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ABSTRACT
The 21st-century business ecosystem is rapidly transitioning from the modern to the postmodern paradigm. This study examines
the concepts of organizational commitment and organizational citizenship behavior within the context of the postmodern paradigm.
At the same time, the study questions the efficacy and legitimacy of these concepts in addressing contemporary managerial and
organizational challenges. This study is based on an exhaustive literature review and a meticulous examination and analysis of pre-
vious research on organizational commitment and organizational citizenship behavior within the framework of shifting paradigms.
Adjustments in goals, restructuring of organizational structures, modifications in leadership understanding, and alterations in time
perception cause conventional organizational behavior concepts such as organizational commitment and organizational citizen-
ship to be problematized and questioned. The management and organizational approach of the previous century, which claimed
rationality, objectivity, and universality, has been superseded by management and organizational approaches prioritizing concepts
such as irony, parody, subjectivity, and locality. The concept of organizational commitment, which is a precursor to organizational
citizenship behavior, is being replaced by career or professional commitment. Therefore, organizational citizenship behavior is
fading away within the postmodern paradigm. Due to delays in grasping this transformation and transition process, administrators
persist in defining and applying management policies based on modern paradigms, including their concepts, tools, and techniques.
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INTRODUCTION

In the twenty-first century, workplaces have become a more complex environment. The integration of various economies has
led to an increase in competitive working conditions (Ocampo et al., 2018). Consequently, the advent of the new economy has
resulted in a transformation of organizational structures and management practices. At the same time, employee-organization
relationships have also changed, raising questions regarding the optimal integration of career development activities within these
evolving dynamics (Weng et al., 2010). As employees become increasingly responsible for managing their careers, businesses are
compelled to re-examine the strategies employed to foster organizational commitment among their employees (Ng & Feldman,
2010). In this context, the needs of businesses for employees who go beyond the scope of their defined career duties, develop
collaboration, and support colleagues, employers, and customers are increasing daily (Shahin et al., 2014). Therefore, it is necessary
to constantly assess employee engagement to overcome managerial problems that may arise and ensure that employees develop
a positive work attitude that is essential for optimal organizational performance (Hanaysha, 2016). In this context, it is crucial to
interrogate and debate the empirical evidence on organizational commitment and citizenship behavior.

Organizational commitment is one of the most frequently studied forms of psychological bonding between employees and
organizations (Ng, 2015). Academics and professionals have been researching the concept of commitment for more than half a
century (Singh & Gupta, 2015). This concept stands out in the literature because commitment is accepted as an essential factor that
determines employee work behavior (Yahaya & Ebrahim, 2016). Although 21st-century managers continued to focus on employee
attitudes and organizational commitment, scholars have identified a need for greater explicitness, cohesion, and accessibility
in the organizational commitment literature (Mercurio, 2015). Therefore, there should be more consistency in the definition of
organizational commitment (Yahaya & Ebrahim, 2016). However, organizational commitment is often referred to as an antecedent
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of organizational citizenship behavior. It has been claimed that engaged employees are more likely to engage in actions that
enhance their value and support the organization (Zeinabadi, 2010). Therefore, the concepts of organizational commitment and
organizational citizenship behavior, which are critical for managers, constitute two sides of the same coin.

Existing literature proves that organizational citizenship behavior has emerged as a key concern in the service sector (i.e.
banks, hotels, hospitals, and academic institutions) and industrial sectors in the 21st century (Ocampo et al., 2018). Because
of this focus, when organizational citizenship behavior is expected in the workplace, the organization becomes more attractive
to the employee (Bolino et al., 2015). Organizational citizenship behavior refers to employee behaviors that are not part of an
individual job description and are not included in the employee contract but benefit organizational performance (Grego-Planer,
2019). Recently, there has been an increasing interest in organizational citizenship in marketing and strategy. However, most studies
on organizational citizenship behavior have focused on identifying the factors that affect this behavior, with a particular emphasis
on organizational justice and leaders’ characteristics (Lee et al., 2013). Nevertheless, there is also body literature that addresses
the phenomenon of organizational citizenship fatigue. According to Bolino et al. (2015), the origin of organizational citizenship
fatigue can be traced back to research that seeks to elucidate the impact of work becoming an integral part of the person and the
subsequent challenges that arise when such work demands are perceived as exceeding one’s capacity.

In this context, attempts to resolve 21st-century management and organizational issues through 20th-century concepts have
resulted in theoretical gaps and practical failures. Unless the basic prejudices of management and behavioral scientists regarding
employee motivation change and, at the same time, the institutional structure does not coincide with the changing judgments, the
pervasive inertia behind failure will continue in the eyes of those occupying target positions (Levinson, 2008). Therefore, leaders
should take on board the decreasing trend in employees’ levels of organizational commitment and organizational citizenship
behavior (Shahin et al., 2014) and develop new insights concerning the reasons for this decrease. Considering this, this study aims
to provide a novel and original perspective on organizational commitment and citizenship behavior by analyzing the concepts of
organizational commitment and citizenship within the framework of scientific literature and by presenting a synthesis within the
framework of recent understandings of the concepts. First, we will shed light on the concepts in question.

Organizational Commitment

Although organizational commitment has been conceptualized in various ways, it is widely viewed in the organizational
behavior literature as an emotional commitment to an organization characterized by sharing values and the desire to maintain
membership (Meyer & Allen, 1984). In this context, commitment can be defined as attachment, identification, or loyalty to an
entity (Singh & Gupta, 2015). Historically, devotion was a solemn vow of service to God, romantic partners, or other objects
important to the self. Since its introduction into management fields in the second half of the 20th century, the term commitment
began to focus on the “organization” that is the object of one’s service (Solinger et al., 2015). In this regard, organizational
commitment is defined as the effect of an employee’s identification and participation in a particular organization (Nazir et al.,
2016). According to Hanaysha (2016), employees who are committed to an organization tend to exhibit positive attitudes toward
corporate goals and values. Furthermore, they are more likely to develop positive work behaviors. Therefore, employee engagement
is associated with employee retention, availability, performance, quality of work, and various desirable behavioral outcomes for
the organization to succeed. As employees become more committed to their organizations, their retention increases, which reduces
operating costs (Liou, 2008). As Dhar (2015) posits, this correlation indicates that employees who are firmly dedicated to an
organization can be encouraged to achieve organizational goals without prioritizing personal gain. These explanations demonstrate
that organizational commitment encompasses more than mere passive commitment; it also encompasses an employee’s aspiration
and active engagement in contributing in a more meaningful manner (Rita et al., 2018). For this reason, managers must understand
organizational commitment and the relationship between the organization and employees from a holistic perspective.

Various definitions of organizational commitment have been discussed in literature since the concept emerged. The most used
approach is the three-dimensional organizational commitment model developed by Meyer et al. (1993). This model includes
emotional, normative, and continuance commitment (Ng, 2015; Zeinabadi, 2010). An alternative conceptualization of the concept
is the one-dimensional structure in which commitment is conceived as a psychological bond expressed by commitment and
responsibility to a goal (Solinger, 2015). Although unidimensional structures exist, it is necessary to explain the dimensions
developed by Meyer et al. (1993) to gain comprehensive insight into organizational commitment. The first dimension to be
explained here is emotional commitment.

Emotional Commitment

Emotional commitment is defined as an employee’s attachment to the organization through emotions, identification with the
organization, and participation in the organization (Noordin et al., 2010; Liou, 2008). Therefore, emotional commitment is
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conceptualized as a psychological state that characterizes an employee’s relationship with the organization (English et al., 2010).
In other words, employees with emotional commitment work beyond what is necessary to obtain a specified reward (Vanhala et
al., 2016). Employees with strong emotional commitment identify strongly with their organizations, participate in it, and enjoy
membership. Therefore, a positive relationship with the organization is established due to the desired work behavior (Filstad, 2011;
Noordin et al., 2010). Weng et al. (2010) stated that employees voluntarily stay in an organization because the organization meets
employees’ career needs. Another dimension of organizational commitment is normative commitment.

Normative Commitment

Normative commitment refers to psychological commitment based on socialization experiences that emphasize the appropriate-
ness of an employee’s commitment to the organization or a moral obligation to repay the benefits obtained from the organization
(Weng et al., 2010). When employees share goals or values, they are more likely to see fit to obey the authority and norms of
the group (Liou, 2008). Therefore, normative commitment requires an employee’s commitment to the organization. Employees
with high normative commitment remain within an organization due to a sense of obligation (Yousef, 2017; Nazir et al., 2016).
According to Grego-Planer (2019), an employee’s level of normative commitment may be affected by the rules he accepts and the
mutual relationship between the organization and employees. The third dimension of organizational commitment is continuance
commitment.

Continuance Commitment

Continuance commitment refers to employees’ evaluations of whether the costs of leaving the organization are more significant
than the costs of staying (Wang et al., 2020; Bahrami et al., 2016). Unlike affective and normative commitment, continuous
commitment is based on value maximization and is therefore instrumental. Continuance commitment occurs when employees feel
they should stay with an organization because of the benefits that employers provide them (e.g., seniority, schedule flexibility,
autonomy, and compensation) or because there are no comparable employment alternatives (Wang et al., 2020). Employees with
continuance commitment only perform the minimum required to retain their positions (Liou, 2008). Grego-Planer (2019) asserted
that an employee with continuance commitment is less productive and has more complex relationships with colleagues. Herein,
a rational approach, rather than a psychological or moral one, forms the foundation for loyalty. The greater the congruence
between individual and organizational values and goals, the higher the employee’s commitment to the organization (Rita et al.,
2018). Another concept discussed in organizational commitment within the framework of the changing business ecosystem is
organizational citizenship behavior.

Organizational Citizenship Behavior

Organizational citizenship behavior refers to an extra individual behavior that is informal, not directly or explicitly recognized
in the work system, yet can enhance the effectiveness of organizational functions (Organ, 1988). Employees who feel like they
are “citizens” of the organization they work for, like citizens of a state, engage in voluntary actions that benefit their colleagues
and the organization (Grego-Planer, 2019; Pham et al., 2019). Organizational citizenship behavior is a voluntary act that supports
employees’ task performance and contributes to maintaining and developing the social and psychological context within the
organization (Takeuchi et al., 2015; Rego et al., 2010). In other words, organizational citizenship behavior is informal behavior
in which employees act beyond expectations and help promote the welfare of the organization and the security of the individual
(Shahin et al., 2014). For this reason, organizational citizenship behavior entails the performance of positive actions that are not
explicitly stated in the organization’s norms and regulations but come from within the employees’ work and functioning.

Organizations and employees benefit from this type of behavior. Such behaviors contribute to the development of social capital
and facilitate the smooth functioning of the social mechanisms of an organization. Consistent with these conclusions, empirical
studies have found that organizational citizenship behavior is associated with team and organizational effectiveness indicators,
such as sales performance, productivity, product quality, and customer satisfaction (Bolino et al., 2015). This finding shows that
when employees are satisfied by being treated attentively and given importance for their personal development and progress,
they respond by exhibiting positive attitudes and behaviors for the general benefit of the organization (Indahyati & Sintaasih,
2019). According to Boiral and Paille (2012), the concept of organizational citizenship includes cooperation, collaboration, and
self-sacrifice, including the maintenance of positive interpersonal relationships, assistance with the fulfillment of new employees’
duties, the resolution of interpersonal conflicts, and the recognition of the achievements of others.

In this context, the five dimensions of organizational citizenship behavior are altruism, sportsmanship, civic virtue, conscien-
tiousness, and courtesy (Kataria et al., 2013). Altruism refers to discretionary behaviors aimed at helping other individuals with an

32



Toker, K., Tekarslan, E., Shaken Bases: Impact of Changing Paradigms on Organizational Commitment and Organizational Citizenship Behavior

organizational task or problem. Sportsmanship means tolerating the discomforts and troubles of organizational life without com-
plaining or turning them into problems. Civic virtue is defined as responsible participation in an organization’s political processes
(e.g., contributing to discussions or participating in organizational activities to support and improve the organization) (Ocampo et
al., 2018; Rego et al., 2010). While conscientiousness refers to behavior that goes beyond the requirements set by the organization
in the work environment, courtesy relates to an employee’s consideration of how his actions affect others (Shahin et al., 2014). As
understood from the dimensions, organizational citizenship behavior emphasizes an intense and meaningful relationship between
employees and organizations.

The goal of any organization should be to achieve organizational effectiveness, which can be defined as the maximization of
employee work efficiency and commitment, the ability to perform well in difficult times, and maintaining intrinsic motivation
(Kataria et al., 2013). Research has revealed that the contribution of organizational citizenship behavior to the smooth and
efficient functioning of an organization may depend mainly on voluntary behaviors that are not defined by the organization.
These include mutual aid among employees, participation in various non-rewarded organizational activities, personal development
efforts, promotion of corporate image and values and constructive suggestions (Boiral and Paille’, 2012). Considering that
work generally entails collective rather than individual effort, when solidarity and cooperation among teams and employees is
required, organizational citizenship behavior comes to the fore. In a highly competitive business environment, employees provide a
competitive advantage. Therefore, researchers have investigated the potential of human resource practices to predict organizational
citizenship behavior (Ocampo et al., 2018). In this context, the effectiveness of management policies and HR strategies partly
depends on how managers understand, comprehend, and evaluate organizational commitment and citizenship behavior. However,
the changing paradigm renders the conventional concepts, tools, and techniques used to solve organizational issues inadequate.
Therefore, the changing paradigm must be discussed and clarified.

The Transformation from Modernism to Postmodernism

In the last century, businesses have been designed and managed with a logical and mechanical paradigm primarily based on
reason and scientific principles (Biberman & Whitty, 1997). This paradigm is defined by modernism, human beings are rational
beings, and businesses must be rational organizations. On this rational basis, it is always possible to identify and implement the
most effective and efficient methods. Organizations can overcome various managerial difficulties to achieve their goals in this
context. In contrast to modernism, which is characterized by the assumption that rational humans can prevail in the struggle
with nature and life, postmodernism emphasizes liberation from the natural world and the division of culture into distinct areas
rather than struggling with it (Hassard, 1999). In this context, the most effective method for an organization to achieve its goals
has been superseded by a series of fragmented, intuitive, relative, local, and subjective approaches. In epistemological terms,
postmodernism involves critical questioning of the assumptions and consequences of modernism. Modernism is used to express
the ideals of Enlightenment, in which scientific reasoning replaced the baseless theories, speculations, superstitions, and witchcraft
of the Middle Ages (the premodern age) (Franklin, 1998). In the postmodern paradigm, the idea of a superior, objective perspective
is completely rejected, and the inherent instability of an organization is emphasized (Hassard, 1999). According to Franklin (1998),
postmodernism in social sciences first questions and then rejects the objectification of positivism borrowed from physics and other
disciplines. For example, modern (i.e. modernist) organizational analysis treats the idea of organization as an abstraction, as if
it were “out there, distant from the community that constitutes the entity itself.” In contrast, postmodernism adopts a different
ontology and forces individuals to explain the world from their perspectives and experiences, not as passive and distant observers
but as stakeholders and activists.

Individuals who adopt the modern management paradigm are expected to adhere to a set of rigid attitudes and beliefs regarding
their own nature, superiors, and subordinates, as well as a set of behavioral patterns that align with these beliefs. (Biberman
& Whitty, 1997). For example, they may do this to strengthen the bonds of goodwill between themselves and their employees,
motivate them to work harder, or sometimes because of social norms. The $5 per day minimum wage policy implemented by
Henry Ford is well known. Ford’s objectives were to reduce absenteeism, avoid losing employees to other businesses, and reduce
the risk of strike casualties. Many employers have resorted to similar measures, especially when recruiting and retaining employees
is challenging or when employee motivation is critical to business success (Acemoğlu & Johnson, 2023). However, unlike modern
industrial societies, where production is the cornerstone, postmodern societies simulate and control social relations (Hassard,
1999). Flexibility, change, and creativity are inherent in this type of social relationship. Uymaz (2012) emphasized that the most
important motivation for the postmodern individual in a life characterized by change is the drive to achieve, which includes diverse
work experiences shaped by survival instincts rather than leaving permanent traces in an organization through self-actualization.

However, postmodernism focuses on another issue considered essential for the social scientific analysis of management and
organization -culture. Although once seen as the periphery of organizational sociology, studies on culture have recently come
to the fore recently (Hassard, 1999). In the context of culture, postmodernism emphasizes a transition from universal, uniform,
and “correct” normative business approaches to a situation in which each employee builds his or her own culture. This transition
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corresponds to a world in which the idea of “organization” is replaced by the idea of “organization.” In cases where the process of
establishing relationships with people is a priority, there is an understanding in which the modern idea of “organization” is ignored
to draw attention to organizational processes that cause constant emergence, growth, disruption, and change in time and space,
and probably nothing remains constant other than the name of the organization (Franklin, 1998). In this context, differences are
accepted as cultural wealth. An organizational approach has emerged, and an understanding of diversity, pluralism, and inclusion
has developed.

A critical component of the modern paradigm is the belief in resource scarcity. This belief has led to a range of personal
and organizational practices, such as competition, political manipulation, “padding” budget requests, empire-building, and a lack
of trust and cooperation between individuals and units. Additionally, this understanding has led to the belief that the person or
organization is separate from other individuals or organizations, and that preserving the self is crucial to survival, even at the
cost of the other (Biberman & Whitty, 1997). Postmodernism, on the other hand, moves the origin of the problem of resource
scarcity beyond an economic context. It harshly criticizes attempts to confront rational organization in production for continuous
and balanced economic growth with creating rationally organized consumption models through consumer culture. This criticism
causes individuals to question overworking, consume more, earn too much, and achieve promotion goals. Loyalty to the organization
also receives a share of this questioning.

In this context, Ocampo et al. (2018) highlighted the challenges posed by a highly globalized and diversified environment in
promoting organizational citizenship behavior among employees. Furthermore, they identify significant concerns for businesses
arising from recent changes in workplace order. According to Liou (2008), individuals can devote themselves to their careers
despite frequent changes in work and organization. People with this commitment style are intensely and emotionally committed
to their careers. They are willing to invest considerable effort in their work, provided it serves to advance their career goals rather
than those of the organization. To comprehend the reasons behind employees’ “egocentric” attitudes, it is necessary to consider
the concepts of organizational commitment and organizational citizenship behavior.

Dynamics of Shaking Bases: A Brief Discussion

The literature indicates that engagement is a dynamic interaction process between individuals and their environment. As
employees become more involved in their organization, the nature of their commitment also changes (Liou, 2008). However,
with the increasing prevalence of the postmodern paradigm, the concept of organizational commitment evolves toward career
commitment. This process has a hindering effect on the realization of organizational citizenship behavior. In this context, a
formal consensus has yet to be reached on which organizational citizenship behavior and human resources practices lead to
(Ocampo et al., 2018). The reason for these differences of opinion is that the value that the postmodern paradigm attributes
to fragmentation, diversity and subjectivity has given a volatile, temporary and superficial nature to the universal work norms
advocated by modernism. In the process of transformation in terms of speech, the effects of goals, organizational structure (tools),
leadership understanding, and changing perception of time play a critical role.

Impact of Changing Goals

There are two schools of thought regarding the meaning of social capital. One such study is Robert Putnam, who defined
social capital as people’s voluntary participation in social and civic organizations. The second, developed by Alejandro Portes and
Harrison White, focuses on family, education, and labor networks. While Putnam emphasizes willingness to engage, Portes and
White discuss the depth and breadth of people’s engagement in networks, whether voluntary or involuntary (Sennettt, 2015). In
this context, there is a trade-off between individual capacity and degree of involvement in the organization and freedom. While
the demand for freedom removes individuals from organizational life, it forces them to produce a new system of values and goals
under the pressure of insecurity and an uncertain future. Glasser (1998) posited that the capacity to experience pleasure, positive
emotions, and freedom are defining features of humanity, enabling the expression of creativity. Creativity without freedom can
cause pain to individuals, whereas creativity is meaningful to individuals when it enables them to express themselves and utilize
it for constructive purposes. The postmodern individual requires the freedom to fulfill their needs and express themselves.

In this context, the government is aware of the individuality of each individual and manages the organization and its members by
establishing ideal contracts that are tailored to the specific needs of each member. These contracts do not apply to other employees
and may have different contents and validity periods depending on the status, age, competence and skills of each member. For
example, in the United Kingdom, some organizations attempt to retain their most talented employees by offering them exceptional
learning and development opportunities, promotions, and promises of higher wages. These practices result in greater employee
differentiation and individualism. French sociologist François Dupuy defined this structure as an “unspoken hierarchy” (Uymaz,
2012). The legitimacy of discrimination and unequal policies is a challenge to eliminating organizations’ entropy tendencies.
Hence, loyalty in organizational life cannot transcend the romantic discourse that carries the residue of modernism.
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Effect of Change in Structure (Tools)

One critical element that regulates social relations in businesses is the organizational structure (Toker et al., 2017). Modern
organizations require tools to gain local power, survive, and maintain a dynamic tension between empowerment and disempower-
ment. Therefore, departments gain power as subunits, simultaneously contributing to their downfall. As a department or function
becomes increasingly powerful within itself, the organization becomes lifeless (Hassard, 1999). For this reason, in the postmodern
approach, managers began to conceptualize the organization as a network rather than a pyramid. As sociologist Walter Powell
notes, “network-type arrangements are more agile than pyramid-shaped hierarchies.” Although hierarchy is not subject to fixed
rules in these structures, no clear definition of job duties exists because the network constantly changes its structure (Sennettt,
2017). The same is true for the employee self. The self is no longer perceived as a subject to be hidden within layers of secrecy
and depth; it is a decentralized network, rather than a mysterious and elusive spirit (Eagleton, 2019). In contrast to traditional
pyramid-type organizational structures, modern businesses place little value on seniority, length of service, or loyalty. This shift in
value systems has led to a rupture in the relationship between employees and employers (Senett, 2015). This rupture erodes social
and legal rights, such as severance pay, job security, and health insurance. However, this loss is attempted to be compensated by
the individual by acquiring more free time, more productive use of abilities, and greater autonomy.

The emergence of short-term, contract, and seasonal work accompanies changes in modern institutional structures. Businesses
are trying to reduce layers of bureaucracy and become flatter and more flexible organizations (Sennettt, 2017). Suppose a manager
expects his employees to do their duties spontaneously, devote themselves to their jobs, be emotionally committed, and keep up
with innovations. Corporate bureaucratic structures become self-destructive weapons (Levinson, 2008). This is why the slogan
of flexibility dominates today’s business world. The underlying approach of this slogan differs from the long-term mentality of
the modern era and the interconnection of labor and capital. In the postmodern period, a short-term mentality prevailed, and
capital attempted to avoid being tied to labor. The basis of this situation lies in the constant change in the information used by
organizations and the market conditions in which they operate (Uymaz, 2012). Hence, the postmodern organization has structural
features that reflect the socio-economic philosophies of “flexible specialization” and “post-Fordism” (Hassard, 1999). In this
regard, the postmodern approach criticizes rigid hierarchical organizational structures and advocates organizing within networks.
This structure, which operates as a flexible and loosely connected network rather than a rigid top-down chain of commands, can
weaken social ties. In his analysis of contemporary corporate networks, sociologist Mark Granovetter says that “power of weak
ties” has become a dominant force. This assertion can be understood in two ways. First, it highlights that temporary forms of
association are more beneficial to individuals than long-term connections. Second, this implies that the enforcement of solid social
ties, such as loyalty, is no longer a reliable mechanism. These weak ties are embodied in teamwork, which constantly moves from
one task to another and changes its members on the fly (Sennettt, 2017). This fluidity and instability confer a high degree of
adaptability to the individual and a necessary openness to innovation. According to Biberman and Whitty (1997), the philosophy
of participation adopted in the team model can be expanded to encompass human unity, higher consciousness, and continuous
improvement in the 21st century. Thus, in organizational life, the rational “homo economicus” of the modern narrative is replaced
by “homo narrans”1, which is in search of meaning it can explain.

Scholars who challenged the status quo contributed to the dissemination of the postmodern paradigm within organizational
contexts. For example, John Kotter advised young people to work outside organizations because of the weak ties in today’s
institutions. He recommends consulting instead of getting stuck in long-term jobs. According to the author, remaining loyal to a
particular organization means being trapped in an economic structure where “business styles, product designs, competitor data,
capital and all kinds of information are shorter-lived.” “Employees market themselves better when they know they cannot trust the
business,” said a consultant who ran a layoff operation at IBM. To cope with today’s challenges, non-commitment and superficial
collaborations are preferred rather than attitudes based on commitment and merit (Sennettt, 2017). In this context, disconnection
and superficiality are seen as the most effective ways to survive in an ever-changing organizational structure.

Effect of Change on Leadership Ideas

In a technologically advanced communication environment, the interactions of leaders and followers are qualitatively different,
more complex, and extend beyond the modernist definitions of space and time (Brocato et al., 2011). Therefore, the results of
the interaction between leaders and their followers can also be identified as changing paradigm factors. The understanding of
leadership in all classical, neoclassical, or modern approaches was male, patient, predictable, based on facts, planned, long-
term, leveraging technology, deflationary, structured, based on left-brain rationality, top-down, and contained a culture within
an axis with military symmetry. An axis shift has emerged within the postmodern approach. Leadership is inverted, unreal,
immoral, impatient, inflationary, selfish, spiritual, irrational, asymmetrical, multipolar in strategy, omnidirectional, multipolar,

1 Within the framework of this term, storytelling is believed to be a fundamental feature that distinguishes humans from animals.
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omnidirectional, bottom-up, information-laden, fluid, and stubborn. The conclusion that can be drawn from this is that the leadership
axis has shifted to a fast-moving, asymmetrical axis. Thus, subordinates began to emulate leader behaviors in a manner analogous
to the phenomenon of mirror neurons, which has been demonstrated in neurobiology (Uymaz, 2012). Thus, organizations take
on the appearance of a community of leaders. Hence, leaders are subjected to showers of criticism, now and then explicitly and
implicitly (Lewis & Malmgren, 2021). Technological advancements and cultural changes have played a role in power transfer from
leaders to followers. However, this process is accompanied by disillusionment and global awareness that have profoundly affected
individual and collective worldviews through epistemology. In this context, individuals may perceive themselves as critical beings
(French, 2016). This new form of relationship, which can be conceptualized as a community of leaders, can also be expressed as
a “community of followers” in some structures. In both cases, this process in which power is shared from the leader to followers
is a critical development that prevents organizational commitment from being formed.

Within the framework of these developments, developing leadership models that can reliably measure the intercultural, inter-
gender, and intergenerational communication biases of an organization/stakeholders seems complicated (Brocato et al., 2011).
The fact that the leader’s presence and authority are constantly questioned, and critical pressure causes different coping methods.
Leaders challenge cold rationalism and claim the universality of the modern paradigm through attitude and behavioral tools such
as sarcasm, entertainment, and humor (Lewis & Malmgren, 2021).

Effect of Change in Time Perception

The decline in commitment to the organization can be attributed to the shift from a “long-term” approach, which has been a
dominant feature of classical management thought, to a business model based on the slogan “there is no long term” due to the
accelerated pace of change in the contemporary global market. The increasing uncertainty and complexity within the framework
of the global market order have led to the perception of long-term investments as a source of risk. For this reason, the public sector
must consider the potential risks of long-term investments. Different employee perceptions and understandings have developed
in the business environment and market order dominated by the postmodern paradigm (Sennettt, 2017). The underlying belief
in the futility of long-term planning is that it can lead to significant risks today (Beck, 1992). In this context, the postmodern
individual tends to reject the idealized beliefs of traditions and defend realities that change dynamically and are limited by time,
space, and perspective (Javanmardi, 2020). Therefore, traditional careers that progress step by step in the corridors of only one or
two institutions are disappearing, and it does not seem possible for individuals to progress throughout their working life without
changing their skills. Today, a young American with at least two years of college education must be prepared to change jobs and
renew basic skills at least 11 times during his or her working life. A manager of ATT states that the slogan “no long term” has
begun to change the meaning of work itself (Sennettt, 2017):

“At ATT, we must promote the fact that the workforce is temporary, even though most temporary workers are inside the building. Projects and workspaces are
replacing jobs.”

Management guru James Champy says, “People are hungry for change, because the market is now more consumer-focused than
ever in history”. According to this view, the market is too dynamic to allow a job to be completed in the same way or even to do
the same job from one year to the next. Economist Bennet Harrison states that this desire for change is “capital’s impatience”,
that is, the desire to obtain quick returns (Sennettt, 2017). This impatience leads to oppressive working conditions and inequality.
The no-long-term approach, which causes individuals to move away from organizational life, forces the organization-employee
relationship to seek a new balance on uncertainty. In addition, employees are increasingly moving away from the patience and
discipline required for long-term career plans. As Glasser (1998) stated, this distance coincides with the satisfaction of freedom
and entertainment, which are the individual’s basic needs. The postmodern individual should slow down and enjoy the moment;
freedom and entertainment motivate his choices and behaviors.

The “no long-term” principle appears to have the effect of eroding trust, loyalty, and interdependence. A feeling of trust may
exist in a formal framework, such as in business agreements or compliance with rules. However, more intense trust experiences
often occur informally, such as knowing who to trust when taking on a challenging task. Such social ties need time to develop, and
trust can only take root in the cracks and gaps in institutions eventually (Sennett, 2017). However, in contemporary postmodern
society, these labor processes are further isolated from individual relationships because of the computer-controlled production
structure and distribution networks that cross many national borders (Mirchandani, 2005). This informal relationship network
creates a field of possibilities and opportunities in which employees maintain connections with the organization’s staff even after
leaving the organization.
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Conclusion

There is a need to re-empirically test whether organizational commitment and citizenship behavior are antecedents of organiza-
tional performance. However, theoretical and methodological difficulties arise in determining and explaining causal relationships
between concepts. These difficulties are caused by the fact that the postmodern context still needs to be adequately understood,
and sufficient insight has yet to be provided. Changes in goals, organizational structure (tools), leadership understanding, time
perception, and the impact of these changes cause employees to show a tendency to decrease their commitment to organizations.
The weakening of organizational commitment negatively affects organizational citizenship behavior and transforms this behavior
into a utopian form of organizational life. Therefore, managers must deeply understand the evolution of the modern paradigm from
which these concepts are derived toward postmodernism. Such an understanding will help them recognize the dysfunction and
ineffectiveness of policymaking in building employee commitment and citizenship.
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