
EMYELPNONG HOU.»
2 3.80 3.17 3.78
3 4.40 3.83 4.56
4 5.00 4.83 4.78
5 5.00 5.00 5.00
Shapiro- 1 0.743 0.897 0.903
Wilk W
2 0.934 0.951 0.896
3 0.968 0.949 0.980
4 0.957 0.958 0.970
5 0.821 0.867 0.904
Shapiro- 1 <.001 0.073 0.089
Wilk p
2 0.230 0.433 0.049
3 0.225 0.041 0.598
4 0.115 0.128 0.333
5 <.001 <.001 0.003
Plots

Performance MEAN
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Performance MEAR

1 2 3 4 5
«Eiyan ikavoTiomnuévoc/n oImo To epyaaiako TepIBaAhoy Tne eTNKE pnong you.»

Satisfaction MEAN

Satisfaction MEAR

I
2
u
4 —
1 2 3 4 5
«Eipal ikavoTromnpévog/n ammo To epyadiako TepIBAAOV TN eTTIXEIpNTNS Hou.»
Leadership MEAN

Leadership MEAR

1 2 3 4 5
«Fipal ikavoTromnpévod/n ammo To epyadiako TepIBdAov Tng emyeipnanc you »
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«E{pat tkavomotnpévog/n amo to enimedo umootrpléng Kat kabodryynong mou

AapBavw amod TV nyeoia g eMXelpnong.»

*Significantly greater levels of performance, satisfaction, and employee perceptions of leadership
quality are continuously linked to higher levels of satisfaction with leadership assistance and guidance.

Descriptives

Descriptives

«Eipon ikavorotnpuévog/n amnod to

eninedo unootApPLENG Ko Performance Satisfaction Leadership

kaBodnynong mou Aappdavw anod MEAN MEAN MEAN

TNV nyeoia ¢ emyeipnong.»
N 1 20 20 20

2 17 17 17

3 46 46 46

4 44 44 44

5 35 35 35
Missing 1 0 0 0

2 0 0 0

3 0 0 0

4 0 0 0

5 0 0 0
Mean 1 1.75 1.70 1.99

2 2.56 2.36 2.78
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Descriptives

«Eipan wkavoroinpévog/n anod to
eninedo unootApPLENG Ko Performance Satisfaction Leadership
koBodnynong ou AapBavw amnod MEAN MEAN MEAN

TNV nyeoia g enyeipnong.»

3 3.19 3.15 3.20
4 3.67 3.75 3.66
5 4.46 4.60 4.40
Median 1 1.50 1.75 1.83
2 2.40 2.33 2.67
3 3.20 3.17 3.22
4 3.70 3.83 3.67
5 4.60 4.83 4.44
Standard 1 0.713 0.476 0.629
deviation
2 0.772 0.534 0.574
3 0.702 0.454 0.554
4 0.661 0.618 0.659
5 0.670 0.589 0.557
Minimum 1 1.00 1.00 1.00
2 1.00 1.17 1.56
3 1.80 2.33 211
4 1.40 1.50 1.78
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Descriptives

«Eipan wkavoroinpévog/n anod to
eninedo unootApPLENG Ko Performance Satisfaction Leadership
koBodnynong ou AapBavw amnod MEAN MEAN MEAN

TNV nyeoia g enyeipnong.»

5 2.60 2.17 3.00
Maximum 1 3.40 3.00 3.56
2 3.60 3.50 3.89
3 5.00 4.00 4.56
4 4.80 4.83 5.00
5 5.00 5.00 5.00
Shapiro- 1 0.890 0.922 0.947
Wilk W
2 0.920 0.913 0.935
3 0.966 0.960 0.974
4 0.951 0.935 0.972
5 0.791 0.689 0.889
Shapiro- 1 0.027 0.110 0.328
Wilk p
2 0.148 0.114 0.260
3 0.199 0.112 0.395
4 0.058 0.015 0.370
5 <.001 <.001 0.002
Plots
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Performance MEAN

1 -
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Satisfaction MEAN

Performance MEAN

4 5
«Eipan ikavoTioinpévog/n armo To emimedo uTooTAPIENG Kol kaBobrynong TTou hapfdvw atmé Tnv nyecia Tng eTTxeipnong.»

2 3

Satisfaction MEAN

1 2 3 ) 5

«Eipan ikavoTioinpévog/n armo To emimedo uTooTAPIENG Kol kaBobrynong TTou hapfdvw atmé Tnv nyecia Tng eTTxeipnong.»

Leadership MEAN
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«Eiparn ikavotoinpévog/n atio 1o emitedo uTroaTApIENS Kan kaBedriynaong Tou Aaufdvw aTmo TNV nyedia Tng eTxeipnong.»
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«NwwBbw OtTL oL AMOYPELG MOV EKTLUWVTAL ATTO TN Sloiknon.»

*Employees’ self-reported performance, work satisfaction, and leadership quality all significantly
improve when they feel their perspectives are respected.

Descriptives

Descriptives

«NwOw otL oL andPeLg pou Performance Satisfaction Leadership

EKTLHWVTOL amo TN Sloiknon.» MEAN MEAN MEAN
N 1 14 14 14

2 27 27 27

3 41 41 41

4 45 45 45

5 35 35 35
Missing 1 0 0 0

2 0 0 0

3 0 0 0

4 0 0 0

5 0 0 0
Mean 1 1.77 1.61 2.16

2 2.62 2.36 2.60

3 3.10 3.04 3.23

4 3.64 3.84 3.62
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Descriptives

«NwOw otL oL anoPeLg pou Performance Satisfaction Leadership
EKTLHWVTOL amo TN Sloiknon.» MEAN MEAN MEAN
5 4.47 4.61 4.39
Median 1 1.50 1.50 2.06
2 2.60 2.33 2.67
3 3.20 3.17 3.33
4 3.60 3.83 3.56
5 4.80 4.83 4.44
Standard 1 0.768 0.525 0.729
deviation
2 0.856 0.627 0.776
3 0.738 0.502 0.523
4 0.687 0.479 0.643
5 0.723 0.488 0.615
Minimum 1 1.00 1.00 1.00
2 1.00 1.17 1.33
3 1.80 2.17 2.22
4 1.00 2.67 2.22
5 2.20 3.17 2.33
Maximum 1 3.20 2.83 3.56
2 4.20 4.33 4.11
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Descriptives

«NwOw otL oL anoPeLg pou Performance Satisfaction Leadership

EKTLHWVTOL amo TN Sloiknon.» MEAN MEAN MEAN

3 5.00 4.00 4.56

4 4.80 4.83 5.00

5 5.00 5.00 5.00
Shapiro-Wilk 1 0.870 0.919 0.966
"

2 0.959 0.933 0.949

3 0.970 0.962 0.973

4 0.911 0.981 0.984

5 0.753 0.797 0.822
Shapiro-Wilk 1 0.042 0.215 0.817
p

2 0.347 0.084 0.204

3 0.353 0.188 0.417

4 0.002 0.680 0.797

5 <.001 <.001 <.001

Plots

Performance MEAN
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Satisfaction MEAN

Satisfaction MEARN

«MIwBw 6T ol ATTOWEIC Yo EKTIWNYTAL aTTd T Bloiknan.»
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1 2 3 4 5

Leadership MEAN

Leadership MEAR

«MIwBw 6T ol ATTOWEIC Yo EKTIWNYTAL aTTd T Bloiknan.»

2 3 4 5
«MIDBw 6Tl o1 ATTOWEIC POV EKTILWVTAI ATTO TR Dloiknarn.»
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«N\apBavw avayvwplon Kat emtiBpdafeuon yia tn SOUAELA LOU OE LKOVOTIOLNTIKA

enireda.»

*Higher self-reported performance, satisfaction, and leadership ratings are all substantially correlated
with higher levels of perceived reward and recognition.

Descriptives

Descriptives

«NopBavw avayvwplon Ko

emBpaPeucn yia tn SOUAELGL Hou Performance  Satisfaction  Leadership

O€ LKAVOTIONTIKG EMineSa. » MEAN MEAN MEAN
N 1 19 19 19

2 20 20 20

3 42 42 42

4 51 51 51

5 30 30 30
Missing 1 0 0 0

2 0 0 o

3 0 0 o

4 0 0 0

5 0 0 0
Mean 1 1.91 1.76 2.22

2 2.65 2.48 2.83

3 3.08 3.05 3.17
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Descriptives

«N\opBavw avayvwplon Ko

, , Performance Satisfaction Leadership
emBpapeuon ywa tn douleld pou

O£ LKOLVOTIOLNTLKA eMineda. » MEAN MEAN MEAN
4 3.74 3.79 3.61
5 4.46 4.68 4.46
Median 1 1.60 1.67 1.89
2 2.40 2.42 2.89
3 3.20 3.00 3.06
4 3.80 3.83 3.56
5 4.70 4.83 4.72
Standard 1 0.764 0.584 0.834
deviation
2 0.828 0.511 0.682
3 0.869 0.675 0.629
4 0.629 0.526 0.676
5 0.717 0.492 0.593
Minimum 1 1.00 1.00 1.00
2 1.40 1.50 1.56
3 1.00 1.33 2.11
4 1.80 2.17 1.56
5 2.80 2.83 3.00
Maximum 1 3.20 3.17 3.56
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Descriptives

«N\opBavw avayvwplon Ko

, , Performance Satisfaction Leadership
emBpapeuon ywa tn douleld pou

., MEAN MEAN MEAN
GE LKOLVOTIOLNTLKA eMineda. »
2 4.40 3.17 3.89
3 5.00 4.67 4.56
4 4.80 4.83 5.00
5 5.00 5.00 5.00
Shapiro- 1 0.898 0.946 0.909
Wilk W
2 0.937 0.940 0.958
3 0.967 0.988 0.959
4 0.963 0.963 0.951
5 0.756 0.685 0.833
Shapiro- 1 0.045 0.334 0.070
Wilk p
2 0.208 0.237 0.496
3 0.258 0.941 0.137
4 0.115 0.115 0.035
5 <.001 <.001 <.001
Plots

Performance MEAN
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«AapRavw avayvupion kol eTBpaReuon yia T SOUALIG JoU O€ IKGVOTTIOINTIKG eTTiTeda.»

Satisfaction MEAN

5
E“ LA
= —
[ =
S 3 T
5 | '
& . :
@
n o2 T .
o |
-
| A
1 2 3 4 5

«AapRavu avayvupion kol eTBpaReuon yia T SoUAEId Jou O€ IKAVOTIOINTIKG eTTiTTeDO.»

Leadership MEAN

Leadership MEAN

1 2 3 4 5
«AapBavw avayvwpion kal emEpaBeuon yia Tr SoUuAeld Jou O€ IKAvVOTIoINTIKG ETTiTEDO.»
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«Motebw OTL oL amodACELS TNG NYeoiag emnpeadlouv BETIKA TO NOLKO TwV
EPYOQ{OUEVWV.»

*Performance, satisfaction, and leadership ratings are consistently higher among staff members who
believe that decisions made by leaders boost morale. The impact holds true for every outcome that
has been measured.

Descriptives

Descriptives

«Motevw OtL oL anodpAcELS TG

nyeoiac ermnpedou BETIKd: To Performance Satisfaction Leadership

NOKS Twv £pyalopEVWV. » MEAN MEAN MEAN
N 1 14 14 14

2 25 25 25

3 45 45 45

4 35 35 35

5 43 43 43
Missing 1 0 0 0

2 0 0 0

3 0 0 0

4 0 0 0

5 0 0 0
Mean 1 1.70 1.50 2.21

2 2.48 2.41 2.78
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Descriptives

«Motevw OtL oL anodpAcELS TG

, , i Performance Satisfaction Leadership
nyeciag ennpealouv Betika o

NOKS Twv £pyalopEVWV. » MEAN MEAN MEAN
3 3.36 3.37 3.31
4 3.50 3.58 3.49
5 4.27 4.34 4.13
Median 1 1.40 1.42 1.89
2 2.40 2.33 2.78
3 3.40 3.33 3.33
4 3.60 3.67 3.56
5 4.60 4.67 4.33
Standard 1 0.855 0.480 0.864
deviation
2 0.705 0.484 0.652
3 0.610 0.548 0.605
4 0.787 0.720 0.756
5 0.890 0.810 0.882
Minimum 1 1.00 1.00 1.00
2 1.00 1.50 1.33
3 2.20 2.33 2.11
4 1.80 2.00 1.33
5 1.40 2.00 1.67
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Descriptives

«Motevw OtL oL anodpAcELS TG

, , i Performance Satisfaction Leadership
nyeciag ennpealouv Betika o

X Y MEAN MEAN MEAN
NOKO Twv €pYalopEVWV. »
Maximum 1 3.60 2.83 3.78
2 3.80 3.50 3.89
3 5.00 4.67 4.56
4 4.80 4.83 4.56
5 5.00 5.00 5.00
Shapiro- 1 0.812 0.838 0.886
Wilk W
2 0.970 0.953 0.956
3 0.960 0.970 0.981
q 0.952 0.954 0.932
5 0.789 0.788 0.862
Shapiro- 1 0.007 0.015 0.071
Wilk p
2 0.635 0.296 0.339
3 0.121 0.280 0.655
4 0.134 0.149 0.033
5 <.001 <.001 <.001
Plots

Performance MEAN
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«MoTeVw OTI 01 ATTOQATEIC TNC NYETiag eTINPEGIOUY BETIKG TO NEIKO Twy £pyaloUEvIeY.»
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«MoTeVw OTI 01 ATTOQATEIC TNC NYETiag eTINPEGIOUY BETIKG TO NEIKO Twy £pyaloUEvIeY.»

Leadership MEARN
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2 3 4
«MoTevw OT o1 ATTOQATEIG TG NyeTiag eTINPeG{oUy BeTIKA To NEIKO Twy epyaiDUEVIEY . »
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«N\apBavw emotkodountikn avatpododotnon(feedback) mouv pe Bonba va
BeAtlwvw tnVv anddoor] pou.»

*Employee performance, satisfaction, and opinions of the caliber of leadership all rise in sync with the
quantity and caliber of constructive criticism. Over the whole scale, the association is robust, steady,
and almost linear.

Descriptives

Descriptives

«NAOPBAVW EMOLKOSOUNTLKI

avatpodpodotnon(feedback) mou pe Performance  Satisfaction Leadership

Bon6a va BeAtiwvw v anodoot) MEAN MEAN MEAN

HOU.»
N 1 11 11 11

2 29 29 29

3 48 48 48

4 48 48 48

5 26 26 26
Missing 1 0 0 0

2 0 0 0

3 0 0 0

4 0 0 0

5 0 0 0
Mean 1 1.25 1.58 2.12

2 2.36 2.57 2.68
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Descriptives

«NAOPBAVW EMOLKOSOMNTLKI

avatpodpodotnon(feedback) mou pe Performance  Satisfaction Leadership
Bonba va BeAtiwvw TV anodoot) MEAN MEAN MEAN
HOU.»
3 3.15 3.16 3.15
4 3.85 3.76 3.75
5 4.82 4.63 4.51
Median 1 1.00 1.33 1.89
2 2.40 2.50 2.78
3 3.20 3.17 3.22
4 4.00 3.83 3.78
5 5.00 4.83 4.78
Standard 1 0.311 0.685 0.731
deviation
2 0.651 0.653 0.679
3 0.528 0.743 0.723
4 0.504 0.731 0.585
5 0.282 0.581 0.583
Minimum 1 1.00 1.00 1.00
2 1.20 1.50 1.33
3 2.20 1.67 1.33
4 2.60 1.67 1.89
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Descriptives

«NAOPBAVW EMOLKOSOMNTLKI

avatpodpodotnon(feedback) mou pe Performance  Satisfaction Leadership
Bonba va BeAtiwvw TV anodoot) MEAN MEAN MEAN
Hou.»
5 3.80 2.50 2.56
Maximum 1 1.80 3.00 3.56
2 3.60 3.67 3.89
3 4.20 4.83 5.00
4 4.80 5.00 4.78
5 5.00 5.00 5.00
Shapiro- 1 0.778 0.787 0.968
Wilk W
2 0.972 0.956 0.966
3 0.953 0.975 0.987
4 0.968 0.950 0.949
5 0.687 0.675 0.802
Shapiro- 1 0.005 0.006 0.865
Wilk p
2 0.621 0.266 0.463
3 0.055 0.404 0.875
4 0.218 0.041 0.036
5 <.001 <.001 <.001
Plots
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Performance MEAN

Performance MEAN
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1 2 3 4
«MAaupavw eToikoBounTikh avatpogodotnon(feedback) Tou pe PonBa va BeAnuvw Ty amodooT| pou.»

Satisfaction MEAN

Satisfaction MEAN

e
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1 2 3 4
«Napfavw eToikodounTIKh avatpapodarnan(feedback) Tou pe BonBd va BeAmitivw TNV ammédoar You . »

Leadership MEAN
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Leadership MEAN
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«Aappavw eTolkoBounTIKh avatpogodotnon(feedback) Tou pe BonBd va BeATitivw TRV amodo0T Hou.»
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«0O AUECOC MPOIOTAUEVOC LoU eVBOppUVEL TN cuveEpyacia KAl TNV OpadLkOTNTA. »

*Perceived supervisor support of teamwork is strongly, consistently, and favorably correlated with all
three outcomes (leadership, performance, and satisfaction). When collaboration is promoted, workers
feel and perform better and have a more positive opinion of leadership.

Descriptives

Descriptives

«0O AUECOC MPOIOTAUEVOG L0V

evBappUVEL TN CUVEPYaSia KoL Performance  Satisfaction  Leadership

TNV OPASIKOTTOL » MEAN MEAN MEAN
N 1 11 11 1

2 20 20 20

3 30 30 30

4 58 58 58

5 43 43 43
Missing 1 0 0 0

2 0 0 .

3 0 0 .

4 0 0 .

5 0 0 .
Mean 1 1.25 1.82 2.10

2 2.38 2.63 2.69

3 2.98 3.14 3.16
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Descriptives

«O AUECOC TPOICTAUEVOG [LIOU

evBappiveL T cuvepyasia Kat Performance Satisfaction Leadership
NV opadIKOTNTOL » MEAN MEAN MEAN
4 3.47 3.39 3.46
5 4.44 4.22 411
Median 1 1.00 1.50 1.89
2 2.30 2.67 2.94
3 3.00 3.17 3.11
4 3.60 3.50 3.56
5 4.60 4.50 4.33
Standard 1 0.336 0.780 0.744
deviation
2 0.705 0.741 0.793
3 0.635 0.912 0.693
4 0.654 0.768 0.659
5 0.631 0.930 0.890
Minimum 1 1.00 1.00 1.00
2 1.40 1.50 1.33
3 1.40 1.00 1.78
4 1.60 1.17 1.33
5 2.60 1.67 1.89
Maximum 1 1.80 3.17 3.56
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Descriptives

«O AUECOC TPOICTAUEVOG [LIOU

, . Performance Satisfaction Leadership
evBappUVEL TN cuvepyaoia Ko
, MEAN MEAN MEAN

TNV OMASIKOTNTOL. »

2 4.20 4.83 4.00

3 4.00 4.83 4.56

4 4.80 4.83 5.00

5 5.00 5.00 5.00
Shapiro- 1 0.751 0.854 0.960
Wilk W

2 0.926 0.897 0.941

3 0.962 0.979 0.980

4 0.966 0.962 0.978

5 0.841 0.808 0.853
Shapiro- 1 0.002 0.048 0.769
Wilk p

2 0.128 0.036 0.250

3 0.347 0.789 0.815

4 0.100 0.064 0.378

5 <.001 <.001 <.001

Plots

Performance MEAN
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Performance MEAR

«( GueoDg TTPOITTAUEVOC JOU eVBOpPUVEL Tr) TUVEQYADIC Kal TNV ouadIKOTTO.»

Satisfaction MEAN

Satisfaction MEAR

2
]
1 - T
1 2 3 4 5

«O duegog TPOITTAUEVOC You evBappUVEl TN JUVEQYATIQ Kl TNV OUadIKOTTA.»

Leadership MEAN

Leadership MEAR

1 2 3 4
«O dpegoc TPOIoTAUEVOC You evBappUvEel TN ouvepyadia Kal Thy ouadIKOTTa »
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«Exw emumA€ov kivntpo va anodidw kaAltepa xapn otnv kabBodrynon Kot to
TAPASELYUA TNG NYECLOG. »

*Performance, satisfaction, and leadership perception are the three main outcomes that are strongly,
consistently, and favorably correlated with perceived leadership motivation. Employees feel and
perform better when they perceive leadership as a driving factor.

Descriptives

Descriptives

«EXw €MutA£ov Kivntpo va

anodidw KaAutepa xapn otnv Performance Satisfaction Leadership

koBodnynon Ko To mapadsypa MEAN MEAN MEAN

NG nyeciag.»
N 1 23 23 23

2 30 30 30

3 42 42 42

4 39 39 39

5 28 28 28
Missing 1 0 0 0

2 0 0 0

3 0 0 0

4 0 0 0

5 0 0 0
Mean 1 1.67 1.90 2.21

2 2.62 2.87 3.03
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Descriptives

«Exw emumA£ov Kivntpo va
anodidw KaAutepa xapn otnv Performance Satisfaction Leadership
koBodnynon Ko To mapadsypa MEAN MEAN MEAN

NG nyeciag.»

3 3.32 333 3.21
4 3.93 3.82 3.83
5 4.76 4.52 4.41
Median 1 1.40 1.67 1.89
2 2.40 2.75 3.00
3 3.40 3.50 3.22
4 4.00 4.00 3.89
5 5.00 4.83 4.61
Standard 1 0.660 0.762 0.749
deviation
2 0.531 0.667 0.521
3 0.382 0.672 0.716
4 0.512 0.760 0.642
5 0.341 0.675 0.617
Minimum 1 1.00 1.00 1.00
2 1.80 2.00 2.22
3 2.40 1.67 1.33
4 2.60 2.17 2.44
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Descriptives

«Exw emumA£ov Kivntpo va
anodidw KaAutepa xapn otnv Performance Satisfaction Leadership
koBodnynon Ko To mapadsypa MEAN MEAN MEAN

NG nyeciag.»

5 3.80 2.50 2.56
Maximum 1 3.00 3.67 3.56
2 3.80 4.83 4.33
3 4.20 4.50 4.56
4 4.80 5.00 5.00
5 5.00 5.00 5.00
Shapiro- 1 0.859 0.895 0.930
Wilk W
2 0.927 0.909 0.967
3 0.944 0.935 0.972
4 0.953 0.952 0.965
5 0.752 0.748 0.864
Shapiro- 1 0.004 0.020 0.111
Wilk p
2 0.042 0.014 0.449
3 0.040 0.019 0.390
4 0.102 0.094 0.264
5 <.001 <.001 0.002
Plots
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Performance MEAN
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Satisfaction MEAN

Satisfaction MEAR

3 4
«Exw emmA£ov KiviTpo va amodidw kaAUTepa & pn oTny kaBodrynon kal To Trapadeiyua g nyeaiag.»

I~

Leadership MEAR

2 3 4
«Exw emmALov KivnTpo va ammodidw KaAUTEpa ¥Epn oTny kaBabhnynon Kol To TTapddeiyud g nyeaiag.»

|1o1

2 3 4
«Exw emmmAéov KivnTpo va ammodidw kaeAUTepa xGpn oTny kaBodhnynon kal To Trapddeiyud e nyeaiag »

Page | 242



«H avwtepn Sloiknon kaAALlepyel evepyd pLa KOUATOUPA cuvVEXOUC LaBnong Kot
ETIAYYEALATIKAG OVATTTUENC. »

*Performance, satisfaction, and perceived leadership quality are all key employee outcomes that are
strongly and favourably correlated with the notion of a culture of continuous learning. Better results
are observed when learning and growth are seen as being more important.

Descriptives

Descriptives

«H avwtepn doiknon kaAAepyel

EVEPYA Lo KOUATOUpO GUVEXOUG Performance Satisfaction Leadership
HABNONG Ko EMOLYYEALOTIKIG MEAN MEAN MEAN
oVAnTUENG. »

N 1 19 19 19
2 21 21 21
3 43 43 43
4 44 44 44
5 35 35 35
Missing 1 0 0 0
2 0 0 0
3 0 0 0
4 0 0 0
5 0 0 0
Mean 1 1.64 1.83 2.26
2 243 2.59 2.78
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Descriptives

«H avwtepn doiknon kaAAiepyei

EVEPYA Lo KOUATOUpO GUVEXOUG Performance Satisfaction Leadership
HABNONG Ko EMOLYYEALOTIKNG MEAN MEAN MEAN
oVAnTUENG. »

3 3.08 3.14 3.15
4 3.81 3.78 3.64
5 4.59 4.41 4.35
Median 1 1.40 1.67 1.89
2 2.40 2.50 2.78
3 3.20 3.17 3.11
4 3.80 3.83 3.72
5 4.80 4.50 4.44
Standard 1 0.688 0.873 0.870
deviation
2 0.507 0.614 0.599
3 0.563 0.635 0.652
4 0.520 0.737 0.696
5 0.490 0.642 0.603
Minimum 1 1.00 1.00 1.00
2 1.60 1.17 1.44
3 1.40 1.67 1.33
4 2.20 2.17 211
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Descriptives

«H avwtepn doiknon kaAAiepyei

EVEPYA Lo KOUATOUpO GUVEXOUG Performance Satisfaction Leadership
HABNONG Ko EMOLYYEALOTIKNG MEAN MEAN MEAN
oVAnTUENG. »

5 3.00 2.50 2.56
Maximum 1 3.00 4.83 4.33
2 3.60 4.00 3.89
3 4.40 4.50 4.56
4 4.80 5.00 4.89
5 5.00 5.00 5.00
Shapiro- 1 0.832 0.757 0.933
Wilk W
2 0.923 0.940 0.962
3 0.953 0.956 0.980
4 0.953 0.969 0.972
5 0.812 0.847 0.901
Shapiro- 1 0.003 <.001 0.197
Wilk p
2 0.101 0.222 0.549
3 0.075 0.101 0.640
4 0.074 0.278 0.342
5 <.001 <.001 0.004
Plots
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Performance MEAN

Performance MEAN

4 5
«H avwtepn Bloiknon KoAkepyei evepya pia kKOUATOUPT OUVEXOUG HABNONG KAl ETTAYYEALUTIKAG avaTTTugng. »

Satisfaction MEAN

\/

Satisfaction MEAN

1 2 3 4 5

«H avitepn Biolknan kaAhiepyei evepyd pia kKouAToUpa guve XoUG HABNONG Kol ETTaYYEALOTIKNG aVATTTUENG.»

Leadership MEAN
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«H avwTepn Gloiknon KoAMEPYED EVEPYA Pia KOUATOUPT OUVE X0UG HABNONG Kal ETTAYYEALUTIKAG QvaTTTugng »
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«NwwBw OTL £xw TN duvatotnta va avoloppBavw véeg euBUVEC 1 va e€eAifw tnv
KOPLEPQ IOV OTNV ETILXELPNON.»

*Perceived prospects for career advancement and new responsibilities are directly, favourably, and
strongly correlated with employee satisfaction, performance, and leadership quality perceptions.

Descriptives

Descriptives

«NwOw otL £Xw TN SuvatdThta va

avoAappavw véeg eubiveg N va Performance Satisfaction Leadership

€€eAifw TNV KapLEPA POV OTNV MEAN MEAN MEAN

enuyeipnon.»
N 1 21 21 21

2 21 21 21

3 37 37 37

4 43 43 43

5 40 40 40
Missing 1 0 0 0

2 0 0 0

3 0 0 0

4 0 0 0

5 0 0 0
Mean 1 1.60 1.83 2.10

2 2.49 2.59 2.76
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Descriptives

«NwOw ot £Xw TN Suvartotnta va

avoAappavw véeg eubiveg N va Performance Satisfaction Leadership
e€elifw TNV KapLEPQ pOU GTNV MEAN MEAN MEAN
emeipnon.»

3 3.17 3.26 3.19
4 3.72 3.70 3.68
5 4.50 431 4.28
Median 1 1.40 1.83 2.22
2 2.40 2.33 2.78
3 3.20 3.17 3.22
4 3.60 3.67 3.56
5 4.70 4.58 4.44
Standard 1 0.562 0.580 0.613
deviation
2 0.496 0.686 0.671
3 0.562 0.653 0.633
4 0.494 0.686 0.515
5 0.597 0.826 0.702
Minimum 1 1.00 1.00 1.00
2 1.60 1.50 1.56
3 1.60 1.17 1.44
4 2.40 1.67 244
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Descriptives

«NwOw ot £Xw TN Suvartotnta va

avoAappavw véeg eubiveg N va Performance Satisfaction Leadership
e€elifw TNV KapLEPQ pOU GTNV MEAN MEAN MEAN
emeipnon.»

5 2.80 2.17 2.44
Maximum 1 2.80 3.17 3.56
2 3.60 4.50 3.89
3 4.60 4.67 4.56
4 4.60 4.83 4.89
5 5.00 5.00 5.00
Shapiro- 1 0.891 0.960 0.965
Wilk W
2 0.942 0.941 0.968
3 0.922 0.940 0.984
4 0.954 0.959 0.966
5 0.820 0.806 0.873
Shapiro- 1 0.023 0.516 0.623
Wilk p
2 0.236 0.232 0.678
3 0.013 0.045 0.859
4 0.087 0.131 0.235
5 <.001 <.001 <.001
Plots
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Performance MEAN

Performance MEAL

1 2 3 4
«MNiBw o1 Exw TN duvaToTTa Vv avaAapPayvw véeg euBOVES 1) va EeAiEw TNV KapIEpa Pou oTnv ETTIXEipNan. »

Satisfaction MEAN

116

Satisfaction MEAN

1 2 3 4
«MithBw o1 £xw TN BuvaToTNTA v avaAapBavw VEeg UBOVEG 1) va EeAIEW TNV KAPIEPT POU OTNY ETTIXEIPNGN. »

Leadership MEAN

Leadership MEAN

4 5
«MithBw 6T £xw T duvaTeTNTA v avahapBavw VEEG eUBUVEG N va EeAiw TNV KApIEpT POU OTNY £TTIXEIPNGN.»
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