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The Mediating Role of Employee Voice and Psychological 
Ownership in the Effect of Transformational Leadership on 

Organizational Identification 

Mustafa Altıntaş1  

Dönüşümcü Liderliğin Örgütsel Özdeşleşme Üzerindeki 
Etkisinde Çalışan Sesliliği ve Psikolojik Sahiplenmenin 
Aracılık Rolü 

The Mediating Role of Employee Voice and Psychological 
Ownership in the Effect of Transformational Leadership 
on Organizational Identification 

Öz 

Bu araştırmanın amacı dönüşümcü liderliğin örgütsel 
özdeşleşme üzerindeki etkisinde psikolojik sahiplenmenin 
ve çalışan sesliliğinin aracılık rolünün belirlenmesidir. 
Nicel araştırma deseninin benimsendiği çalışmada 
örneklemi Aksaray’da faaliyet gösteren küçük, orta ve 
büyük ölçekteki işletmelerde çalışanlar oluşturmaktadır. 
Araştırmada kolayda örnekleme yöntemi benimsenmiştir. 
431 kişiyle çevrimiçi anket yoluyla veriler toplanmıştır. 
Toplanan verilerin analiz edilmesinde kısmi en küçük 
kareler yol analizi (PLS-SEM) tercih edilmiş olup Smart-PLS 
istatistik programı kullanılarak analiz gerçekleştirilmiştir. 
Araştırma verilerinden elde edilen bulgulara göre 
dönüşümcü liderliğin örgütsel özdeşleşmeye etkisinde 
çalışan sesliliğinin kısmi aracılık rolünün olduğu 
görülmüştür. Her ne kadar psikolojik sahiplenme, 
dönüşümcü liderliğin örgütsel özdeşleme üzerindeki 
etkisini azaltsa da VAF hesaplamasına göre aracılık 
rolünün anlamlı bulunmadığı gözlemlenmiştir. 

Abstract 

The aim of this study is to determine the mediating role 
of psychological ownership and employee voice in the 
effect of transformational leadership on organizational 
identification. In the study in which quantitative research 
design is adopted, the sample consists of employees 
working in small, medium and large-scale enterprises 
operating in Aksaray. Convenience sampling method was 
adopted in the study. Data were collected from 431 
people through an online survey. Partial least squares 
path analysis (PLS-SEM) was preferred to analyse the 
collected data and the analysis was performed using 
Smart-PLS statistical software. According to the findings 
obtained from the research data, it was seen that 
employee voice has a partial mediating role in the effect 
of transformational leadership on organizational 
identification. Although psychological ownership reduces 
the effect of transformational leadership on 
organizational identification, it was observed that the 
mediating role was not significant according to the VAF 
calculation. 
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1. Introduction  

Leadership emerges as a concept that researchers have been studying from the past to the 
present, influencing and directing human communities. Leadership, encountered in many 
fields, is a decisive factor in shaping the success of organizations or groups, with various 
approaches and styles. While leadership was historically focused on management and 
influence, it is now recognized as a modern concept integrated into various areas such as 
business, politics, education, and sports. 

When examining leadership approaches, it is observed that, from a scientific perspective, 
they have evolved into the “Trait Approach,” “Behavioral Approach,” “Contingency Approach,” 
and most recently, “Modern Leadership Approaches” (Kırılmaz, 2012). When we look at 
modern leadership approaches, it is seen that technology is an approach that is continuously 
developed with the change and development of human needs. One of the modern leadership 
approaches, transformational leadership, stands out from other approaches as a leadership 
style that transforms and inspires followers in contrast to traditional leadership approaches. 
Formulated on a contemporary basis, transformational leadership aims to motivate followers, 
unleash their potential, establish strong relationships, and focus on personal development. As 
one of the modern leadership approaches, transformational leadership, along with other 
modern leadership approaches, is a strategy aimed at enhancing both work life and other 
domains. In addition to traditional leadership approaches, transformational leadership has the 
ability to shape organizational culture, especially in the long term, and provides opportunities 
for learning and growth.  

One of the important concepts for organizational life is the concept of organizational 
identification, which is emphasized in the fields of management psychology and organizational 
behavior. Organizational identification provides a framework used to understand employees' 
loyalty, identity, and relationships with an organization, and is seen as one of the factors 
influencing its success. Gautam et al. (2004) state that emotions such as loyalty, membership, 
and similarity need to be revealed for the phenomenon of identification to occur. When looked 
at at the organizational level, the concept that signifies the intertwining and identification of 
employees with the organization is closely related to performance and commitment. For 
organizational identification to occur, there should be strategies, directives, and practices 
within the organization that encourage it. It is essential to remember that employees who 
perceive their work as “their own business” and contribute to the organization with a sense of 
ownership can lead the organization to success. 

Human psychology possesses a highly complex structure, with each individual having 
unique experiences, emotional responses, and thought patterns. In the intricacies of this 
complexity, it becomes crucial for a person to develop a profound understanding of their own 
identity, emotional world, and values. The concept of psychological ownership emerges as a 
process of accepting and understanding one's own mental and emotional existence. 
Psychological ownership is expressed through the honesty a person sees in themselves, self-
respect, experiences, mistakes, strengths, and their integration into a cohesive whole. Closely 
related to the concept of organizational identification, psychological ownership, according to 
Pierce et al. (2004), involves emotions directed towards objects that the individual doesn't 
actually possess in the organizational context. It manifests as a long-term commitment to 
decisions, a sense of responsibility, and feeling oneself as an integral part of the organization. 
When an individual becomes aware of their situation in their own world, they can also highlight 
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the sense of ownership in various ways within the organization where they perform their 
duties. 

On the other hand, effective communication is considered one of the fundamental building 
blocks of a successful organization in today's modern business world. In the workplace, there 
is a flow of communication among managers, employees, and external stakeholders. Employee 
voice, which holds a significant place in this communication process, encompasses all activities 
individuals undertake to improve any aspect related to their work (Withney & Cooper, 1989). 
On the other hand, it is defined as the voluntary expression of opinions to positively influence 
organizational functioning (Banerjee & Somanathan, 2001). Employee voice is a positive 
concept and holds great importance in organizational communication. The success of an 
organization is largely dependent on the communication, exchange of ideas, and problem-
solving among employees, their subordinates, and superiors. This situation directly effects 
intra-organizational collaboration and other dynamics. 

This research was conducted to determine how transformational leadership, which has an 
important place in today's business world, affects employees towards the organization, and to 
reveal identification, psychological ownership and employee voice. The main problem in this 
research, which was conducted to determine the effect of transformational leadership on 
organizational identification through psychological ownership and employee voice, is to reveal 
the leader's capacity to fully influence employees. How the outputs of transformational 
leadership such as inspiring, role modelling and personal interest are shaped according to the 
perception of employees is revealed within the scope of the research and determining other 
factors affecting organizational identification is considered important for working life. In 
addition, structural equation modelling was used in this research and SmartPLS programme 
was used for measurement. Structural equation modelling is a modelling that is frequently used 
especially in the field of social sciences and where the effects between variables are examined 
in more detail. Therefore, it is considered important to examine the relationships between the 
concepts in this research in detail in order to make measurement models of the scales used in 
the research. 

2. Transformational Leadership  

Leadership is a concept that has existed throughout human history, born out of the inherent 
desire for both leading and being led. Numerous definitions and descriptions of leadership have 
been made from the past to the present, with many researchers and experts in the field 
agreeing on a definition that expresses leadership as the process of influencing group 
members/followers/employees to achieve predetermined goals (Lunenburg, 2013). While 
management emphasizes formal power to influence individuals, leadership, being an 
interactive process with individuals, is described as a social influence process (Keçecioğlu, 
1998). Leadership is one of the important elements of management and it is a concept that 
stands out with its formal power to influence individuals. 

Leadership emerges as a factor developed by individuals and societies throughout the 
historical process, capable of responding to cultural characteristics, needs, and changes. 
Theoretical perspectives categorize leadership into trait approach, behavioral approach, 
contingency leadership approaches, and modern leadership approaches (Bakan & Büyükbeşe, 
2010). Transformational leadership, on the other hand, is one of the modern leadership 
approaches, and it is observed that many leadership approaches have been developed and 
their theoretical frameworks outlined in the recent past. The complementary nature of 
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fundamental elements in leadership approaches, the continuous effort to address deficiencies 
and improve them, and the pursuit of contributing to the literature by establishing a universal 
leadership approach can be considered foundational in leadership theories. 

When we look at the transformational leadership approach, there is an approach that 
creates a positive change and transformation in the followers, and thanks to this, it is possible 
for the leader and followers to look after each other's interests. In transformational leadership 
theory, there is a principle of acting not only according to an individual but also according to 
the group (Warrilow, 2012). The concept emerged in 1978 in a descriptive study by Burns about 
political leaders and was further developed by Bass and Avalio, finding its place in the fields of 
management and organizational psychology (Jung & Sosik, 2002). Robbins & Coulter (2007) 
state that transformational leaders inspire and motivate their followers, achieving 
extraordinary results by doing so. 

The transformational leadership approach developed by Bass (1985) is described not only 
for static situations but also as a leadership style suitable for environments characterized by 
uncertainty and variability (Nemanich & Keller, 2007). According to Kâhya (2013), the 
transformational leadership style is considered a revolutionary approach in management 
literature, revealing that leadership and management are phenomena that should be thought 
of separately. Bass & Riggio (2006) have expressed that transformational leadership is a 
versatile leadership style, encompassing transformation, possessing inspirational motivation, 
involving individual attention with followers, and being an approach that can respond to the 
needs of followers. Transformational leadership, which plays a significant role in unlocking the 
potential of followers, is a preferred approach by organizational leaders in terms of motivation 
and performance. 

Most of the researches in the field of leadership suggest that transformational leadership is 
preferred for non-routine tasks and that organizations will be more successful with 
transformational leaders when adaptation is the main goal. The realisation that traditional 
leadership styles are not effective may lead leaders to undertake the task of developing an 
attractive mink for the future (Yıldırım, 2021). There are some antecedents that enable the 
development of transformational leadership and organizational environments that require 
challenging or rapid change can facilitate the emergence of transformational leadership 
(Yaman & Yıldırım, 2020). In addition, a leader's individual experiences with his/her followers 
as a role model, working environments and external situations, and current experiences are 
among the antecedents in the emergence of transformational leadership (Avolio et al., 1991). 
Among many leadership styles, much attention has been focused on the effects of 
transformational leadership (Zhou & Velamuri, 2018). Empirical research shows that 
transformational leadership, which seeks to raise followers' expectations, create a sense of 
vision and mission, and help followers emphasise rational solutions, is a vital driver of employee 
creativity and innovative work behaviour (Groˇselj et al., 2020; Jyoti & Dev, 2015). The 
occurrence of phenomena such as employee creativity and innovative work behaviour are seen 
as important concepts in explaining the employee's bond with the organization. 
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3. Organizational Identification  

Identification can be defined as an individual's identification with his/her organization, 
feeling himself/herself as someone who belongs to the organization and trying to resemble the 
organization. On the basis of identification, the individual firstly defines himself/herself and 
then perceives the objects, events, situations, people and similar elements related to 
himself/herself. Considering the use of identification in its current meaning, it is stated that it 
is included in the studies conducted after the 1970s (Kerse & Karabey, 2017). The concept of 
identification, rooted in identity and social identity theories, is suggested to begin with an 
individual being able to categorize themselves as a member of an organization in the literature 
(Wiesenfeld et al., 2001). Organizational identification is defined as a process where the 
employee at the organizational level associates themselves with the organization's goals, 
values, culture, and future (Eicholtz, 2000). 

Looking at the historical background of organizational identification, it is observed that it 
began with the research of March and Simon in 1975. In their studies, researchers indicated 
that the degree of sharing, interaction, the number of individual needs met, perceived group 
reputation, and intra-group competition are antecedents of identification. Furthermore, in the 
1980s, studies related to identification continued, and it is noted that it became associated with 
topics such as job satisfaction, motivation, individual decisions, role orientation and conflict, 
and employee relationships (Cheney, 1983). 

Organizational identification is expressed as the employee seeing themselves as a part of 
the organization in which they work (Rousseau, 1998), the degree of attachment to the 
organization in the context of their own identity (Dukerich et al., 2002), and the psychological, 
affective, and cognitive connection between the employee and the organization (Edwards, 
2005). Although identification and organizational commitment convey a similar framework, it 
is clear that they are distinct concepts. Identification can be considered as a different version 
of employees' commitment to the organization. Allen & Meyer (1990) and Mowday et al. (1979) 
state that organizational identification is often used interchangeably with organizational 
commitment, leading to confusion between the concepts. Organizational identification is said 
to be part of organizational commitment and organizational internalization (Bamber & Iyer, 
2002). The key distinction between identification and commitment lies in the alignment of the 
employee's goals, values, and objectives with those of the organization. While these alignments 
exist in identification, the same does not necessarily apply to commitment (Mael &Asforth, 
1992). 

In the concept of organizational identification, the employee referring to themselves as a 
part of the organization results in organizational attraction, consistency between individual and 
organizational goals, and loyalty to the organization (Brown, 1969). The sense of being a part 
of the organization, along with the alignment of goals, is tied to the reasons for employees' 
existence in the organization and stems from the satisfaction of individual needs (Lee, 1971). 
Organizational identification is explained by emotional attachment to the organization and can 
be expressed as the mutual acceptance of goals and values (Hall et al., 1970). 

There are many antecedents in the emergence of organizational identification and there 
are elements that are primarily influenced by the individual and the organization. 
Organizational justice, corporate image, organizational justice, organizational communication 
and leadership are some of them (Tüzün, 2006; Russo, 1998; İçerli, 2010). Especially in terms 
of transformational leadership, which is the subject of this study, it is known that the incentive 
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and charismatic characteristics of transformational leaders bring to the forefront the feelings 
of appreciation, respect, resemblance and trust in the leader (Coad & Berry, 1998). Potsakoff 
et al. (1990) reported that in transformational leadership, skills such as gathering around the 
goals of the organization and participation in the processes contribute to employee 
identification. Shriberg et al. (2002) state that in addition to transformational leadership, 
transactional leadership can lead its followers through rewards and interaction. 

4. Employee Voice  

Voice refers to the condition of being vocal, expressing oneself verbally, both in everyday 
life and organizational settings. It can be defined as individuals expressing their emotions and 
thoughts. Morrison (2011) defines voice in the organizational context as employees articulating 
their positive and negative thoughts about the organization and the work performed to 
enhance and improve the organization's performance. Saunders et al. (1992) state that 
employee voice involves not only expressing thoughts but also providing suggestions, engaging 
in constructive discussions with managers, uncovering problems, and, when necessary, lodging 
complaints. 

When looking at the behavior of voice, it is generally observed that it is the result of a 
conscious and intentional decision by an individual. In this context, it is inconceivable to 
consider non-rational behaviors within the scope of voice. It is not accurate to label expressing 
every thought as voice; instead, bringing up situations directly and indirectly related to the work 
and the organization contributes to the achievement of the aim of voice. Voice behavior 
typically manifests in face-to-face communication, and the vocal behavior exhibited by an 
employee can be subject to interpretation by colleagues and managers in such situations (Van 
Dyne et al., 2003). 

Employee voice is consciously and intentionally created by individuals, but it is essential to 
provide an environment at the organizational level that allows for it. The presentation of 
employees' opinions, thoughts, and information to contribute to organizational activities 
without any coercion is one of the most crucial objectives of employee voice. The emergence 
and institutionalization of employee voice in organizations depend on the importance given to 
employees' ideas and the encouragement to articulate problems by top management (Bowen 
& Blackmon, 2003: 1394). Oral Ataç (2018) suggests that employee voice is a constructive 
response system that can arise in situations of dissatisfaction, emphasizing the importance of 
employees freely expressing their thoughts for the effectiveness of management. On the other 
hand, considering the reactions presented by employees is seen as an important factor for 
organizational leaders, contributing to healthier employee-manager relationships, employees 
embracing the organization's goals, and strengthening their commitment to the organization 
(Farndale et al., 2011). 

When the relevant literature is examined, it is observed that numerous studies have been 
conducted on the concepts of voice and silence. One notable study on voice and silence is 
conducted by Hirschman (1970). In this research, voice is defined as a response that emerges 
in the organization when something goes wrong. Other studies on voice were conducted in the 
1970s and beyond (Kolarska & Aldrick, 1980; Rusbult et al., 1988; Saunders et al., 1992). With 
the advent of the 2000s, research on voice has predominantly involved survey-based studies 
and investigations conducted in conjunction with other variables (Zhou & George, 2001; Fuller 
et al., 2007; Botero & Van Dyne, 2009).  
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5. Psychological Ownership 

Possession, which is a natural part of human life, is defined as an individual's perceptions 
about themselves, related to their personality, and what they possess in terms of family, title, 
knowledge, and belongings (Aslan & Ateşoğlu, 2020). The sense of ownership is an innate 
feeling in every individual, and it is described as perceiving an object considered an extension 
of the individual's self-esteem, such as family, title, knowledge, or property, as one's own 
(Pierce et al., 2004). It is not necessary for an individual to have legal authority over an object 
for the sense of ownership to develop. This is because the sense of ownership is an emotional 
state, and a connection formed towards an object, such as the love for a football team, can be 
examples of this. For instance, supporters of a football team identify with the team's successes, 
defeats, and other events by taking ownership, feeling a shared connection (Cocieru et al., 
2019). 

Looking at the theoretical background of psychological ownership, it is observed that it was 
developed by Pierce and his colleagues (1991). The psychological ownership presented in their 
model, developed in relation to employees' ownership, is expressed as a situation that starts 
from formal ownership and evolves. Building on the model they developed, Pierce and his 
colleagues (2001) stated that psychological ownership is a separate condition from legal 
ownership at the organizational level. Pierce (2004) argued that psychological ownership at the 
organizational level is an expression of a hidden emotional state towards objects that 
employees do not actually own. When employees start to feel themselves as part of the 
organization, the phenomenon of psychological ownership emerges, and, in conjunction with 
this, they make efforts for the long-term benefit of the organization. Demirkaya & Şimşek 
Kandemir (2014) state that while there are positive aspects of psychological ownership, there 
are also some organizational-level harms of high psychological ownership. Employees with high 
psychological ownership are noted to be closed to sharing due to a feeling of losing control over 
goals, not inclined towards teamwork, and avoiding delegation of authority. 

Examining the research on psychological ownership, it is observed that employees with a 
high sense of ownership tend to exhibit positive behaviors such as volunteering for tasks, a 
sense of responsibility, a tendency to show organizational citizenship behavior, and the 
willingness to do everything for high performance; they also tend to avoid absenteeism, and 
they have no intention of leaving their jobs (Hsu & Kuo, 2003). On the other hand, the 
appropriateness of psychological ownership as a subject in organizational behavior research 
has attracted attention. Studies focusing on the antecedents of psychological ownership on 
employees, evaluated within the scope of positive organizational behavior, have been 
conducted (Van Dyne &Pierce, 2004; Mayhew et al., 2007; Lee & Chen, 2011; Kaur et al., 2013). 
There are also studies aiming to explore the relationship between leadership and psychological 
ownership (Bernhard & O’Driscoll, 2011; Avey et al., 2012; Zhu et al., 2013), as well as research 
on the relationship between organizational structure, characteristics, and psychological 
ownership (Pierce et al., 2009; Lee & Chen, 2011; Olckers & DuPlessis, 2012). Additionally, there 
are studies in the field of organizational behavior focusing on employee attitudes and 
psychological ownership (Pare & Sicotte, 2008; Liu et al., 2012). 
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6. Transformational Leadership, Organizational Identification, Employee Voice, and 
Psychological Ownership Relationship (Hypothesis Development)  

Transformational leadership emerges as a leadership model aiming to align employees with 
the organization's goals and ensuring acceptance of group objectives (Podsakoff et al., 1990). 
On the other hand, transformational leadership behaviors increase organizational identification 
in individuals. Transformational leaders create an inspiring, empowering, and attractive vision 
for the future, making the organization seen as an acceptable and workable place for 
employees (Epitropaki & Martin, 2005). Furthermore, transformational leaders influence 
employees' identification with the organization by defining their roles within the organization 
(Gakovic, 2002). When examining the relationship between transformational leadership and 
organizational identification, it is anticipated that it can be explained by social exchange theory, 
leader-member exchange, and person-organization fit theory. Social exchange theory assumes 
that parties create and sustain social relationships within the expectation of being rewarded 
(Bolat et al., 2009). Leader-member exchange theory involves mutual interaction, with leaders 
and members influencing each other's behavior patterns, emphasizing a shared culture and 
value system (Scandura et al., 1986). In the person-organization fit theory, alignment between 
the employee and the organization is described in terms of goals, needs, individual preferences, 
organizational structure, organizational climate, and personal characteristics (Kristof, 1996). 
Generally, in person-organization fit, employees perceive and align themselves with their 
managers, who serve as representatives of the organization, rather than directly perceiving the 
organization. Eren & Titizoğlu (2014) state that transformational leaders, through their 
individualized consideration, treat employees differently and fairly, leading to employees 
feeling special, motivated, and encouraged. This situation positively effects employee success. 
Based on the above research, the following hypothesis has been developed: 

H1: Transformational leadership has a positive and significant effect on organizational 
identification. 

One of the most crucial factors influencing employee behaviors in an organization is 
leadership approaches. In this context, the leader is described as the central figure in 
organizational life, holding a central role as an authority figure (Zhang et al., 2015). Regarding 
employee voice behavior, the leader has an effect, as the leader is considered the sole person 
to resolve the issues brought forth by the employee. Moreover, since the leader holds control 
over the reward and punishment mechanisms within the organization, the emergence of voice 
behavior is related to this authority (Xiao & Pan, 2017). When examining the relevant literature, 
positive and significant relationships are observed between different leadership styles and 
employee voice behavior. Particularly, research by Detert and Burris (2007) concluded that 
transformational leadership positively influences employee voice behavior. Furthermore, 
positive relationships between leadership styles such as ethical leadership, servant leadership, 
and task-oriented leadership and employee voice behavior are evident in the literature (Duanxu 
et al., 2015; Henderson, 2013; Bulut & Meydan, 2018). Based on the findings from the above-
mentioned research, the following hypothesis is formulated:  
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H2: Transformational leadership has a positive and significant effect on employee voice 
behavior. 

When examining the foundation of the relationship between transformational leadership 
and psychological ownership, it is believed that themes such as individual attention, inspiring 
motivation, and intellectual stimulation, which are key themes of transformational leadership, 
play a crucial role in the development of the employee's sense of ownership towards the 
organization. Research in the literature supports this notion, as evidenced by a study conducted 
by Avey et al. (2012), indicating that transformational leadership establishes an environment 
conducive to fostering hope and trust for psychological ownership. Additionally, it has been 
suggested that transformational leadership creates and enhances conditions that contribute to 
the development of psychological ownership (Birasnav et al., 2011). Another study emphasizes 
the importance of transformational leadership in facilitating communication for employees 
when facing challenges, thereby influencing psychological ownership (Yuan & Lin, 2012). 
Similarly, Shouse’s research (2017) identifies a positive relationship between transformational 
leadership, leadership outcomes, and psychological ownership. In this study, the hypothesis 
below is formulated with the assumption that transformational leadership influences 
psychological ownership.  

H3: Transformational leadership has a positive and significant effect on psychological 
ownership. 

The concept of psychological ownership involves an individual perceiving the object they 
possess as an extension of their self (Pierce et al., 2001). In psychological ownership, an 
individual perceives the organization as their own, while in organizational identification, the 
individual believes they complete themselves with the organization. In both cases, personnel 
experience a sense of belonging to the organization. They also feel dedicated to the 
organization and position it at the center of their lives, incorporating it into their personal space 
(Knapp et al., 2014). The relationship between these two concepts can be explained in the 
context of social identity theory. Social identity theory posits that individuals develop their 
social identities within the groups and organizations they are a part of and progress within this 
framework. According to this theory, individuals strive to develop their social identities to the 
best and most positive level within the group (Coşkun, 2006). In this context, employees who 
psychologically own their organizations, guided by social identity theory, will desire to see their 
organizations as an extension of their selves and, consequently, be able to identify with the 
organization. Based on the insights from the above-mentioned research, the following 
hypothesis is formulated:  

H4: Psychological ownership has a positive and significant effect on organizational 
identification. 

When individuals face undesirable situations in the organizations where they work, instead 
of expressing cynical behaviors towards the organization or quitting their jobs directly, they 
seek ways to solve the problems. Employee voice behavior is considered a response to 
situations perceived as wrong by individuals, aiming for the improvement of existing negative 
circumstances (Hirschman, 1970). In this context, the desire of an employee to address the 
problems encountered in the organization where they work stems not only from personal 
interests but also from the loyalty to the organization and the respect for their job. Wang et al. 
(2021) emphasize the significant contributions of employees who are committed to their work 
and identify with their organization in problem-solving. When examining the relationship 
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between psychological ownership and organizational identification, it can be explained through 
social exchange theory. In this theory, it is reported that employees who are satisfied with their 
jobs and emotionally attached to their employers are more willing to make constructive 
suggestions (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). The peace and happiness derived from being able 
to express oneself in the work environment, where one spends the majority of their day, can 
manifest as positive returns in terms of work performance. Therefore, employees who feel 
positive approaches from their leaders in the organization they work for are expected to report 
situations they believe are beneficial to the organization when facing problems, demonstrating 
voice behavior (Yalçın & Fayganoğlu, 2022). Based on the insights from the above-mentioned 
research, the following hypothesis is formulated:  

H5: Employee voice behavior has a positive and significant effect on organizational 
identification. 

The relationship between transformational leadership, organizational identification, 
employee voice behavior, and psychological ownership has been attempted to be explained by 
reviewing the literature above. When examining the literature, it is observed that there is a 
causal relationship among these concepts, supported by both theoretical and empirical 
research. Therefore, based on the idea that employee voice behavior and psychological 
ownership play a mediating role in the effect of transformational leadership on organizational 
identification, the following hypotheses are formulated: 

H6: Psychological ownership has a mediating role in the effect of transformational 
leadership on organizational identification.  

H7: Employee voice has a mediating role in the effect of transformational leadership on 
organizational identification. 

7. Method  

This section presents the aim, model, and hypotheses of the research, as well as the 
population and sample, data collection tools, and socio-demographic information.  

7.1. Aim, Model, and Hypotheses of the Research  

The aim of this research is to determine the mediating role of employee voice and 
psychological ownership in the effect of transformational leadership on organizational 
identification. In this quantitative research design, relationships, effects, and mediation 
analyses between variables are explored based on the perceptions of employees in private 
sector enterprises. The research model demonstrating the mediating role of employee voice 
and psychological ownership in the effect of transformational leadership on organizational 
identification is presented in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1: Research Model 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7.2. Population and Sample of the Research  

The population of the research consists of small, medium and large enterprises operating 
in Aksaray. In this research, in which enterprises affiliated to the Chamber of Commerce and 
Industry and Organized Industrial Zone in Aksaray are targeted, it is aimed to determine the 
relationships between transformational leadership, employee voice, psychological ownership 
and organizational identification variables in Aksaray scale according to the opinions of 
individuals working in various enterprises. The number of employees working in enterprises 
affiliated to the Chamber of Commerce and Industry and Organized Industrial Zone in Aksaray 
was reported as 54.077 as of July 2022 according to the Turkish Employment Agency Labour 
Market Research Aksaray 2022 Final Report (www.media.iskur.gov, 2023). In Aksaray, where 
there are 395 enterprises in total, there are manufacturing, construction, education, 
accommodation services, wholesale and retail trade, real estate activities and many different 
sectors. 115 of the 395 enterprises are manufacturing enterprises and a total of 12.155 people 
are employed in manufacturing enterprises. Manufacturing enterprises are followed by 
wholesale and retail trade enterprises with 3.982, while 3.510 people work in the construction 
sector. Based on this, it was determined that the universe consists of 54.077 people and the 
number of samples should be at least 384 people according to Coşkun et al. The fact that this 
research was not conducted in only one enterprise is due to reasons such as Aksaray being a 
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small city, the inability to reach a sufficient sample number in the realisation of the effect size 
in researches, and the low rate of participation in the research in one enterprise. For this 
purpose, the questionnaire form created through Google Forms was delivered online to 
individuals working in enterprises operating in Aksaray. Participants were asked for their sector 
information and they were not required to answer this statement. Therefore, most of the 
participants preferred not to answer this statement and no sectoral distinction could be made. 
Convenience sampling method was used as the sampling technique in the research. It was 
determined that 431 people participated in the research between 20 January 2023 and 10 
February 2023. Socio-demographic information of the participants is presented in Table 1. 

Table 1: Socio-Demographic Information 

  n % 

Gender Female 
Male  

282 
149 

65.4 
34.6 

Age 18-24 Age Range 
25-29 Age Range 
30-34 Age Range 
35-39 Age Range 
40 and Over  

173 
104 
73 
44 
37 

40.1 
24.1 
16.9 
10.2 
8.6 

Marital Status Married 
Single 

164 
267 

38.1 
61.9 

Education Level Primary School 
High School 
Associate Degree 
Bachelor's Degree 
Postgraduate 

23 
100 
194 
87 
27 

5.3 
23.2 
45.0 
20.2 
6.3 

Duration of Employment in 
the Organization 

0-1 Year 
1-5 Years 
6-10 Years 
11-15 Years 
16-20 Years 
21 Years and Over 

106 
137 
110 
43 
19 
16 

24.6 
31.8 
25.5 
10.0 
4.4 
3.7 

Years of Work Experience 
in the Profession 

0-1 Year 
1-5 Years 
6-10 Years 
11-15 Years 
16-20 Years 
21 Years and Over  

105 
132 
112 
49 
17 
16 

24.4 
30.6 
26.0 
11.4 
3.9 
3.7 

Managerial Position in the 
Organization 

Exist 
Absent 

105 
326 

24.4 
75.6 

Number of Employees in 
the Workplace 

1-9 Employees 
10-49 Employees 
50-249 Employees 
250 and Above Employees  

94 
137 
139 
61 

21.8 
31.8 
32.3 
14.2 

Total   431 100 

Source: The table was designed by the author.  

Table 1 presents detailed socio-demographic information of the participants in the study. 
Considering the socio-demographic information of the participants; it is observed that the 
participants are predominantly female (65.4%); the age of the participants is mostly in the 
range of 18-24 years (40.1%); the majority of the participants (75.6%) do not hold managerial 
positions in their workplaces, and their educational background is mostly associate degree 
(45.0%). Detailed information on other socio-demographic variables is provided in Table 1. 
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7.3. Data Collection Tools 

In this research, the socio-demographic information form, Transformational Leadership 
Scale, Organizational Identification Scale, Employee Voice Scale, and Psychological Ownership 
Scale were used as data collection tools. The Transformational Leadership Scale used in this 
study was developed by Bass & Avolio (1995) and is part of the “Multifactor Leadership 
Questionnaire.” The scale consists of 20 questions designed to measure transformational 
leadership. In the adaptation of the scale to Turkish, both the studies of Karip (1998) & 
Cemaloğlu (2007) were referenced. Transformational leadership is composed of five sub-
dimensions: idealized influence (behavior), idealized influence (attributed), inspirational 
motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration. The 20-item scale is rated 
on a scale of 1-Never / 5-Always. The Organizational Identification Scale, developed by Mael 
and Ashforth (1992), has been widely used in the literature. In the Turkish literature, it has been 
utilized and validated in studies by Kalemci Tüzün (2006) & Polat (2009). The relevant scale 
consists of 6 items and a single dimension, rated on a scale of 1-Strongly Disagree / 5-Strongly 
Agree. The Employee Voice Scale, developed by Van Dyne and Le Pine (1998), has been adapted 
to Turkish by Çetin & Çakmakçı (2012). The scale comprises 6 items and a single dimension, 
rated on a scale of 1-Strongly Disagree / 5-Strongly Agree. The Psychological Ownership Scale, 
developed by Van Dyne and Pierce (2004), has been adapted to Turkish by Demirkaya and 
Şimşek Kandemir (2014). The scale consists of 7 items and a single dimension, rated on a scale 
of 1-Strongly Disagree / 5-Strongly Agree. 

8. Results  

In this section of the research, validity analyses of the scales, the structural equation model, 
and information related to effect size are presented.  

8.1. Measurement Model  

In order to test the validity of the scales used in the research, measurements were made in 
Smart-PLS programme. There are many reasons for using the Smart-PLS programme. First of 
all, the algorithm of the programme is designed to minimise the degree of variance that cannot 
be explained in an endogenous structure. In doing so, it is based on structural equation 
modelling using least squares regression (Hair et al., 2012). When the literature is examined, it 
is seen that the Smart-PLS algorithm is used in theory building and theory testing. In addition, 
it is used in cases where the model is complex and the model consists of many indicators and 
structures. It is also used in cases such as sampling insufficiency and normality assumption 
(Sarstedt et al., 2017). In this research, it was thought that it would be appropriate to use the 
Smart-PLS programme when the theory was tested and the related research model was 
complex. Firstly, the measurement model of the research model was tested. The validity and 
reliability coefficients of the scales used in the research are important for hypothesis testing. 
The factor loadings of the scales used in the research are expected to be above 0.50. According 
to Hair et al. (2017), Cronabach's Alpha coefficient, Combined Reliability (CR and rho_A) values 
are expected to be above 0.70 and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) value is expected to be 
above 0.50 for validity and reliability. The factor loadings, validity and reliability values of the 
scales are shown in Table 2. 
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Table 2: Factor Load Values, Reliability and Validity for the Scales 

Variable Factor Loadings Mean Standard Deviation Kurtosis Skewness 

Transformational Leadership Scale 
Cronbach's Alpha= 0.929; rho_A=0.930; CR=0.938; AVE=0.502 

TL3 0.661 3.443 1.097 -0.748 -0.236 

TL4 0.675 3.443 1.113 -0.620 -0.312 

TL5 0.742 3.485 1.102 -0.507 -0.389 

TL7 0.684 3.499 1.111 -0.643 -0.313 

TL8 0.721 3.555 1.132 -0.781 -0.381 

TL9 0.721 3.450 1.181 -0.676 -0.403 

TL10 0.722 3.492 1.178 -0.713 -0.395 

TL11 0.684 3.480 1.119 -0.807 -0.240 

TL12 0.745 3.536 1.102 -0.584 -0.426 

TL13 0.728 3.499 1.111 -0.569 -0.395 

TL16 0.718 3.367 1.166 -0.769 -0.279 

TL17 0.693 3.374 1.189 -0.841 -0.222 

TL18 0.717 3.469 1.173 -0.750 -0.335 

TL19 0.695 3.455 1.137 -0.682 -0.292 

TL20 0.719 3.457 1.165 -0.810 -0.280 

Organizational Identification Scale  
Cronbach's Alpha= 0.822, rho_A=0.823, CR=0.876, AVE=0.585, VIF=1.523 

OI1 0.730 3.306 1.187 -0.667 -0.393 

OI3 0.764 3.601 1.044 -0.064 -0.632 

OI4 0.778 3.682 1.059 -0.239 -0.608 

OI5 0.800 3.657 1.041 0.041 -0.638 

OI6 0.749 3.443 1.109 -0.308 -0.531 

Psychological Ownership Scale  
Cronbach's Alpha= 0.883, rho_A=0.884, CR=0.911, AVE=0.630. VIF=1.468 

PO1 0.768 3.155 1.206 -0.844 -0.253 

PO2 0.823 3.445 1.082 -0.358 -0.493 

PO3 0.817 3.434 1.070 -0.385 -0.442 

PO4 0.793 3.346 1.181 -0.729 -0.374 

PO5 0.807 3.517 1.166 -0.459 -0.558 

PO6 0.755 3.374 1.110 -0.520 -0.358 

Employee Voice Scale  
Cronbach's Alpha= 0.884, rho_A=0.884, CR=0.912, AVE=0.633, VIF= 1.631 

EV1 0.749 3.659 1.058 0.283 -0.840 

EV2 0.793 3.520 1.057 -0.084 -0.637 

EV3 0.805 3.536 1.070 0.011 -0.727 

EV4 0.793 3.594 1.062 0.236 -0.825 

EV5 0.824 3.603 1.025 0.152 -0.740 

EV6 0.808 3.650 1.062 0.089 -0.734 

Source: The table was designed by the author. 

TL= Transformational Leadership; OI=Organizaitonal Idendification; PO= Psychological Ownership; EV= Employee Voice 
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Table 2 presents the findings related to reliability, validity, and confirmatory factor analysis. 
Confirmatory factor analysis is conducted to test whether the previously discovered scales are 
similar in the sample of the study (Meydan & Şeşen, 2015). As a result of confirmatory factor 
analysis, items 1, 2, 6, and 14 from the Transformational Leadership Scale; item 2 from the 
Organizational Identification Scale; and item 7 from the Psychological Ownership Scale were 
excluded from the analysis because they did not have sufficient factor loadings, and they 
reduced the validity results. There are two reasons for removing these scale items. The first 
reason is that, during the analysis in the Smart-PLS program, the cross-loadings of the scale 
items are examined. Yıldız (2021) states that each scale item should take its own factor load 
under its own scale and the difference between them and other variables should be more than 
0.1. For instance, while the factor loading of the 2nd statement in the transformational 
leadership scale is found to be 0.469, in the cross-loadings table, it appears as 0.390 under the 
factor loading of the psychological ownership indicator. Therefore, since there is a difference 
of less than 0.1 between 0.390 and 0.469, this statement needs to be excluded from the 
analysis, and it has been excluded. When this statement is excluded and the analysis is 
repeated, no scale item with a difference of less than 0.1 is observed. In this case, the second 
reason for removing the question comes into play, which is that the other AVE and CR values 
are below the threshold values. In cases where AVE and CR values are below the threshold 
values, it is stated that scale items with factor loadings between 0.40 and 0.70 are excluded 
from the measurement model, and the model is run again. These processes continue until the 
AVE and CR coefficients reach the threshold value. In this study, both the first and second paths 
have been tried. Based on the cross-loadings table, the 2nd statement from the 
transformational leadership scale was excluded, and according to the AVE and CR values, 
statements 1, 6, and 14 from the Transformational Leadership Scale; statement 2 from the 
Organizational Identification Scale; and statement 7 from the Psychological Ownership Scale 
were excluded from the analysis. According to the values given in Table 2, it is understood that 
the validity and reliability of the scales used in the study have been achieved. Additionally, since 
the Kurtosis and Skewness coefficients are between +1.96 and -1.96, it is understood that the 
sample is normally distributed (Hair et al., 2017). Also, when looking at the obtained VIF 
(Variance Inflation Factor) values, it is observed that they are less than 5, and Hair et al. (2017) 
stated that a VIF value below 5 does not cause a multicollinearity problem. In addition to the 
validity values given in Table 2, the Fornell-Larcker criterion is used to calculate the 
distinctiveness between the scales. These criteria were developed by Fornell and Larcker (Yıldız, 
2021). In addition to the Fornell-Larcker criterion, Henseler et al. (2015) proposed a new 
discriminant validity called Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) view. According to this view, it 
is stated that HTMT values above 0.90 reveal distinctiveness problems. Table 3 presents the 
Fornell-Larcker Criterion and Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) values. 

Table 3: Fornell-Larcker Criterion and Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) Values 

Fornell-Larcker Criterion Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) 
 TL PO EV OI  TL PO EV OI 

TL 0.709    TL     

PO 0.468 0.794   PO 0.512    

EV 0.545 0.520 0.796  EV 0.599 0.586   

OI 0.623 0.599 0.703 0.765 OI 0.710 0.703 0.823  

Source: The table was designed by the author. 
TL= Transformational Leadership; OI=Organizaitonal Idendification; PO= Psychological Ownership; EV= Employee Voice 
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The scales used in the study also provide discriminant validity according to the Fornell-
Larcker Criterion and Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT). As the relevant values are found to 
be suitable for the analysis, structural equation modeling has been applied. In addition to these 
analyses, R2 and Q2 values for the scales used in the research have been examined. According 
to Sarstedt et al. (2014), having a Q2 value above zero is crucial for the quality and measurability 
of the scales. Table 4 presents the relevant values for the R2 and Q2 tests. 

Table 4: Results of R2 and Q2 Test 

  R2 R2 Adjusted Q² (=1-SSE/SSO) 

Psychological Ownership 0.219 0.217 0.135 

Employee Voice  0.297 0.295 0.185 

Organizaitonal Idendification 0.619 0.617 0.357 

Source: The table was designed by the author. 

As seen in Table 4, only organizational identification has an R2 value higher than 0.50. while 
psychological ownership and employee voice have R2 values ranging between 0.25 and 0.50. 
Q2 values are observed to be above zero. In the literature, an R2 coefficient between 0.25 and 
0.50 is considered a weak explanation; between 0.50 and 0.75 is moderate, and above 0.75 is 
strong. However, it is essential to consider discipline-specific conditions when making such 
evaluations. In some disciplines, even a 10% explanation rate might be seen as very strong 
(Yıldız, 2021). Another effect size analysis is the f2 coefficient, and Table 5 provides the values 
for the f2 test.   

Table 5: f2 Test Results 

  
Transformational 

Leadership 
Psychological 

Ownership 
Employee 

Voice 
Organizaitonal 
Idendification 

Transformational 
Leadership - 0.280 0.422 0.131 

Psychological 
Ownership - - - 0.112 

Employee Voice - - - 0.288 

Source: The table was designed by the author. 

Table 5 provides the f2 coefficients used in calculating effect size. According to Cohen 
(1998), an f2 coefficient of 0.02 or higher is considered small, 0.15 or higher is moderate, and 
0.35 or higher is considered a large effect size. The values given in Table 5 indicate that the 
effect size ratio is at a sufficient level.   

8.2. Structural Model - Hypothesis Testing  

In this section of the study, the relationship between variables in the research model was 
examined using path analysis. Path analysis was conducted with 5000 bootstrap samples using 
the Smart PLS program. T-tests and p-values were examined to determine whether the β values 
obtained from the analysis were significant at the 5% significance level. Figure 2 presents the 
path diagram of the structural equation model. 
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Figure 2: Structural Equation Model Path Diagram 

 

Figure 2 presents the structural equation model path diagram that includes 
transformational leadership, organizational identification, employee voice, and psychological 
ownership. The section with factor loadings displays the t-values. When examining the 
goodness-of-fit values obtained from the model, it is observed that the Standardized Root 
Mean Square Residual (SRMR) value is 0.052 (SRMR<0.080), d_ULS is 1.413, d_G is 0.540. Chi-
Square is 1.302 (Chi-Square<5), and the Normed Fit Index (NFI) value is 0.834 (NFI>0.80). 
According to Byrne (2016), these values are considered appropriate in the literature. It is noted 
that there is no clear distinction in the goodness-of-fit values between d_ULS and d_G (Yıldız, 
2021). Based on these analyses, the hypotheses formulated in the scope of the research are 
accepted, and Table 6 provides the coefficients of the structural equation model. 

Table 6:  Hypothesis Testing Results 

Paths Beta (ß) 
Standard 
Deviation 

t Statistics 95% Reliability p 

TL→OI (Total Effect) 0.625 0.031 20.124 (0.549; 0.675) 0.000 

TL→OI (Direct Effect) 0.275 0.032 19.355 (0.198; 0.353) 0.000 

TL→EV 0.545 0.034 16.234 (0.458; 0.607) 0.000 

TL→PO 0.470 0.040 11.784 (0.382; 0.538) 0.000 

PO→OI 0.250 0.041 6.054 (0.177; 0.332) 0.000 

EV→OI 0.424 0.051 8.381 (0.321; 0.517) 0.000 

TL→PO→OI (Indirect Effect) 0.117 0.021 5.518 (0.080; 0.160) 0.000 

TL→EV→OI (Indirect Effect)  0.231 0.031 7.343 (0.168; 0.284) 0.000 

Source: The table was designed by the author. 
TL= Transformational Leadership; OI=Organizaitonal Idendification; PO= Psychological Ownership; EV= Employee Voice 
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Table 6 includes the coefficients indicating the mediating role of employee voice and 
psychological ownership in the effect of transformational leadership on organizational 
identification. Bootstrap test was employed for conducting the mediation test. The Bootstrap 
test, developed by Preacher & Hayes (2004, 2008), is stated to be an iterative parametric non-
linear test and is readily used in partial least squares structural equation modeling. The 
Bootstrap test, compared to the Sobel test, provides clearer results in revealing the mediation 
effect and demonstrates a high level of statistical power. According to Hair et al. (2014), the 
Bootstrap test is initially conducted without including the mediator variable in the model, 
making it easier to understand and interpret the mediation effect when the mediator variable 
is included in the model. Before including the mediator variable in the model, transformational 
leadership has a positive and significant effect on organizational identification (ß=0.625; 
p<0.01). These values represent the total effect. The coefficients given in Table 4 are the 
coefficients that occurred after the mediator variable was added. Accordingly, it is observed 
that with the addition of the mediator variable, transformational leadership has a positive and 
significant effect on organizational identification (ß=0.275; p<0.01). Transformational 
leadership has a positive and significant effect on employee voice (ß=0.545; p<0.01), on 
psychological ownership (ß=0.470; p<0.01); psychological ownership has a positive and 
significant effect on organizational identification (ß=0.250; p<0.01), and employee voice has a 
positive and significant effect on organizational identification (ß=0.424; p<0.01). Literature 
suggests that some tests need to be conducted to discuss the mediation effect. Although the 
Sobel test is generally conducted for the mediation effect, this test has been criticized in recent 
years. Hair et al. (2017) have stated that instead of the Sobel test, the Variance Accounted For 
(VAF) test should be used. The VAF test arises by dividing the indirect effect by the sum of the 
total effect. The VAF value, referred to as Variance Accounted For, takes values between 0% 
and 100%. A VAF value above 80% indicates complete mediation, a VAF value between 20% 
and 80% indicates partial mediation, and a VAF value below 20% indicates no mediation. As 
seen in Table 6, the indirect effect between transformational leadership, organizational 
identification, and employee voice variables is 0.231, while the total effect is 0.625. According 
to the relevant formula, the calculated VAF value is 26%. Therefore, it can be concluded that 
there is a partial mediating role of employee voice in the effect of transformational leadership 
on organizational identification. On the other hand, the indirect effect between 
transformational leadership, organizational identification, and psychological ownership 
variables is 0.117, while the total effect is 0.625. According to the relevant formula, the 
calculated VAF value is 15%. Hence, it can be concluded that there is no mediating role of 
psychological ownership in the effect of transformational leadership on organizational 
identification. While hypotheses H1, H2, H3, H4, H5, and H7 are accepted in the scope of the 
research, hypothesis H6 is rejected. 
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9. Discussion and Conclusion  

In this study, the mediating effect of employee voice and psychological ownership on the 
effect of transformational leadership on organizational identification was tried to be 
determined. When the concepts of transformational leadership, organizational identification, 
psychological ownership and employee voice are examined in the literature, it can be stated 
that they are frequently researched phenomena. When the literature is examined, it is seen 
that there are studies investigating the effect of transformational leadership on organizational 
identification (Epitropaki & Martin, 2005; İşcan, 2006; Wolfe, 2007; Walumbwa et al., 2008; 
Eren & Çakır Titizoğlu, 2014; Zeynel, 2022). In this study, a positive and significant effect of 
transformational leadership on organizational identification was found. In terms of the 
originality of the study, there are many studies examining the effect of transformational 
leadership on organizational identification, but no study has been found to examine the 
mediating effect of psychological ownership and employee voice variables. In this research, in 
which mediating effects between concepts are examined, the transformational leadership 
perceived by employees is explained through positive events and situations at the point of 
providing identification with their organizations. 

The results obtained within the scope of the research were analysed through Smart-PLS 
software and the mediation effect was determined by constructing a structural equation 
model. In the model, transformational leadership has a positive and significant effect on 
organizational identification (ß=0,275), psychological ownership (ß=0,470) and employee voice 
(ß=0,545). On the other hand, psychological ownership has a positive and significant effect on 
organizational identification (ß=0,250) and employee voice has a positive and significant effect 
on organizational identification (ß=0,424). While the partial mediating role of employee voice 
on transformational leadership on organizational identification was determined, it was 
concluded that psychological ownership did not have a mediating role. The findings show that 
a part of the effect of transformational leadership on organizational identification passes 
through employee voice. According to the related results, it can be stated that this situation 
can be explained by the leader-member interaction theory. It is stated that leader-member 
interaction theory is a model for the relationships between leaders and employees based on 
social interaction and developing on this basis. Scandura et al. (1986) state that leaders and 
employees influence each other, that there is a sharing relationship between the parties, and 
that common culture and values emerge as a result of the approach. Considering that 
transformational leadership is based on goals such as inspiring, supporting and reaching the 
ideal, it can be said that employees may exhibit an identification with the organization on the 
basis of this approach. On the other hand, it can be said that this research is closely related to 
social exchange theory. When we look at the basic assumptions of the social exchange theory, 
it is seen that the parties tend to enter into social relationships that include reward 
expectations such as respect, friendship, and consideration and maintain these relationships in 
relation to this. In addition, it is stated that phenomena such as cooperation, power and 
interdependence are within the scope of the theory (Bolat et al., 2009). Based on this approach, 
it can be seen that employees are likely to identify with the organization as a result of 
transformational leaders influencing and directing employees. In addition, since the employee 
and the leader are in mutual expectations, it is usual for the voice to mediate this. The 
assumption of the mediating role of psychological ownership in the effect of transformational 
leadership on organizational identification was rejected. It can be said that this situation is 
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related to the culture of the organization, demographic characteristics of the employees, their 
perspectives towards the organization and their motivation. Although an employee perceives 
to identify with the organization and psychologically own the organization through leadership 
style, the relationship between transformational leadership and organizational identification 
may not pass through psychological ownership. Statistically, this statistical result reveals an 
unexpected situation in terms of literature. According to the results of the research, 
transformational leadership has a positive effect on both organizational identification and 
psychological ownership, and there was no mediation of psychological ownership in the 
relationship between leadership and identification. Another reason for this situation may be 
that two different mediating variables are included in the model at the same time. If 
psychological ownership had been considered as a mediating model alone in the relationship 
between transformational leadership and organizational identification, it is possible that 
different results would have emerged. 

When the relationship between transformational leadership and employee voice is 
analysed, it is seen that transformational leadership has a positive and significant effect on 
employee voice (ß=0.545). It can be said that this situation is due to the fact that 
transformational leadership shows interest to its followers at an individual level. Wang et al. 
(2019) state that transformational leadership includes voice within itself and that unlike 
traditional leaders, transformational leaders are leaders who encourage employees to develop 
creative ideas. On the other hand, Morrsion (2014) states that transformational leaders 
encourage employees to speak up by creating a climate of effectiveness and security in the 
organizational environment. Looking at the studies conducted in the literature, Alfayad & Mohd 
Arif (2016) found a positive relationship between transformational leadership and employee 
voice, while Liang et al. (2017) found that transformational leadership has a positive effect on 
employee voice in a study conducted on hotel employees. In the domestic literature, there are 
studies that examine the effect of transformational leadership on employee voice and reveal 
positive effects (Kılıç et al., 2014; Koçak, 2021; Baş, 2022) and overlap with the results of this 
research. In this study, which examined the mediating role of employee voice and psychological 
ownership in the effect of transformational leadership on organizational identification, it was 
concluded that employee voice and psychological ownership have a positive and significant 
effect on organizational identification. It is seen that these new findings emerged within the 
scope of the research are in parallel with the studies in the literature (Run & Chen, 2021; 
Hosseini & Ferreira, 2023). 

Since transformational leadership, organizational identification, psychological ownership 
and employee voice are phenomena that are shaped according to the perceptions of 
employees, they may change during and after the field part of the research. Because in the 
current situation, while the employees are tightly attached to their organization and have 
intense employee voice, it is possible that the change of managers, other rapid changes in the 
organization, rotations and similar unforeseen situations may change the leader-employee 
perception in the minds of the employees. This situation is seen as a limitation of the research 
and employees from different organizations participating in the research constitute another 
limitation. One of the points that should be given importance in future studies is to be more 
sensitive in data collection, taking into account the sudden situations that businesses and 
society may experience. It can be said that this situation is important in terms of contributing 
to the accumulation of knowledge in the literature and filling a gap. In addition, the fact that 
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this research was conducted on the employees of enterprises operating in Aksaray province 
constitutes another limitation and it is a limitation that the dynamics, culture and other 
organizational issues of the city are ignored within the scope of the research. On the other 
hand, the fact that this research was conducted in different enterprises constitutes a limitation 
in terms of the variables within the scope of the research. While some enterprises have fewer 
employees, some enterprises have more employees. The unique organizational cultures of the 
enterprises, being a family business, and having different sectors are important limitations. 

In addition to the related limitations, it is considered important for organizational managers 
to have a more flexible and comfortable working environment for employees, not to violate 
the rules despite this flexibility and comfort, to make employees' voices heard more and to 
integrate with the organization. In addition, it is considered important to form the research, 
which is shaped according to the perceptions of the participants in this study, with the 
evaluations of the managers in order to find a common point. Therefore, it is thought that this 
research will form a basis for the relevant managers and it is valuable to obtain the opinions of 
the employees frequently in order to move away from both poor quality and unmeasured 
management. 
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