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ABSTRACT

PREDICTING EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE IN NON-PROFIT SPORT
ORGANIZATIONS: THE ROLE OF MANAGERIAL AND FINANCIAL
PERFORMANCE AND THE MEDIATING ROLE OF SUPPORT FOR

INNOVATION AND INDIVIDUAL CREATIVITY

OCAL, Kubilay
Ph.D., Department of Physical Education & Sports
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. M. Settar Kocak
June 2011, 193 pages

The purpose of the current study was to examine the level of support for
innovation and individual creativity as potential mediators of relationship
between managerial task performance, managerial contextual performance,
organizational financial performance and employee performance in non-profit
sport organizations in Turkey. For the purpose of the study, 721 volunteer
managers and employees from 21 Department/School of Physical Education and
Sport (D-SPES) and 23 Province Directorates of Youth and Sport (PDYS) were

participated in the study. Individual Creativity Scale, Support for Innovation

v



Scale, Managerial Task Performance Scale, Managerial Contextual Performance
Scale, Organizational Financial Performance Scale, and Employee Performance
Scale were used for data collection. Results of the Structural Equation Modeling
(SEM) analysis revealed that the model adequately describes the data for the
sample and the fit indices were all within the acceptable thresholds. The model
accounted for 68% variance in support for innovation, 0.7% variance in
individual creativity and 44% variance in employee performance. These results
suggested that support for innovation and individual creativity significantly
mediate the effects of managerial task performance, managerial contextual
performance and organizational financial performance on employee

performance.

Key words: Employee Performance, Managerial Performance, Financial

Performance, Support for Innovation, Individual Creativity.
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KAR GUTMEYEN SPOR KURUMLARINDA CALISAN
PERFORMANSININ YORDANMASI: YONETIM VE FINANS
PERFORMANSININ ROLU, INOVASYON DESTEGI VE BIREYSEL

YARATICILIGIN ARABULUCULUK ROLU

OCAL, Kubilay
Doktora, Beden Egitimi ve Spor Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. M. Settar Kogak
Haziran 2011, 193 sayfa

Bu calismada kar gilitmeyen spor organizasyonlarinda, inovasyon destegi ve
bireysel yaraticilik degiskenlerinin, operasyonel yonetim performansi, yapisal
yonetim performansi, kurumsal finans performansi ve calisan performansi
arasindaki iligskiye aracilik etmedeki rolii aragtirilmaktadir. Bu amagla 21 Beden
Egitimi ve Spor Yiiksekokulu/Béliimiinden (BESYO/B) ve 23 Genglik ve Spor Il
Miidiirliigiinden (GSIM) secilen toplam 721 goniillii yonetici ve calisana,
Bireysel Yaraticilik Anketi, Inovasyon Destek Anketi, Operasyonel Yonetim
Performans1 Anketi, Yapisal Yonetim Performansi Anketi, Kurumsal Finans

Performans1 Anketi ve Calisan Performansi Anketi uygulanmistir. Yapisal

vi



Esitlik Modeli (YEM) istatistiksel analiz sonuglarma gore: onerilen model;
inovasyon destegine ait varyansin % 68’ini, bireysel yaraticilifa ait varyansin
%0,7’sini ve calisan performansina ait varyansin %44’linii agiklamaktadir.
Sonug olarak; bu ¢alismada kar gilitmeyen spor organizasyonlarinda inovasyon
destegi ve bireysel yaraticilik, operasyonel yonetim performansi, yapisal yonetim
performansi, kurumsal finansal performansi ve calisan performansi arasindaki

iliskiye anlaml1 diizeyde arabuluculuk ettigi ortaya konulmustur.

Anahtar kelimeler: Yonetim Performansi, Finansal Performans, Calisan

Performansi, inovasyon Destegi, Bireysel Yaraticilik

vii



To Haydar, Giilizar and Gokge

viii



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I am indebted to my supervisor Prof. Dr. M. Settar Kogak, for his trusts in my

ability and support my academic life.

I would like to express my deepest thanks for their suggestions and contributions
of my thesis committee members. I am grateful to Assoc. Prof. Dr. M. Levent
Ince and Assoc. Prof. Dr. Sema Alay for their invaluable feedbacks and
guidance. | am also grateful to Assist. Prof. Dr. Yesim Capa Aydin and Assist.
Prof. Dr. Yasar Kondak¢1 for their warmth, ongoing support, and constructive

clarifications during this challenging process.

I would like to express my appreciation to Tolga Tek, Selguk Akpinar, Erhan
Devrilmez, Siileyman Goniilates, Yiiksel Aydin, Zeki Coskuner, Emre Belli,
Ziya Bahadir, Biilent Giirbiiz, Kemal Géral, Ayse Erkan, Can Ozgider, Ilayda
Giilseren Demir and Ozlem Haydaroglu for their assistance during data
collection period. Additionally, I am also thankful to Bilge Uzun Ozer, Evrim
Cetinkaya Yildiz, Esma Emmioglu, Rana Ceylandag, and Asli Bugay for their

contribution during data analysis of the study.

X



I also want to express my deepest thanks to all my office mates in Middle East
Technical University and Mugla University especially Hacer Ugarci and Mine

Miiftiiler for their guidance, and encouragement through my PhD. experience.

I also wish to thank my householders Serdar and Canan Koca Aritan, and my
neighbor family Miinevver, Serap and Murat Sarigél for providing me peace and

comfort.

Last but not least, I would like to thank to my very precious friends Goniil &
Gokan Irez, and Sakine Giilfem Cakir for their endless friendship and

motivations.



TABLE OF CONTENT

PLAGIARISM ..ottt 111
ABSTRACT ..ottt e v
O Z et vi
DEDICATION ...ttt s viil
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ..ottt ix
TABLE OF CONTENTS ..ottt Xi
LIST OF TABLES ..ottt sttt XV
LIST OF FIGURES.....c.ciiiiiiieeeteee et Xvii
CHAPTER
1. INTRODUCTION.....coitiiiiiieiinteeieieste ettt 1
1.1  Background of the Study.........ccceevieiieniiiieieeeeee e 1
1.2 Purpose of the Study .......cccovevieiiiiiieeeee e 10
1.3 Hypothesized Model Development..........ccccceevvireiieenieeniienieeeieeee, 11
1.3.1.  Hypothesized Direct Effects .........ccccoeevieiiieciiiiieieeeie e, 18
1.3.2.  Hypothesized Indirect Effects.........c.cccceevviiiiiiiiiicieceeeee 20
1.4 Significance of the StUdY .......cceoieriiiieriiiieeee e 22
1.5  Definition 0f TermS . ...cceevuirieriiiiiniiiiesteeeeeeecee e 24
1.6 Abbreviations Of TeImS. .......coceriiiiririeienineeseeee e 26
2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE.......c.ecctiiiiiiiiiinieeeeeeene et 27
2.1  Theories Related with Employee Performance...........ccccccueevveennneennee. 28
2.1.1.  Theories of Management ............ccccceeereeerieenieenieenieesee e 28

X1



2.1.2  Theories Of MOtIVAION. .....ccouttteeeeeeeee e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeens 31

2.1.3  Theories of INNOVALION .......ccueviiiiiiiiiieieceeeceeeee e 35
2.1.4  Theories Of Creativity .......ccecceerieerieeiieerieereeere e 36
2.2 Factors Contributing to Employee Performance..........c.cccccceveennnne. 37
2.3 Summary of Related Studies ..........ccoeoeevieriieniiniiiniieiecieccee e, 43
3. METHOD ... 44
3.1  Overall Design of the Study. ........cccevoierienieniineereeeeee e 44
3.2 Description of Variables .........ccceveerierienienieciecie e 45
3.3 Sampling Procedures and Participants ...........cccoceevvereervenveneennennen. 47
32,1 PartiCiPantS ......c.ceecueeeeuieeiiieeiieeiee ettt s e e 47
3.3 Data Collection InStrument .............cocceevveeveenenieenenneeneenceieeeeeen 50
3.3.1 Individual Creativity Scale..........ccocveriieriieniieeiieeiie e 51
3.3.2  Support for Innovation Scale ............cccueeeiiieciiiiiieieeee e, 51
3.3.3.  Performance Scales........ccccooueviririiiiininiiinenecceeee e 52
3.3.3.1 Managerial Task Performance Scale............cccecuerveriennnnnne. 53
3.3.3.2 Managerial Contextual Performance Scale......................... 56
3.3.3.3  Organizational Financial Performance Scale....................... 59
3.3.3.4 Employee Performance Scale...........ccceevveeviinciiiniieienee, 63

3.4 Pilot Study for Adapting the Measures ...........cccceevveervveerveeneeenneenne. 67
3.4.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis of ICS.......c.cccoceiiiiiniiniinens 69
3.4.2  Confirmatory Factor Analysis of SIS........ccccooiiiiniiniiniiniens 71
3.4.3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of MTPS.........ccociiiiiniiniiniennns 72
3.4.4 Confirmatory Factor Analysis of MCPS.........c.ccccoevviviiniiniennnne 74

Xii



3.4.5 Confirmatory Factor Analysis of FPS.........ccccccoooiiiiniiniiiene 76

3.4.6  Confirmatory Factor Analysis of EPS .......ccccccooviiiiinieiieeee. 78
3.5 Data Collection Procedure ..........cccccooeeviiniiniiniiniiniciicnieeieeeee, 80
3.6  Limitations of the Study .......cccoecveriiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 80

A RESULT ..ottt ettt sttt sbe et esbesae et enne 82
4.1 ASSUMPLIONS ...eveieirieeiiieeiieeeieeeetteeeteeereeebeeeteeesaeeesaseessseessseesssesenseeans 82
4.3 Correlation ANALYSIS.......cceeruierieeriierieeiieieeie e 85
4.4  Measurement MOdelS .........coceeeeriiririinenieieeeeeeeee e 87

4.4.1 Individual Creativity Measurement Model .............cccccvervennnee. 87

4.4.2  Support for Innovation Measurement Model..............ccccceeuveeneen. 89

4.43 Managerial Task Performance Measurement Model................... 91

4.44 Managerial Context Performance Measurement Model.............. 93

4.4.5 Organizational Financial Performance Measurement Model ........ 95

4.4.6 Employee Performance Measurement Model..............ccccceennee.e. 97

4.4.7 Latent Model TeStNG......cceevverierierieeieeie e 99
4.5 Summary of the Results ........ccceevirvieiieniieiieieeeeeeeeee e 107

5. DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS........... 108
5.1 General DISCUSSION......cc.eeriiriirieriierie ettt 108

51,1 OFP and SI...c.oooiiiiieeeeeee e 112

512 MTPand SL...cooiiiieiee e 114

513  MCP and ST..c.oooiiiiieeeee e 116

514 OFPand IC .....cooooiiiiiiieceee e 117

515 STand IC ..o 118



51.6 MCPand EP.....ccccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiseceetceteeeeeeean 119
51,7 OFPand EP......cccoooooiiiiiiiiiiceceeee e 121
518 TCANA EP ..o 123

5.2 Mediating Role of Support for Innovation & individual Creativity . 125

5.3 Implication for PractiCe.........cccouerviiriiieiiierieecrieciee e 128

5.4 Recommendations for Future Research...........cccooeriiniiiniiniennnne. 131
REFERENCES ...ttt 133
APPENDICES ... .ot 186
A MEASURES . ... 154
B. TURKISH SUMMARY ...ttt 158
C. CURRICULUM VITAE.....cc.iiiiiieeeieee ettt 191

Xiv



TABLES

Table 1
Table 2
Table 3

Table 4
Table 5

Table 6

Table 7

Table 8

Table 9

Table 10
Table 11
Table 12
Table 13
Table 14
Table 15
Table 16
Table 17
Table 18
Table 19
Table 20
Table 21

LIST OF TABLES

Demographic Characteristics of the Participants (I).........cccccceeueeennee. 49
Demographic Characteristics of the Participants (II)...........ccccue....... 50
Summary of Factor Loadings of Oblimin Rotation for the MTPS

and Item-Total Correlations ............coceeveeveieiiinininencnececeeeeeen 56
Summary of Factor Loadings of Oblimin Rotation for the MCPS .... 59
Summary of Factor Loadings of Oblimin Rotation for the FPS

and Item- Total Correlation..........ccceeveeeienirieienenicieneeeeeeeeenne 63

Summary of Factor Loadings of Oblimin Rotation for the EPS

and Item- Total Correlation...........ccooeeiiiiiiniiiiineeeeccee 67
Fit Indices and Their Acceptable Threshold Levels .......................... 69
Summary of Goodness of Fit Statistics for the ICS...............cccce...... 69
Reliability Coefficients of ICS and Related Items.............cceeueeneene. 70
Summary of Goodness of Fit Statistics for the SIS...........cc.ccceeenie. 71
Reliability Coefficients of SIS and Related Items ..........ccccoceevenenee. 72
Summary of Goodness of Fit Statistics for the MTPS....................... 73
Reliability Coefficients of MTPS and Related Items......................... 74
Summary of Goodness of Fit Statistics for the MCPS....................... 75
Reliability Coefficients of MCPS and Related Items ...........c...c........ 76
Summary of Goodness of Fit Statistics for the FPS................c........ 76
Reliability Coefficients of Factors in FPS and Related Item.............. 77
Summary of Goodness of Fit Statistics for the EPS .......................... 78
Reliability Coefficients of Factors in EPS and Related Item............. 79
Mean Difference Between D-SPES and PDYS in Study Variables .. 84
Correlation Matrix of the Study Variables.........ccccooceeevviiniiinienneen. 86

XV



Table 22 Unstandardized Coefficients of Direct Paths in the Latent Model .. 101
Table 23 Standardized Indirect Effects in the Latent Model. ......................... 102
Table 24 Summary of Goodness of Fit Statistics for the Latent Model.......... 103

Xvi



LIST OF FIGURES

FIGURES

Figure 1 Hypothesized Model of Employee Performance..............ccccueeneenee. 17
Figure 2 Scree plot for the Correlation Matrix of MTPS.........ccoooiiviiiennnne. 55
Figure 3  Scree plot for the Correlation Matrix of MCPS..........cccoovvveiieieein. 58
Figure 4 Scree plot for the Correlation Matrix of FPS...........cocoviiininnne 61
Figure 5 Scree plot for the Correlation Matrix of EPS .........cccocniiiinininnn 65
Figure 6 Single Factor CFA Models of ICS with Standardized Estimate........ 89
Figure 7 Single Factor CFA Model of SIS with Standardized Estimate.......... 91
Figure 8 Single Factor CFA Models of MTPS with Standardized Estimate ... 93
Figure 9 Single Factor CFA Models of MCPS with Standardized Estimate ... 95
Figure 10 Three Factor CFA Model of FPS with Standardized Estimate.......... 97
Figure 11 Three Factor CFA Model of EPS with Standardized Estimate ......... 99
Figure 12 Structural Portion of Latent Employee Performance Model ........... 104

Xvil



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

“Sport is too much a game to be a business and too much a business to be a
game”

-Richard Kahn-

1.1  Background of the study

Sport is one of the cornerstones of social life and popular culture as both a pass
time activity and a business all around the world (Miller, Lawrence, McKay, &
Rowe, 2001). Sport is the unique concept which provides various opportunities
and contributions to the individuals and social development. According to Frey
and Eitzen (1991), sport is the activity that involves contradictory concepts like
seriousness and frivolousness, playfulness and intensity, ideology and the
structure in the same context. This nature of sport provides limitless power to
overcome differences, distances, hostility, and prejudices among people and

countries by leading people to come together for common goals and intentions.



The popularity of the sport have increased significantly during the twentieth
century with the growth of international sporting bodies, events, competitions,
tournaments, and extensive forms of global media representation (Maguire,
1999). In order to have huge economic value, money flow to this sector increases
and sport managers start to use business techniques and values to set up a sport
market which is basically composed of sport events and participants. High
quality sport events, impressive opening and closing celebrations, feature of stars
and fans increase the popularity of sports, which in turn, to add value to
corporate brands. The competition of brands raises the capital used in sport
market and this process creates a sport consumer society (Bauer, Sauer, &
Schmitt, 2005; Klein, 2001; Smart, 2005) with a multibillion dollar economic
value in the world (Hums, Barr, & Qullion, 1999; Pedersen, Miloch, & Laucella,

2007).

Sport industry is composed of many organizations under various groups. This
grouping is called segmentation. Segmentation is division of whole in parts and
it is the first step for understanding consumer groups, determining target
markets, informing marketing mix, and positioning strategies (Pitts & Stotlar,
2002). According to the Park and Queterman (2003), there are three accepted
segmentations model for sport industry. The first segmentation was developed

by Pitts, Fielding and Miller (1994) in terms of the product and buyer type. This



segmentation includes sports performance, sports production and sports
promotion. The second segmentation was presented by Meek (1997) who
categorizes sports industry under three different sectors as sports entertainment,
sports products and services, and sports supports organizations. Third
segmentation was presented by Li, Hofacre and Mahony (2001) based on the
sports activities. This model includes organizations producing sports activities,
organizations providing products and services, and organizations selling and

trading products related to sport activities.

Furthermore, organizations in sports industry are categorized under two main
dimensions according to their ownership and finance, and their profit motive
(Mullins, 1999). Considering ownership and finance, organizations varies as
public type or private type. Private organizations are owned and financed by
individuals, partners, or stakeholders and they are accountable to their owners
and members. On the other hand, public sector organizations are created by
government, and they do not primarily aim at creating profit. Moreover, when
we consider about the profit motive, organizations differ from for-profit and not-
for profit (non-profit). Most of the private sector organizations are for-profit
organizations to procure financial income. On the other hand, non-profit
organizations, with stronger institutional and regulatory control by the

government (Heinrich, 2000) composed of universities, and most government



and local authority departments which primary aim to service public without

ambition to make money.

D-SPES and PDYS are two main non-profit sport organizations providing sport
education and sport services in Turkey. D-SPES aim to provide Physical
Education (PE) teachers for schools, trainers and coaches for sport teams and
clubs, recreation and dance specialists for youth centers and public education
centers, and sport managers for sport industry. There are 54 educational
institutions in Turkey providing sport related professionals. These organizations
operate either under Faculty of Science and Literature (1), Institute of Medical
Science (1), Faculty of Education (11), or operate as Graduate School of Sport
Science and Technology (2), and Graduate School of Physical Education and
Sport (38) in Turkey (Yildiz, 2008). D-SPES provide undergraduate programs

with four years curriculum in private and public universities.

There are 81 PDYS in Turkey. The main responsibility of these organizations is
to provide sport services and non academic sport education for citizens in every
age. PDYS operate sport facilities, organize regional sport tournaments, and
arrange courses and seminars. They also provide athletic licensing and referee
charging. In other words they are responsible for all sport activities in province

directly or indirectly.



Non-profit sport organizations, today, are trying to deal with their increasing
social responsibilities and overcome multifaceted restrictions on their strategic
and financial activities (Hull & Lio, 2006). In contrast to private sector, non-
profit -organizations depend on government for their revenues and management.
Limited resources and additional governmental requirements increase pressure
on non-profit organizations to improve their performance and develop

measurable outcomes (McPhee & Bare, 2001)

Light (2000) proposed four regulations of management reform to overcome the
pressure on non-profit organizations. First regulation includes setting standards.
Second regulation is related to focusing on re-organization and strategic
alliances. Third regulation includes emphasizing accountability and transparency
in operations. Final regulation is related to liberating management, promoting
deregulation, market orientation, and performance-based measurement. These
regulations also support autonomy of public service organizations, called as new
public management approaches (Ferlie, Ashburner, FitzGerald, & Pettigrew,
1996). For implementing these approaches, it is crucial to understand the
structure of non-profit organizations. It is fact that non-profit sector differentiates
from for-profit organizations in terms of financial motivation and operational

principles. There are various differences between these two type of organization



regarding their goals, methods, products, service manner and human resource

management techniques (Leete, 2000).

Due to competitive pressure of sector forces and rising public needs, non-profit
sports organizations have to increase their performance. According to the Kim
(2004), organizational performance refers to the degree of success in realizing
administrative and operational functions in relation to institutional mission.
Mokwunye (2008) points out that considering the potential benefits and critical
success factors, organizations should maintain a continuous change to improve
organizational performance. Burke (2008) highlighted various types of changes
in the organizations, such as revolutionary versus evolutionary, discontinuous
versus continuous, episodic versus continuous flow, transformational versus
transactional, strategic versus operational, and total system versus local option.
Burke also reported that evolutionary change which includes various types of
improvements in small parts of the larger system is the most common type of
change. Managing and implementing such change have become one of the most

critical success factors in business today (Drucker, 2001; Salminen, 2000).

According to the theorists and practitioners, innovative environment is an
important component of continual change (Dessler, 1986). Ahmed (1998), states

that innovation is the engine of the change. Damanpour, Szabat and Evan (1989)



explain further innovation as a multidimensional construct that assemble
individual, organizational, and contextual factors. Innovation is an adaptation
process of new and original ideas, behaviors (Aiken & Hage, 1971; Daft, 1982;
Zaltman, Duncan, & Holbek, 1973) and also activities necessary to add value to
economic, business and management. According to the Slack (1997), innovation
is one of the major requirements of all sport organizations due to the rapid
changes in market condition, products, services delivery, administrative process
and technologies. However, the general problem is that successful and
sustainable innovation is difficult to achieve for many non-profit governmental
organizations. Historically, there have been various forms of reform actions in
public sector personnel policies and practices. Most of these reforms comprised
transferring managerial techniques and applications from private sector to public
sector (Huff, 2007). Thompson (1965) made some suggestion for changing and
innovating bureaucratic structure through increasing professionalism and
decentralization, developing communications, rotation of assignments, greater
reliance on group processes, attempts at continual restructuring, modification of
the incentive system, and changes in management practices. Innovation and
change are mutually complementary concepts (Lamberti, 2008) and Heraclitus

states there is nothing permanent except change (Laertius, 1969).



The literature makes a useful and constructive contribution to the ongoing
discussion of change and innovation in the organizational studies. According to
the Buckler (1997), innovation is a culture which exists in a company. The main
advantage of innovative culture is consciousness, awareness and internalization
of innovation concepts by all parts of the organization, which represents greater
capacity to adapt to changes. In this culture innovative behavior among members
of the organization is strongly stimulated by the managers and owners who
encourage risk taking and challenge to use creative approach to work (Ahmed,

1998).

Organizational innovation requires three essential components. These are
motivation to innovate, management practices that support innovation, and
adequate resources (Amabile, 1988). Kanter (1988) puts forward some additional
criteria such as physical separation, boundary management, continuity, flexible
and balancing autonomy, and accountability. In addition to these, Damanpour
(1991) emphasizes the importance of managerial and administrative factors on
innovation in organizations. Additionally, psychological empowerment (Drucker
1988) and individual creativity (Amabile, 1988) emerges as two important
individual factors in the context of global competition and change which require

employee initiative and innovation.



According to the literature there is a positive and direct relationship between
innovation and organizational performance (Han, Kim, & Srivastava, 1998).
Child (1974) proposed two different views on performance. The first one is that
certain managerial and organizational qualities increase the performance in every
condition, which is supported by universalistic theory. The second one is that
good performance is dependent on changing situation and types of organizations,
which is supported by contingency theory. Additional, Hjalager (2002)
categorized innovation in to five different parts: product innovation which
consists of service or product; process innovation by means of new technology
or operation system; management innovation which consists of job profiles,
collaborative structures, and authority system; logistic innovation which is
interested in re-composition of external commercial relations; and institutional

innovation which is composed of sectoral changes.

It is noteworthy to mention that human resource management is, today,
considered as a key element for successful innovation (Galbraith, 1984;
Vrakking, 1990). Numerous studies have shown a positive relationship between
effective human resource management practices and organizational performance
(Batt, 2002; Becker & Gerhart, 1996; Becker & Huselid, 1998; Huselid, 1995;
Sanchez, Jimenez, Carnicer, & Perez, 2007). Employee performance constitute

an important predictor variable for company’s productivity and long-term



organizational survival (Spruill, 2008). In addition to the strategic human
resource management, the literature highlights strategy, organizational design,
management style as the determining factors in the organizational innovative
behavior (Jime 'nez & Valle, 2005). Today, innovative behavior is considered as
a key concept for organizational performance in non-profit sport organizations.
Due to limited human resources and financial support (Taylor & McGraw,
20006), sport organizations need more effective management methods to improve
organizational culture conducive to increasing organizational performance

(Barney, 1991; Koch & McGrath, 1996; Pfeffer, 1998).

1.2 Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the current study was to examine the managerial support for
innovation and individual creativity as potential mediators of the relationship
between managerial task performance, managerial contextual performance,
organizational financial performance, and employee performance in non-profit
sport organizations. In other words, this study was conducted to understand how
well employee performance is explained by the hypothesized model composed
of managerial task performance, managerial contextual performance,
organizational financial performance, support for innovation, and individual

creativity.

10



1.3 Hypothesized Model Development

In order to have competitive environment in many business sectors, there is
higher motivation for financial measures. However, as much as financial
measures, non-financial measures, dealing with change, innovation, creativity or
managerial qualifications are critical determinants of organizational performance
(Hoque, 2004). Kaplan and Norton (1996) reported that non-financial measures
help managers to determine the changes and progress in the business
environment towards objectives. In the light of contingency-theoretic
perspective, this study investigated the extent to which use of financial and non-
financial measures for performance evaluations together may play a significant
role in the relationship between (a) managerial task performance, managerial
contextual performance and financial performance (b) perceived innovation

support and individual creativity and (c) employee performance.

In the literature, there are numerous studies and models from which this study
inspired. For example, Hoque (2004) focused on three main variables in a model
in which business unit strategy and environmental uncertainty were defined as
exogenous variables. Performance measures and organizational performance was
defined as endogenous variables. The results showed significant and positive

associations between management’s strategic choice and performance. In their

11



study, Ali, Rehman, Ali, Yousaf & Zia (2010) tested another model which
investigates the effect of corporate social responsibility and employee
organizational commitment on organizational performance. The study found
significant positive relationships between corporate social responsibility actions
and employee organizational commitment; corporate social responsibility and
organizational performance; employee organizational commitment and

organizational performance.

Another model testing study was conducted by Politis (2005) which examined
the relationship between the dimensions of dispersed self-management
leadership and a number of work environment dimensions conducive to
creativity and productivity. According to the result of the study, there is positive
and significant relationship between dispersed leadership and the “stimulant”
dimensions of the work environment for creativity. Findings have also shown
that the “stimulant” dimensions of the work environment for creativity have a
positive and significant impact on both creativity and productivity. In a similar
study, Biswas (2009) proposed a model with HR practices as a mediator between
organizational culture and transformational leadership. The results revealed that
culture and leadership are significant predictors of intention to quit and

employee performance.

12



On the other hand, Lim and Choi (2009), in their study, focused mainly on the
effects of individual and contextual factors on creativity. They hypothesized that
creativity efficacy and positive attitude toward creativity mediate the effects of
individual creative ability, supportive leadership, and constructive group norms
on creative performance. According to their results, cognitive and affective
process variables mediate the effects of both individual and contextual variables

on creative performance.

In another study, Chi and Giirsoy (2009) conducted a model testing to examine
the relationship between employee satisfaction, customer satisfaction, and
financial performance by utilizing service-profit-chain framework as the
theoretical base. Findings suggest that while customer satisfaction has a positive
significant impact on financial performance, employee satisfaction has no direct
significant impact on financial performance. Instead, there is an indirect
relationship between employee satisfaction and financial performance, which is
mediated by customer satisfaction. Similarly, Maxham, Netemeyer, and
Lichtenstein (2008) tested a model with the factors of retail employee job
perceptions, retail employee job performances, customer evaluations, customer
spending and comparable store sales growth. The authors reported that three
retail employee job perceptions have main and interactive effects on three

dimensions of employee job performance.
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Lau (2010) conducted a model testing for the relationships between the levels of
empowerment and perceived organizational support for innovations and
organizational trust. The study also tested whether organizational trust may
affect perceived employee empowerment and influence the relationship between
perceived organizational support for innovation and employee empowerment.
According to the results of the study, perceived organizational support for
innovation was a significant predictor of employees’ perceived empowerment
among non-academic professional employees. The findings indicated the
influence of organizational trust on empowerment. The findings also showed that
administrative responsibilities had a positive direct effect on organizational
support for innovation and a positive indirect effect on empowerment.
Sadikoglu and Zehir (2010), in their study, hypothesized a model which aims to
investigate the relationships between TQM practices and multiple performance
measures; and to examine the mediating effects of employee performance and
innovation performance on the relationship between TQM practices and firm
performance. Results of the study support the proposed hypothesis that employee
performance and innovation performance partially mediate the relationship

between TQM practices and firm performance.
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Further, Thompson (2005) examined a model of the relationship between
proactive personality and job performance. The model suggests that developing
social networks which provide high-level initiatives increases employee’s
performance. SEM suggested that the relationship between proactive personality
and job performance is mediated by network building and initiative taking. In
another study, Choi (2010) explored the effects of human resource management
(HRM) on organizational innovation with a model. In the study, the researcher
proposed that an organization’s human resource development investment
promotes innovative performance by facilitating various learning practices.
Results showed that HRD investment predicted interpersonal and organizational
learning practices, which, in turn, increased the number of patents over a-two-
year period. Additionally, the collective learning practices mediated the effects
of HRD investment on organizational innovations. Besides, organizational
innovation was much stronger in organizations with high innovative climate. The
study clarifies the mechanism through which HRM efforts lead to a core
organizational performance such as innovation. In addition, Harel and Tzafrir
(1999) conducted a model testing study which composed of human resource
management practices, organizational performance and market performance in
private and public sectors. Results show significant impact of human resource
management practices on both perceived organizational and market performance

of the organizations.
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Finally, Young-Sung and Choi (2011) examined the effect of human resource
development on the operational and financial performance of manufacturing
organizations. According to the result of their study, financial investment and
managerial support for HRD show positive effects on employee commitment.
Model confirms that HRD practices improve employee competence and
commitment and have direct effects on operational performance of the
organization, which ultimately shapes its financial performance. Their study also
supports the significance of employee outcomes as the mediating mechanism

between HRD and organizational performance.

In the present study, the predictors of employee performance were formulated
and tested. All models reviewed above provide relevant empirical base for
testing this model. In this model, managerial task performance, managerial
contextual performance, and organizational financial performance are exogenous
variables. Support for innovation and individual creativity are both mediators
and endogenous variables. Additionally, employee performance is identified as
the endogenous variable which is hypothesized to be predicted by exogenous

variables through the mediators
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1.3.1 Hypothesized Direct Effects

Path A: (Organizational Financial Performance to Support for Innovation).
Financial performance is positively related to support for innovation; non-profit
sport organizations which have higher financial outcomes are more likely to

provide support for innovation.

Path B: (Managerial Task Performance to Support for Innovation). Managerial
Task performance is positively related to support for innovation; employees will
perceive higher support for innovation in organizations with higher managerial

task performance.

Path C: (Managerial Contextual Performance to Support for Innovation).
Managerial contextual performance is positively related to support for
innovation; employees will perceive higher support for innovation in

organizations with higher managerial contextual performance.

Path D: (Organizational Financial Performance to Individual Creativity).
Organizational financial performance is positively related to individual
creativity; employees will have higher creativity in organization with higher

financial performance.
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Path E: (Support for Innovation to Individual Creativity). Support for innovation
is positively related to individual creativity; employees who perceive higher

innovation support in an organization will have higher creativity.

Path F: (Managerial Contextual Performance to Employee Performance).
Managerial contextual performance is positively related to employee
performance; employees will have higher performance in organizations with

higher managerial contextual performance.

Path G: (Organizational Financial Performance to Employee Performance).
Organizational financial performance is positively related to employee
performance; employees will have higher performance in organizations with

higher organizational financial performance.

Path H: (Individual Creativity to Employee Performance). Individual creativity is

positively related to employee performance; employees who have higher

creativity will have higher performance.
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1.3.2 Hypothesized Indirect Effects

Paths A, E, & H: (Organizational Financial Performance to Support for
Innovation to Individual Creativity to Employee Performance). Organizational
financial performance is positively related to support for innovation which, in
turn, is positively related to individual creativity. Individual creativity, in turn, is
positively related to employee performance; a higher financial performance in an
organization will increase support for innovation, resulting in higher individual

creativity, leading employee to have higher performance.

Paths D & H: (Organizational Financial Performance to Individual Creativity to
Employee Performance). Organizational financial performance is positively
related to individual creativity which, in turn, is positively related to employee
performance; a higher financial performance in an organization will increase

individual creativity, resulting in higher employee performance.

Paths C, E, & H: (Managerial Contextual Performance to Support for
Innovation to Individual Creativity to Employee Performance). Managerial
contextual performance is positively related to support for innovation which, in
turn, is positively related to individual creativity. Individual creativity, in turn, is

positively related to employee performance; a higher managerial contextual
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performance in an organization will increase support for innovation, resulting in

higher individual creativity, leading employee to have higher performance.

Paths B, E, & H: (Managerial Task Performance to Support for Innovation to
Individual Creativity to Employee Performance). Managerial task performance is
positively related to support for innovation which, in turn, is positively related to
individual creativity. Individual creativity, in turn, is positively related to
employee performance; a higher managerial task performance in an organization
will increase support for innovation, resulting in higher individual creativity,

leading employee to have higher performance.

Paths E & H: (Support for Innovation to Individual Creativity to Employee
Performance). Support for innovation is positively related to individual
creativity which, in turn, is positively related to employee performance; a higher
support for innovation in an organization will increase individual creativity,

resulting in higher employee performance.

Paths A & E: (Organizational Financial Performance to Support for Innovation

to Individual Creativity). Organizational financial performance is positively

related to support for innovation which, in turn, is positively related to individual
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creativity; a higher financial performance in an organization will increase

support for innovation, resulting in higher individual creativity.

Paths C & E: (Managerial Contextual Performance to Support for Innovation to
Individual Creativity). Managerial contextual performance is positively related
to support for innovation which, in turn, is positively related to individual
creativity; a higher managerial contextual performance in an organization will

increase support for innovation, resulting in higher individual creativity.

Paths B & E: (Managerial Task Performance to Support for Innovation Support
to Individual Creativity). Managerial task performance is positively related to
support for innovation which, in turn, is positively related to individual
creativity; a higher managerial task performance in an organization will increase

support for innovation, resulting in higher individual creativity.

1.4 Significance of the study

This study aims to develop a model, proposing that managerial task

performance; managerial contextual performance and organizational financial

performance would lead to employee performance through support for

innovation and individual creativity. It is expected that the findings of this study
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would have important contributions to non-profit sport organizations in order to
increase employee performance by constructing an innovative climate and

culture.

The role of non-profit sport organizations is providing sport and recreation
services to society without financial considerations. The main idea behind
establishing non-profit sports organizations are using public funds for public
benefits and providing sport facilities for citizens at every age as a basic
constitutional right. The efficiency of non-profit sports organizations is related
with the level of success in carrying out their responsibilities and fulfilling their
functions. However, there are several external and internal constraints in this
process. External limitations are mostly related with governmental and political
dependencies. Internal limitations, on the other hand, are composed of poor
managerial and employee performance, and wasting financial and human
resources. Elimination of external limitations is among macro level long term
duties. Therefore, managers should focus on internal resources to overcome
abovementioned limitations. Organizations should maximize organizational
productivity and efficiency by constructing an organizational climate which
enhances employee performance. Motivation for innovating products, services,
systems, and work processes are factors which function as a mediator in this

process. Motivation for innovation also strengthens the employee-organization
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fit as an important source for employee performance. This study aims to propose
a model of relationship between various organizational, managerial and
individual factors. It is expected that the result of this study will provide valuable
suggestions for non-profit sport organizations in increasing employee
performance and motivations. Additionally, results of this study will also reveal
the potentials of support for innovation in increasing skills and abilities of
employees which, in turn, increase organizational performance. The result of the

study also provides helpful information for other non-profit organizations.

1.5 Definition of Terms

Employee performance: The degree to which an individual has completed the

requirements of his or her job description (Favara, 2009).

Managerial task performance: Behaviors that contribute to the core
transformation and maintenance activities in an organization, such as producing
products, selling merchandise, acquiring inventory, managing subordinates, or

delivering services (Motowidlo & Schmit, 1999).

Managerial contextual performance: Behaviors that contribute to the culture and

climate of the organization, in other words, the context within which
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transformation and maintenance activities are carried out (Beffort & Hattrup,

2003).

Financial performance: Financial processes as the result of organizational
behaviors expressed in terms of increased budgets and sustainability (Kaplan &

Norton, 2001).

Innovation: Application of resources to create and deliver values for the
enterprise and the customers by developing, improving, and commercializing
new and existing products, services, and processes (Zheng, 2009) or an idea,
practice, or object that is perceived as new by an individual or other unit of

adoption (Rogers, 2003).

Support for innovation: Organizational climate that encourage risk taking, and

the challenge to use creative approaches at work (Giimiisoglu & Ilsev, 2009).

Individual creativity: ~Combination of skills to solves problems regularly,
fashioning products, or defining new questions in a domain in a way that is
initially considered novel but that ultimately becomes accepted in a particular

cultural setting (Gardner, 1993).
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Structural equation model: A statistical model where exogenous variables
(explanatory variables) can potentially affect endogenous variables (response

variables) both directly and indirectly via intervening variables.

1.6 Abbreviations of Terms

ICS : Individual Creativity Scale

SIS : Support for Innovation Scale

MTPS : Managerial Task Performance Scale

MCPS : Managerial Contextual Performance Scale
OFPS : Organizational Financial Performance Scale
EPS : Employee Performance Scale

D-SPES : Department/School of Physical Education and Sport
PDYS : Province Directorate of Youth and Sport
SEM : Structural Equation Modeling

CFI : The Comparative Fit Index

NNFI : Bentler-Bonett non-normed fit index
RMSEA : Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

“It has been said that something as small as the flutter of a butterfly’s wing can
ultimately cause a typhoon halfway around the world”

- Chaos Theory-

This chapter includes four main sections. In the first section, several basic
theories related with employee performance will be reviewed. Then, information
on managerial task performance, managerial contextual performance and
financial performance, their relevance to support for innovation, individual
creativity and employee performance will be provided consecutively. Third,
studies related to the relationship between support for innovation and individual
creativity, selected mediators of this study will be introduced. Finally,
relationship between creativity and employee performance will be explained.
After all, a short summary of related studies will be provided in order to clarify

the rationality of this study.
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2.1 Theories Related with Employee Performance

In this section, Classical Organizational Theory, Scientific Management Theory,
Human Resource Theory, System Theory, Contingency Theory, Chaos Theory,
Hierarchy of Human Needs Theory, Theory X and Theory Y, Expectancy Theory,
Equity Theory, Goal Setting Theory, Innovation Diffusion Theory, Amabile’s
Componential Theory of Creativity, Sternberg and Lubart’s Investment Theory of

Creativity are elaborated.

2.1.1 Theories of Management

According to the Kondalkar (2007), there are two landmarks in management
studies. The first one is publication of Adam Smith’s studies in Wealth of Nations
in 1776, who proposed the division of work for higher quality of work and higher
productivity. The second one is the Industrial Revolution, and configuration of
formal theories of management in the beginning of 19" century. Mullins (1999)
categorized the development of organizational behavior and management theory
under four main approaches in order to identify main trends. These are Classical
Approaches, Human Relation Approaches, System Approaches and Contingency

Approaches.
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Classical organizational theory includes two different perspectives; scientific
management and administrative management. Scientific management primarily
focus on management of work and workers concerning to find the best structure for
organization (Lunenburg & Ornstein, 1996). It deals with the improvement of
management techniques for increasing performance and productivity. Fredrick
Winslow Taylor, Frank Gilberth, Lillan Gilberth and Henry Gantt have had
pioneering role in the field of these approaches. Among these, Taylor (1911)
strongly proposed to analyses the job and job related environment scientifically, to
be interested in personnel selection, and to cooperate with workers by delegating.
The classical administrative approach on the other hand concentrates on total
organization by emphasis on the developing managerial principles rather than work
methods or productivity (Benowitz, 2001). Max Weber, Henri Fayol, Mary Parker
Follett, and Barnard I. Chester are also the contributors to this school of thought.
Weber, one of the most influential contributors of this approach proposed the
concept of bureaucracy, which deals with power and authority. According to him,
definition of tasks and responsibilities are important in standardization of work
procedures and environments. The theory supported rigid rules and regulations to
minimize the interpersonal relationships and emotions by ignoring social and

psychological needs of employees.
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The “great depression”, a severe worldwide economic crisis in the decade
proceeding between 1930 and 1940 (Garraty, 1986), decreased the impacts of
formal and structured organizations and increased the trend of social factors and
behavior of employee in organizations (Mullins, 1999). This new era as the
foundation of Human Resource Approaches was started with Hawthorne
experiments consisted of two studies which was conducted at the Hawthorne
Works of the Western Electric Company in Chicago from 1924 to 1932 under
the supervision of Elton Mayo. After two studies, Mayo and Roethlisberger
concluded that the increase in productivity resulted from the supervisory
arrangement rather than the changes in lighting or other associated worker
benefits. Later, substantial contributions were made to the Human resource

approaches by Lewin, (1939); Roger (1942); and Moreno, (1953).

The discrepancy of classical approach and human resource approach helped to

create a new point of view called as system theory which is based on the work of

biologist Bertalanffy (1968). According to this theory the organization is a constant

recurring cycle of inputs, throughputs, and outputs like a biological organism (Rice,

1967). These elements work together to accomplish specific goals within the

organization.
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The contingency approach which can be seen as an extension of the system
approach reject the single optimum state which system theory support. Contingency
approach highlights the alternative forms or organizational structures which
influence on organizational performance. This theory encourages the flexibility in

structure and management of organizations (Mullins, 1999).

In the similar vein, Thietart and Forgues (1995) define the organizations as an open,
dynamic, nonlinear system subject to internal and external forces which might be
sources of chaos. To overcome of this chaotic environment the Chaos Theory
stresses the importance of change, innovation and creativity within the
organizations (McGuire, 1999). According to this theory the overall goal of the

organization is to be successful in an environment of constant change.

2.1.2 Theories of Motivation

Motivation theories grouped under Content Theories and Process Theories in

literature. Content theories of motivation attempts to identify what are the main

drivers of employee’s motivations in the work places, on the other hand the process

theories deal with how can motivations occurs in an organization.
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Shortcomings of human research approach have motivated researcher to find better
explanations between the terms of satisfaction and productivity which are not
always correlated positively. Maslow (1943) proposed a theoretical framework
which explains a hierarchy of human needs, relating motivation and personality. In
his pyramid, Maslow stated physiological needs, security needs, social needs, self-
esteem needs and self-actualization needs from lowest to the highest level which
should be fulfilled step by step. Herzberg and McGregor are the main contributors

of this neo-human relation approach.

Two-factor theory of motivation proposed by Herzberg that satisfaction and
motivation is explained by hygiene and maintenance factors. McGregor, on the
other hand, proposed Theory X and Theory Y based on two diagonally opposite
views of human behavior. With Theory X McGregor assumed that average
human being dislikes work and will try to avoid it if possible. On the other hand,
Theory Y suggests that average human being likes work and takes it as natural as
play. Moreover, McGregor deal with delegation of authority, setting
organizational objectives and leaving it to the employees to achieve them

(Kondalkar, 2007).

Clayton Alderfer proposed Existence Relatedness Growth Theory is as an

extension of Herberg’s and Maslow’s content theories of employee motivation
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(Alderfer, 1972). According to this theory, people have needs and these needs
can be categorized under a hierarchy. This approach shows parallelism with
Herberg’s and Maslow’s theories. According to the Alderfer the distinction
between lower-level needs and higher-level needs are the main determinants of
the employee motivation in organization. Existence needs, relatedness needs and
the growth needs are the main categories of need, as proposed by Alderfer

(1972).

Expectancy Theory, Equity Theory and Goal Setting Theory are three main
Process Theories in the literature. Vroom (1964) is the developer of complete
version of Expectancy Theory based on employee expectancies in organizational
settings. Expectancy defines the thoughts that effort in the job environment
results in various type of performance. Vroom tries to identify individual
expectations from the organization, and its impact on work behavior of an

individual.

Naylor and colleagues (1980) bring some additional views to the Expectancy
Theory. The core of the theory is based on four main assumptions. According to
the Vroom, expectations, needs, experiences, and motivation are criteria for
selection of organization by employees. People are free to choice their own

behaviors which result in expectancy calculations. People expect to have good
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salary and job security challenge from their works and people have alternatives

to chose in order to have optimal outcomes (Lunenburg & Orntein, 1996).

Porter and Lawler (1968) have presented a more complicated motivational model
inspired by Vroom’s theory of motivation by adding two more components to
Vroom’s theory of motivation. They proposed that equitable rewards are the major
concept that defines employee satisfaction and they proposed the relationship
between traits, skills, efforts, and reward and performance system. According to the
theory employee will put extra effort for attractive reward. Workers compare the
efforts and desired level of performance. Effort leads to performance and
performance is directly related to reward to be obtained. When the actual rewards

are equal or greater than perceived rewards, then individual satisfaction occurs.

Goal- setting theory is proposed by Locke and Latham (1994). The theory stresses
on values and intentions as determinants of behaviors. Values and intention are
named as goals which individual consciously trying to do. Performance is related
with goals and goals motivate people to develop strategies to perform better.
According to the studies of Locke, Shaw, Saari and Latham (1981) goal setting is a

significant determinant of employee performance.
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2.1.3 Theories of Innovation

Innovation studies generate a considerable amount of research and are mainly
focused on innovation of managerial careers, organizational size, slack
resources, industry sector, functional differentiation, culture, power, and politics
(Keagan & Turner 2002). According to the Enos (1962), Mansfield (1968) and
Dosi (1988) invention, innovation and diffusion are three main stages of
innovation. An invention is a new idea or product which has economic value.
Innovation is the process of inventions and diffusion is the capacity to use
innovation (King, 1994). Main contemporary studies on innovation began with
Austrian economist Schumpeter who identified innovation as the survival
progress of capitalism (Schumpeter, 1942). Schumpeter proposed some
pioneering ideas about innovation which are called Schumpeterian perspective of
innovation which inspired social scientists and their research for years. He
emphasized various types of innovations such as introducing new products, new
methods of production and new forms of business organization. According to
him, innovations are more than just small changes put together (Schumpeter,

1940).

Rogers’ (1962) innovation diffusion theory is one of the two major theories and

has dominated most subsequent research studies on the diffusion of innovation
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(Zheng, 2009). According to the Rogers (2003), diffusion is the process by
which an innovation is communicated through certain channels over time among
the members of a social system. According to the Diffusion of Innovations
Model, certain innovations diffuse quickly and widely than others, and some of
them are adopted quickly but subsequently abandoned. Besides these innovations
are adopted by different individuals and spread at different rates in subgroups of
individuals. Glanz, Rimer and Viswanath (2008) proposed three main groups for
this differentiation; (1) characteristics of the innovation, (2) characteristics of

adopters, and (3) features of the setting or environmental context.

2.1.4 Theories of Creativity

Amabile (1996) proposed that creativity was the result of several components of
person and environment in her three factor model which includes, task
motivation, domain-relevant skills and creativity-relevant skills. According to
Amabile (1983), personal attitudes towards the task are an important factor for
creative thinking. When the task attracts the attention of the person as an
intrinsic motivator, innovative response will be maximized with successful

performance (Kaufman & Sternberg 2006).
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Sternberg and Lubart (1996) have proposed an analysis of creative thinking
related with economic principles. They explain the individual creativity with
“buy low and sell high” ideas. According to the theory creative thinkers may
have the potential of developing unpopular ideas. In the theory, creative thinker
should have the ability to see problems in new ways, go beyond ordinary ideas
and have the ability to recognize which ideas are worth pursuing; and the ability
to persuade others of the value of one’s ideas. Creative thinker should have a
personality that allows thinking independently, which is necessary and strong
enough to advocate ideas that most others do not agree with. Beside these, theory
proposed the importance of environmental supports and rewards on developing

creative ideas.

2.2 Factors Contributing to Employee Performance

Employee performance is not only the basic unit of organizational behavior
studies (Bowman, 1996) but also an important subject of personnel research that
deals with the subjects of compensation, promotion, training and feedback
(Karakurum, 2005). Employee job performance as a behavioral, episodic,
evaluative and multidimensional construct (Motowildo, Borman, & Schmit,
1997) is essential for organizations to reach its planned goals and activities

(Campbell, 1983). Employee performance is often discussed under two main
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domains: task performance and contextual performance (Borman & Motowidlo,
1993; Motowidlo & Schmit, 1999; Motowidlo & Van Scotter, 1994). Task
performance which involves various behaviors such as producing products,
selling merchandise, acquiring inventory, managing subordinates, or delivering
services promote core transformation and maintenance activities in an
organization (Motowidlo & Schmit, 1999). Task performance is characterized by
two main types. The first type consists of activities that transform materials into
the goods and services as an organizational product. The second type consists of
post production activities such as technical support, distribution, providing
managerial contributions of coordination and supervision to increase efficiency

(Motowildo et al., 1997).

On the other hand, contextual performance is related to such behaviors which
contribute to the culture and climate of the organization and the context within
which transformation and maintenance activities (e.g. volunteering for extra
work, persisting with enthusiasm, helping and cooperating with others, following
rules and procedures, and supporting or defending the organization) are carried
out (Motowidlo & Schmit, 1999). Ezirim, Nwibere and Emecheta (2010)
conducted a study to analyze the effect of job context factors on the performance

of workers in the private and the public sectors of the Nigerian economy. Their
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results revealed that security, regular payment of salary and status has a

significant impact on performance.

According to Campbell, McCloy, Oppler and Sager (1993), there are three direct
determinants of job performance. These are declarative knowledge, procedural
knowledge and skills, and motivation. These determinants can be different for
every employee. McCrae and Costa (1996) stated that the impact of ability and
personality on performance are affected by other variables. For example, in their
study on the relationship between personality and three dimensions of job
performance at different levels of job scope, Raja and Johns (2010) found that
there is a joint effect of personality and job scope on job performance, a
combined effect of personality and job scope on creativity and a strong positive

association between extraversion and creativity for high job scope.

There are also studies which have confirmed positive effects of organizational
commitment and organizational citizenship on organizational performance
(Bommer & Dierdorff, 2007; Camilleri, Van Der Heijden, 2007; Greguras &
Diefendorff, 2009; Khan, Ziauddin, Jam, & Ramay, 2010; Rangriz & Mehrabi,
2010). Positive feelings and perceptions of employees towards organizations are
always critical success factor for any organization. As a source for positive

feelings and perceptions, participation is a key concept which increases
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organizational commitment. Participation in decisions (Lam, Chen &
Schaubroeck. 2002), knowledge through communication (Biswas, 2010) and
also financial sources (Adler & Reid, 2008) are all important factors for
supporting organizational commitment which, in turn, increases employee

performance.

Performance is a crucial variable in organizational studies to explain why some
organizations are better than others. Understanding the importance and the
aspects of performance in an organization may influence the use of
organizational resources for better performance (Lavanson, 2007). In the
organizations, leaders are in the key position to manage resources to increase
performance. The terms of leader and manager had been used interchangeable in
the literature (Rice 1963) and Krantz (1994) pointed out that both terms are
conflated. According to Bass (1997) and Mullins (1999), leaders are very
important part of organizations workforce and they have strong influence on
individual and organizational performance. Leaders are responsible for
understanding the importance of the employee contributions in achieving
organizational goals and optimizing human resources. According to Maritz
(1995), effective organizations require effective leadership which has power on
influencing their subordinates to contribute towards organizational performance

(Jones & George, 2000). Thus, leadership is very critical determinant of the
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success of an organization (Bass, 1990; Dimma, 1989). In fact, majority studies
show that leader performance has strong effects on employee performance
(Abbas & Yaqoob, 2009; Chen, Kirkman, Kanfer, Allen, & Rosen, 2007;
Durrani & Ullah, 2011; Fernandez, 2008; Yilmaz & Karahan, 2010; Watts,
2007; Webb, 2007). Managers fallow various ways and strategies to influence
employees to increase their efficiency and performance. All these ways and
strategies has been the focus of human resource management studies. Previous
studies proposed that effective human resource management have positive
impact on employee performance (Boon, Hartog, Boselie & Paauwe, 2011;
Horgan & Miihlau, 2005; Kuvaas & Dysvik, 2010; Snape & Redman, 2010;
Stevens, Oddou, Furuya, Bird, & Mendenhall 2006; Sun & Pan, 2008; Tsai,

Edwards, & Sengupta, 2010; Williams, 2003)

According to the study of Boselie, Paauwe and Jansen (2001), effective HRM
provide some outcomes which can be categorized under employee satisfaction,
employee motivation, employee retention employee presence, social climate
between workers and management, employee involvement, trust loyalty and
organizational commitment. For the sustainability of these outcomes and
overcoming competitive and turbulent environment, creating an innovative
climate is important factor. Innovation is a multidimensional process,

combination of series organizational activities that promotes change and
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strengthens the adaptation to current technology, implementation and
perspectives (Damanpour & Evan, 1984; Scott & Bruce, 1994; Thompson, 1965;
Wilson, 1966; Zaltman, Duncan, & Holbek, 1973). Support for innovation is a
perception of creating an open, participative and progressive climate that
encourages creative ideas, trust, sharing information, freedom of expression and
collaboration of thoughts and opinions (Anderson & West, 1998; Burningham &
West, 1995; Mathisen & Einarsen, 2004; Siegel & Kaemmerer, 1978). Studies
proposed that employees who perceive a high level of organizational innovation
climate demonstrate a high level of creative outcome at work (Hsu & Fun, 2010;
Isaksen & Lauer, 2002) which, in turn, increase employee performance (Ying,
2008). However, every innovation and change brings about some additional
costs. Therefore, financial support has a vital importance for sustainable
innovation and creativity (Damanpour, 1987). According to O’Sullivan (2005)
innovation is a costly process that requires significant amount of resources. In
their study, Bunduchi and Smart (2010) developed an integrative framework of
inter-organizational process for innovation costs. In their study, they reviewed
twenty-two major articles separately and determined three stages of cost for

innovation (i.e. development, acceptance and implementation).
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2.3 Summary of Related Studies

In general, literature proposed that employee performance is multidimensional
construct which have managerial, organizational and individual dimensions
(Motowildo et al., 1997). There is considerable number of studies revealed that
innovative climate is key concept for adaptation and integration of
environmental changes and survival of the organization. Managers who tend to
use HR effectively and provide positive organization climate are more likely to
support innovation in their organizations. Support for innovation is a source for
individual creativity and these two concepts have a mediating role between
managerial performance and employee performance. Further, organizational

innovation requires additional financial costs which managers should consider.
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD

This chapter involves descriptions of the methodologies followed in the present
study. The first part provides the design of the study. In the second part research
questions, in the third part participants, in the fourth part data collection
instruments and their validity and reliabilities, in the fifth part procedures
followed, in the sixth part data analysis plan, and, finally, in the last part

limitations of the study are presented.

3.1 Overall Design of the Study

The purpose of the current study was to examine the level of support for
innovation and individual creativity as potential mediators of relationship
between managerial task performance, managerial contextual performance,
organizational financial performance and employee performance in non-profit
sport organizations. For the purpose of the study 721 volunteer managers and
employees from 21 D-SPES and 23 PDYS participated in the study. Managerial
Contextual Performance Scale, Managerial Task Performance Scale,

Organizational Financial Performance Scale, Support for Innovation Scale,
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Individual Creativity Scale, and Employee Performance Scale were used in data
collection. Structural Equation Modeling was utilized for analyzing data and

measuring relationship between variables in predicting employee performance.

3.2 Description of Variables

Individual Creativity: This variable refers to the employee behavior for
producing useful ideas for product, practice or procedure. Additionally, creative
employee or managers is a role model for other people by producing new and
transferable ideas in the organization (Shalley & Gilson, 2004). It is measured by

13 items on a 6-point rating scale.

Support for Innovation: This variable refers to the innovative climate in an
organization supported by managers that encourages risk taking and the
challenge to use creative approaches at work environment. It is measured by 9

items on a 6-point rating scale.

Managerial Task Performance: This variable includes various behaviors in
managing subordinates (Motowidlo & Schmit, 1999). Task performance refers to
technical support, providing managerial contributions of coordination,

supervision to increase efficiency (Motowildo et al., 1997). MTP was measured
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on a 6-point rating scale by a-13-item MTPS which is developed by the

researcher for the purpose of this study.

Managerial Contextual Performance: This variable includes managers behaviors
that contribute to the culture and climate of the organization and the context
within which transformation and maintenance activities (i.e. volunteering for
extra work, helping and cooperating with others, supporting or defending the
organization) are carried out (Motowidlo & Schmit, 1999). MCP is measured on
a 6-point rating scale by a-13-item MCPS which is developed by researcher for

the purpose of this study.

Organizational Financial Performance: This variable is related with financial
process and activities for increasing budget and economic power. This variable is

measured by 12 items on a 6-point rating scale.

Employee Performance: This variable refers to the degree of fulfilling
requirements in a job description by an employee in an organization. It is
measured on a 6-point rating scale by a-14- item EPS which is developed by the
researcher for the purpose of this study. EP is measured by three factors.
Fundamental performance is initial level related to having a sense of basic

employee behaviors expected by an organization in general. Advance
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performance, on the other hand, explains moderate level of employee skills
which an employee is supposed to use his or her individual potential effectively.
Internalization is the third level explaining the highest level of employee
performance that an interaction occurs between employee behaviors and

organizational goals.

3.3 Sampling Procedures and Participants

Target population of the study was all managers and employees working in 135
non-profit sport organizations composed of D-SPES (n=54) and PDYS (n=81) in
Turkey. Clustered sampling procedure was used in order to get a representative
sample. This procedure is commonly used method when groups rather than
individuals are randomly selected and when it is difficult or impossible to select
individuals randomly (Fraenkel &Wallen, 2008). Therefore 44 groups were

selected from accessible population.

3.2.1 Participants

Participants of this research were 721 voluntary participants selected from 44

non-profit sport organizations in Turkey. In terms of gender, 241 (33.4%) of the

participants were female and 477 (66.2%) of the participants were male. In terms
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of education level, 263 (36.5%) participants were university graduates as the
biggest category in the data. Considering the area of graduation, 352 (71%) of
the university graduates had undergraduate degree from D-SPES and related sub-
areas of PES Teacher Education (33.1%), Coaching (7.4%), Sports Management

(6.8%), Recreation (1.4%), Sport Sciences & Technology (1.1%).

Considering the job status of the participants, employees have the higher
participation rate (66.3%) with 478 participants compared to managers (10.3%),
assistant managers (9.3%), and support members (6.1%). Mean age of the
participants were 36.6, ranging from 18 to 62. Employees’ organizational
working life residence ranged from one month to 32 years, with a mean of 8.6. In
addition, overall working life residence in job ranged from one month to 34
years, with a mean of 11.5 years. Table 1 and Table 2 show demographic

characteristics of participants according to their organizations.
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Table 1

Demographic Characteristics of the Participants (I)

SPES PDYS

N  Percentage N  Percentage

Gender
Male 185 428 292 74.1
Female 140 56.6 101 25.6

Education level

Basic Education 11 34 25 6.3
High school 28 8.6 93 23.6
University (2 years) 28 8.6 58 14.7
University (4 years) 78 239 185 47.0
Master 71 21.7 29 7.4
Doctorate 109 333 3 1.8
Department
PES Teacher Education 151 46.2 81 20.6
Recreation 6 1.8 4 1.0
Sports Management 19 5.8 30 7.6
Coaching 19 5.8 34 8.6
Sport Science &Technology 8 2.4 0 0
Others 54 16.5 74 18.8
Position
Manager 32 9.8 42 10.7
Assistant Manager 26 8 41 10.4
Employee 229 70 249 63.2
Support Member 14 4.3 30 7.6
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Table 2

Demographic Characteristics of the Participants (II)

SPES PDYS

Age

Mean 36.87 36.37

Median 36 35

Maximum 60 62

Minimum 19 18
Organizational working life residence

Mean 8.50 8.83

Median 8 6

Maximum 28 32

Minimum 0.3 0.1
Overall working life residence in the same job

Mean 11.77 11.43

Median 11 10

Maximum 34 33

Minimum 0.3 0.1

3.3 Data Collection Instrument

In this part, the scales used in this study will be explained in detail. First of all,
individual creativity scale and support for innovation which are used in the
previous studies will be introduced. Then, as performance scales used in the

study, managerial task performance scale, managerial contextual performance
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scale, financial performance scale, employee performance scale which were

developed by the researcher using separate samples will be presented.

3.3.1 Individual Creativity Scale

Perceived creativity was assessed using a 13-item scale adapted by Glimiiglioglu
and Ilsev (2007) from Tierney, Farmer and Graen (1999) and Zhou and George's
(2001) creativity measures. The scale is originally used for evaluating the
creativity of employees by their leaders. For this study, the scale was completed
by employees and managers/ leaders to evaluate their own creativity on a six
point scale ranging from one to six that high score indicated high creativity.
Sample items were; ‘I suggest new methods for achieving the objectives’ and ‘I
am a good source of new ideas’. According to the study of Giimiisliioglu and
Ilsev (2007), all 13 items loaded on one factor, which accounted for 62.99 % of

the variance and the reliability of the scale was 0.95.

3.3.2 Support for Innovation Scale

The perception of support for innovation was evaluated by a-9-item scale

adapted by Giimiisliioglu and Ilsev (2007) from Scott and Bruce (1994). In this

study, scale was used with a six-point scale ranging from one to six, that high
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score indicated high support for innovation. Sample items were “This
organization can be described as flexible and continually adapting to change”
and “There are adequate resources devoted to innovation in this organization”.
According to the study of Giimiisliioglu and Ilsev (2007), the remaining 9 items
which loaded on one factor accounted for 55.40% of the variance and the

reliability of the scale was 0.88.

3.3.3 Performance Scales

For the purpose of the study four types of performance measures for both profit
and non-profit organization were developed by the researcher. Four stages were
followed in developing performance scales (i.e. managerial task performance,
managerial contextual performance, organizational financial performance and
employee performance). In the first stage, conceptual frameworks for the
instruments were developed. For the purpose of this stage, substantial literatures
on various types of performance measures for organizations were reviewed. The
result of the literature review proposed that developing these scales has potential
importance for organizational studies in measuring performance. In the second
stage of the instrument development process, item pool was developed for each
measure by considering previous studies and researches. After that, demographic

items such as gender, age and status were added. The third stage composed of
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taking expert opinions for providing content validity of the scales. Before
exploratory factor analysis, expert opinion from managers, academicians and
management professionals about the items in scales were taken with both written
and face to face exchange of views. Contacting those people from different areas
provided rich amount of feedbacks for developing the final state of the measures.
The last stage was exploratory factor analysis which reveals factor structure of
the scales and provides construct validity. Six point scales were used for rating

responses in order to capture small differences among participants.

3.3.3.1 Managerial Task Performance Scale

Perceived Managerial Task Performance Scale was developed by the researcher
to be used in this study. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) with Maximum
Likelihood extraction method (MacCallum & Strahan, 1999) and oblique
rotation (direct oblimin) (Preacher & MacCallum, 2003) was carried out using
data obtained from 160 managers and employees working in Department of
Education in METU. The sample size to item ratio (12:1) was within the range
of the recommended requirements of a sample size 100 to 200 for stable factor
solutions (Field, 2005, Hair, 1988; Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1988). Prior to
analysis, data were examined through SPSS 15 program for accuracy of its entry

and missing values. There existed no missing values greater than 5 percentages.
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For this reason Expectation Maximization (EM) algorithm, a practical commonly

used analysis (Allison, 2002) was used to impute the missing values.

According to the Norman and Streiner’s (1994) formula which was utilized by
Garson, (2006), minimum value of factor loadings for this data set calculated as
41. Then, the matrix of correlation coefficients and their respective significance
levels were used to check the correlations among 13 items which have been used
to define the factors. Examination of the bivariate relationships revealed that the
majority of values are greater than .5 and there were not any value greater than .9
(Field, 2005). In addition, significant Barlett test of sphericity result confirmed
the factorability of correlation coefficients (y° =1244.52, df = 78, p<.001) and
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy, which provide a minimum
standard that should be passed before a factor analysis, is found to be greater
than the suggested minimum value of .60 (KMO = .91) (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2001). Hence, it was considered that the data were adequate for the factor
analysis. Exploratory Factor Analysis with oblique rotation revealed one factor
model, explaining the 49.44 % of the variance. The scree plot revealed only one
dominant factor as seen in figure clearly with only one eigenvalue greater than

one.
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Scree Plot
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Factor Number

Figure 2 Scree plot for the correlation matrix of MTPS

By examining the Table 3, it can be observed that all 13 items loaded on a single
factor which was labeled in this study as “managerial task performance”, which
is related to behaviors that contribute to the core transformation and maintenance
activities in an organization. For the reliability evidence of MTPS, Cronbach
alpha was calculated. The results generated satisfactory evidence for the

reliability of MTPS. Cronbach alpha for the scale was .93.
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Table 3

Summary of Factor Loadings of Oblimin Rotation for the MTPS and Item-Total

Correlations
Factor Item Total Alpha If
Loadings  Correlation Item
Deleted
Item 5 .80 73 92
Item 6 78 72 .92
Item 7 77 72 92
Item 2 77 .67 92
Item 11 76 75 92
Item 8 71 52 .93
Item 1 71 .68 92
Item 3 .68 .65 .93
Item 10 .68 .70 92
Item 4 .68 .66 .93
Item 9 .64 72 92
Item 13 .59 .69 92
Item 12 52 .69 .92

3.3.3.2 Managerial Contextual Performance Scale

Managerial Contextual Performance Scale was developed by the researcher to be
used in this study. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) with Maximum
Likelihood extraction method (Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum and Strahan,
1999) and oblique rotation (direct oblimin) (Preacher & MacCallum, 2003) was

carried out for the present study, using data obtained from a separate sample
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(n=160). The sample size to item ratio (12:1) was within the range of the
recommended requirements of a sample size 100 to 200 for stable factor
solutions (Field, 2005, Hair, 1988; Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1988). Prior to
analysis, data were examined through SPSS 15 program for accuracy of its entry
and missing values. There existed no missing values greater than 5 percentages.
For this reason Expectation Maximization (EM) algorithm, a practical commonly

used analysis (Allison, 2002) was used to impute the missing values.

According to the Norman and Streiner’s (1994) formula which was utilized by
Garson, (2006), minimum value of factor loadings for this data set calculated as
41. Then, the matrix of correlation coefficients and their respective significance
levels were used to check the correlations among the 13 items which have been
used to define the factors. Examination of the bivariate relationships revealed
that the majority of values are greater than .5 and there were not any value
greater than .9 (Field, 2005). In addition, significant Barlett test of sphericity
result confirmed the factorability of correlation coefficients (x> =1383.55, df =
78, p<.001) and Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy, which
provide a minimum standard that should be passed before a factor analysis, is
found to be greater than the suggested minimum value of .60 (KMO = .89)
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). Hence, it was considered that the data were

adequate for the factor analysis. Initially, the Exploratory Factor Analysis with
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obligue rotation revealed one factor model, explaining the 50.81 % of the
variance. The scree plot revealed only one dominant factor as seen in figure

clearly with only one eigenvalue greater than one.

Scree Plot

Eigenvalue
b

Factor Number

Figure 3 Scree plot for the correlation matrix of MCPS

By examining the Table 4, it can be observed that all 13 items loaded on a single
factor which was labeled in this study as “managerial contextual performance”,
which is related to behaviors that contribute to the culture and climate of the
organization. For the reliability evidence of PMCP, Cronbach alpha was
calculated. The results generated satisfactory evidence for the reliability of PMP.

Cronbach alpha for the scale was .93
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Table 4

Summary of Factor Loadings of Oblimin Rotation for the MCPS

Factor Item Total ~ Alpha If Ttem
Loadings Correlation Deleted
Item 11 .78 75 .92
Item 6 .76 72 .92
Item 9 .76 72 .92
Item 5 .76 73 .92
Item 7 75 72 .92
Item 10 73 .70 .92
Item 12 72 .69 92
Item 13 1 .69 .92
Item 1 .69 .68 .92
Item 2 .69 .68 .92
Item 4 .67 .66 .93
Item 3 .67 .65 .93
Item 8 .54 .52 .93

3.3.3.3 Organizational Financial Performance Scale

Organizational Financial Performance Scale was developed by the researcher to
be used in this study. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) with Maximum
Likelihood extraction method (MacCallum and Strahan, 1999) and oblique
rotation (direct oblimin) Preacher & MacCallum, (2003) was carried out using
data obtained from a separate sample (n=160). The sample size to item ratio
(13:1) was within the range of the recommended requirements of a sample size

100 to 200 for stable factor solutions (Field, 2005, Hair, 1988; Guadagnoli &
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Velicer, 1988). Prior to analysis, data were examined through SPSS 15 program
for accuracy of its entry and missing values. There existed no missing values
greater than 5 percentages. For this reason Expectation Maximization (EM)
algorithm, a practical commonly used analysis (Allison, 2002) was used to

impute the missing values.

According to the Norman and Streiner’s (1994) formula which was utilized by
Garson, (2006), minimum value of factor loadings for this data set calculated as
A41. Then, the matrix of correlation coefficients and their respective significance
levels were used to check the correlations among the 12 items which have been
used to define the factors. Examination of the bivariate relationships revealed
that the majority of values are greater than .5 and there were not any value
greater than .9 (Field, 2005). In addition, significant Barlett test of sphericity
result confirmed the factorability of correlation coefficients (3°=901.059, df = 66,
p<.001) and Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy, which provide
a minimum standard that should be passed before a factor analysis, is found to be
greater than the suggested minimum value of .60 (KMO = .86) (Tabachnick &

Fidell, 2001).

Hence, it was considered that the data were adequate for the factor analysis.

Initially, the maximum likelihood with oblique rotation revealed a 3 factor
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model, explaining the 56.35% of the variance. Result revealed three eigenvalue
more than one. The scree plot was also produced 3 dominant factors which is
consistent to eigenvalues. The first, second, and third factors accounted for the

40.76%, 9.08%, 6.49% of the variance, respectively.

Scree Plot

4

Eigenvalue
9

1-

Factor Number

Figure 4 Scree plot for the correlation matrix of FPS

By examining the Table 5, it can be observed that 5 items (5, 6, 7, 8, and 12)
loaded on the first factor which was labeled in this study as Financial Power
(FP), explaining amount of investment in use. Sample items from the scale are;
“there is linear increase in financial incomes of the organization” and
“organization has sufficient financial sources to realize its own objectives”.

Items, 1, 2, 3, 4 loaded on the second factor which was identified as Financial
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Effort (FE), as all of these items were about the economical strives and activities
to increase organizational investment. Sample items from the scale are;
“organization use its financial resources effectively” and “organization cooperate

with governmental organizations to increase its financial investment”

Items 9, 10, and 11 loaded on the third factor which was labeled as Financial
Autonomy (FA), which is related to having a sense of autonomy while taking
economic decisions. Sample items from the scale are; “organization have
independent prudential financial strategies” and organization creates great part of

its own financial resources”.

For the reliability evidence of FPS and its subscales, Cronbach alpha was
calculated separately for total scale and for subscales. The results generated
satisfactory evidence for reliability of FPS. Cronbach alpha for the total scale

was .88, and for the subscales were .85, .81, and .77 respectively.
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Table 5

Summary of Factor Loadings of Oblimin Rotation for the FPS and Item- Total

Correlation
Factor Item-Total  Alpha
Loadings Correlation  If Item
Deleted
1 2 3
Financial Power (o =85)
Item 7 ,89 -,13 -,07 ,74 ,80
Item 8 ,79 -,05 -,10 12 ,81
Item 6 ,55 ,29 ,12 ,57 ,84
Item 12 49 ,08 -,30 ,64 ,83
Item 5 41 ,34 -,22 ,65 ,82
Financial Effort (o =81)
Item 3 ,18 ,79 ,04 ,68 ,73
Item 4 07 ,69 -,12 ,63 ,76
Item 2 -,11 ,68 ,00 ,62 ,76
Item 1 -,01 ,54 -,10 ,58 ,78
Financial Autonomy (o =77)
Item 11 -,12 ,13 -90 ,65 ,03
Item 9 ,06 ,00 -,59 57 12
Item 10 ,14 ,00 -,57 ,58 71

3.3.3.4 Employee Performance Scale

Employee Performance Scale was developed by the researcher to be used in this
study. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) with Maximum Likelihood Extraction
method (MacCallum and Strahan, 1999) and oblique rotation (direct oblimin)

Preacher & MacCallum, (2003) was carried out using data obtained from a
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separate sample (n=160). The sample size to item ratio (8.4:1) was within the
range of the recommended requirements of a sample size 100 to 200 for stable
factor solutions (Field, 2005, Hair, 1988; Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1988). Prior to
analysis, data were examined through SPSS 15 program for accuracy of its entry
and missing values. There existed no missing values greater than 5 percentages.
For this reason Expectation Maximization (EM) algorithm, a practical commonly

used analysis (Allison, 2002) was used to impute the missing values.

According to the Norman and Streiner’s (1994) formula which was utilized by
Garson, (2006), minimum value of factor loadings for this data set calculated as
41. For this data set .5 is defined as minimum item loadings. Regarding these
criteria, 5 items (7, 16, 12, 18, 1, and 6) loaded under the threshold level and
these items were removed from the scale. Then, the matrix of correlation
coefficients and their respective significance levels were used to check the
correlations among the 19 items which have been used to define the factors.
Examination of the bivariate relationships revealed that the majority of values
are greater than .5 and there were not any value greater than .9 (Field, 2005). In
addition, significant Barlett test of sphericity result confirmed the factorability of
correlation coefficients (y*=1860.805, df = 171, p<.001) and Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin

measure of sampling adequacy, which provide a minimum standard that should
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be passed before a factor analysis, is found to be greater than the suggested

minimum value of .60 (KMO = .92) (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).

Hence, it was considered that the data were adequate for the factor analysis.
Initially, the Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) with Maximum Likelihood
extraction method revealed a 3- factor model, explaining the 64.352 % of the
variance. The scree plot was confirm 3 dominant factors would be extracted in
figure. The first, second and third factors accounted for the 51.56%, 7.09%,

5.71% of the variance, respectively considered with 3 eigenvalues over one.
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Figure 5 Scree plot for the correlation matrix of EPS
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By examining the Table 6, it can be observed that 6 items (2, 3, 4, 19, and 13)
loaded on the first factor which was labeled in this study as “fundamental
performance” (FUN-EP), which is related to having a sense of basic employee
behaviors desired by an organization in general. Sample items for the factor are;
“I achieve my job right considering with the standards” and “I am consistent and
stably in my relation with my workmates”. Items; 9, 10, and 11 loaded on the
second factor which was identified as “advance employee performance” (ADV-
EP), explaining the more developed employee skills. Sample items for the factor
are; I can adapt team work easily if it is required” and I use my skills effectively
in working life”. Items; 8, 14, 15, 16, and 17 loaded on the third factor identified
as “Internalization” (INT), explaining the high level of interaction between
employee behaviors and organizational goals. Sample items for the factor are; “I
represent the organization successfully in every condition” and “I am strongly

committed to my organization”.

For the reliability evidence of EPS and its subscales, Cronbach alpha was
calculated separately for the total scale and the subscales. The results generated
satisfactory evidence for the reliability of EPS. Cronbach alpha for the total scale

was .92, and for subscales were .87, .84, and .79 respectively.
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Table 6

Summary of Factor Loadings of Oblimin Rotation for the EPS and Item- Total

Correlation
Factor Item Total  Alpha
Loadings Correlation If Item
Deleted
1 2 3
Fundamental Performance
(0 =87)
Item 5 ,90 ,10 21 71 ,83
Item 4 ,80 -,05 -11 71 ,84
Item 3 ,78 -,09 ,01 57 ,86
Item 2 ,64 ,03 -,20 ,63 ,85
Item 19 ,62 27 ,03 72 ,83
Item 13 ,55 ,12 -,32 ,64 ,85
Internalization
(a=84)
Item 16 -12 ,98 12 ,64 ,82
Item 8 -,03 ,76 -,09 ,56 ,83
Item 15 ,24 ,65 -,07 ,70 ,80
Item 14 ,30 ,54 -12 ,68 ,80
Item 17 ,30 ,51 -,14 ,69 ,80
Advance Performance
(a=79)
Item 10 -,06 -,09 -,98 71 ,65
Item 9 -, 10 ,30 -,67 ,60 17
Item 11 37 ,02 -,55 ,01 ,73

3.4 Pilot Study for Adapting the Measures

In order to see the usability of the measures and provide evidence for reliability

and validity of the adapted and developed measures, a pilot study was conducted.

All six measures were piloted with 221 participants from 15 organizations
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selected among D-SPES and PDYS. The participants involved in the pilot study

were not included in the sample of actual study.

Before adaptation of scale permission were obtained from Human Subjects Ethic
Committee of Middle East Technical University. Before starting the analysis of
plot study, data were screened to check incorrect or missing data. No incorrect
entry was detected. However there was some missing values in demographic
variables and measure items, but they were not exceeding 5%. Therefore,
researcher decided to impute the missing values by using Expectation
Maximization (EM) algorithm (Tabacnic& Fidell, 2007). Skewness and kurtosis
values for each item of the scale were examined to check out the normality.
Afterwards Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted by Analysis
Moments of Structures (AMOS) 18. Comparative fit index (CFI), non-normed fit
index (NNFI) and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) were used
to check if the model fit the data. After re-specification of models Cronbach’s
Coeftficient Alpha was computed to check for the internal consistency of adapted

and developed scales.
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Table 7

Fit Indices and Their Acceptable Threshold Levels

Fit Index Acceptable Threshold Levels

Chi Square/df  y*/df<5 (Wheaton et al, 1977)

CFI>0.90, acceptable (Maruyama, 1998)

CFI
CFI>0.95 (Hu&Bentler, 1999)

NNFI(TLI) NNFI>0.90 acceptable (Maruyama, 1998)
NNFI>0.95(Hu & Bentler, 1999)

RMSEA RMSEA<0.05, close fit; 0.05<RMSEA< 0.10, mediocre fit;
RMSEA>1, poor fit (Browne&Cudeck, 1993).
RMSEA<0.08, adequate model fit (Jaccard & Wan, 1996)

3.4.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis of ICS

The confirmatory factor analysis was conducted employing the maximum

likelihood method by using the AMOS 18 program on ICS.

Table 8

Summary of Goodness of Fit Statistics for the ICS

Model r df  x*/df CFI NNFI RMSEA
Hypothesized model 143 65 2.2 .97 .96 .076
Modified model 88 63 1.4 99 99 043
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One factor structure was proposed by the researcher. CFA resulted in significant
y* value (143), df was 65, and the fit indices were; CFI value of .97, NNFI value
of .96 and RMSEA value of .076 and this indicates moderate fit (MacCallum,
Browne & Sugawara, 1996). Furthermore modification indices were checked
and the pairs with high error covariances were connected (g2-€3, g4-¢6). After
the second run RMSEA value decreases to .043 which indicates close fit
(Jaccard & Wan, 1996). This result supported with NNFI value of .99 and CFI
value of .99. On the contrary CFA resulted in still significant x” value (87.7) and
df was 63. Final CFA model for ICS with standardized estimates ranged between

.70 and .86

Table 9

Reliability Coefficients of ICS and Related Items

Reliability Alpha If Ttem

Deleted

Individual Creativity Scale .96

Item 1 .96
Item 2 .96
Item 3 .96
Item 4 .96
Item 5 .96
Item 6 .96
Item 7 .96
Item & .96
Item 9 .96
Item 10 .96
Item 11 .96
Item 12 .96
Item 13 .96
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3.4.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis of SIS

The confirmatory factor analysis was conducted employing the maximum
likelihood method by using the AMOS 18 program (Arbuckle & Wothke, 1999)

on SIS.

Table 10

Summary of Goodness of Fit Statistics for the SIS

Model r df  x*/df CFI NNFI RMSEA
Hypothesized model 113 27 4.2 .95 .93 120
Modified model 36 22 1.6 97 98 076

One factor structure was proposed by the researcher. CFA resulted in significant
xz value (113, 2), df was 27, and the fit indicates were; CFI value of. 95, NNFI
value of .93 and RMSEA value of .120 and this indicates poor fit (MacCallum,
Browne & Sugawara, 1996). Furthermore modification indices were checked
and the pairs with high error covariances were connected (e1-€3, €2-¢3, and €l-
€6.). After the second run RMSEA value decreases to .076 which indicate close
fit (Jaccard & Wan, 1996). This result supported with NNFI value of .98 and CFI
value of .97. On the contrary CFA resulted in still significant x* value (36) and df

was 22. But the researcher did not considered y* statistics since it is very
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sensitive to sample size. Final CFA model for SIS with standardized estimates

ranged between .46 and .91.

The following table shows the reliability coefficient of the ICS and reliability

coefficient if items deleted. Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha was found to be .90.

Table 11

Reliability Coefficients of SIS and Related Items

Reliability Alpha If Item

Deleted

Support for Innovation .90

Item 1 .89
Item 2 .89
Item 3 .89
Item 4 .89
Item 5 .88
Item 6 .89
Item 7 .90
Item 8 91
Item 9 .90

3.4.3 Confirmatory Factor Analysis of MTPS

The confirmatory factor analysis was conducted employing the maximum
likelihood method by using the AMOS 18 program (Arbuckle & Wothke, 1999)

on SIS.
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Table 12

Summary of Goodness of Fit Statistics for the MTPS

Model r df  x*/df CFI NNFI RMSEA
Hypothesized model 231 60 3.9 .92 .90 .108
Modified model 115 60 1.9 97 .97 076

One factor structure was proposed by the researcher. CFA resulted in significant
y* value (231.08), df was 60, and the fit indicates were; CFI value of .92, NNFI
value of .90 and RMSEA value of .108 and this indicates poor fit (MacCallum,
Browne & Sugawaral996). Furthermore modification indices were checked and
the pairs with high error covariances were connected (£2-¢3, €5-¢11, €9-¢10, €1 1-
€12, and €12-g13). After the second run RMSEA value decreases to .065 which
indicate close fit (Jaccard & Wan, 1996). This result supported with NNFI value
of .97 and CFI value of .97. On the contrary CFA resulted in still significant y’
value (115) and df was 60. But the researcher did not considered y° statistics
since it is very sensitive to sample size. Final CFA model for MTPS with

standardized estimates ranged between .52 and .84
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The following table shows the reliability coefficient of the ICS and reliability

coefficient if items deleted. Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha was found to be .95.

Table 13

Reliability Coefficients of MTPS and Related Items

Reliability Alpha If Item

Deleted

Managerial Task Performance Scale .95

Item 1 .94
Item 2 .94
Item 3 .94
Item 4 94
Item 5 94
Item 6 94
Item 7 .94
Item 8 .94
Item 9 .94
Item 10 .94
Item 11 .94
Item 12 .94
Item 13 .94

3.4.4 Confirmatory Factor Analysis of MCPS

The confirmatory factor analysis was conducted employing the maximum
likelihood method by using the AMOS 18 program (Arbuckle & Wothke, 1999)

on SIS.
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Table 14

Summary of Goodness of Fit Statistics for the MCPS

Model r df  x*/df CFI NNFI RMSEA
Hypothesized model 434 65 6.7 .88 .80 161
Modified model 145 58 2.5 .96 .94 .086

One factor structure was proposed by the researcher. CFA resulted in significant
y* value (434.32), df was 65, and the fit indicates were; CFI value of .83, NNFI
value of .80 and RMSEA value of .161 and this indicates poor fit (MacCallum,
Browne&Sugawaral996). Furthermore modification indices were checked and
the pairs with high error covariances were connected (e1-€2, £3-g4, €5-€6, €5-¢8,
€5-€l11, and €8-¢19). After the second run RMSEA value decreases to .086 which
indicate close fit (Jaccard & Wan, 1996). This result supported with NNFI value
of .94 and CFI value of .96. On the contrary CFA resulted in still significant y’
value (144.8) and df was 58. But the researcher did not considered y* statistics
since it is very sensitive to sample size. Final CFA model for MCPS with

standardized estimates ranged between .67 and .81.

The following table shows the reliability coefficient of the MCPS and reliability

coefficient if items deleted. Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha was found to be .95
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Table 15

Reliability Coefficients of MCPS and Related Items

Reliability Alpha If Item

Deleted

Managerial Contextual Performance Scale 95

Item 1 .94
Item 2 .94
Item 3 94
Item 4 94
Item 5 .94
Item 6 .94
Item 7 .94
Item 8 .94
Item 9 94
Item 10 .94
Item 11 .94
Item 12 94
Item 13 .94

3.4.5 Confirmatory Factor Analysis of FPS

The confirmatory factor analysis was conducted employing the maximum

likelihood method by using the AMOS 18 program on FPS.

Table 16

Summary of Goodness of Fit Statistics for the FPS

Model r df  x*/df CFI NNFI RMSEA

Hypothesized model 125 51 2.5 .96 .95 081
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Three factor structures were proposed by the researcher. CFA resulted in
significant x* value (124.704), df was 51, and the fit indicates were; CFI value of.
96, NNFI value of .95 and RMSEA value of .81 and this indicates mediocre
model fit (Jaccard & Wan, 1996). Furthermore modification indices were
checked but no high value of error covariances was detected. The following table
shows the reliability coefficient of the FPS, related factors and reliability
coefficient if items deleted. Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha was found to be .91
for financial power, .88 for financial effort, .83 for financial autonomy and .94

for overall scale.

Table 17

Reliability Coefficients of Factors in FPS and Related Item

Reliability Alpha If Item

Deleted

Financial Effort .83

Item 1 .81
Item 2 .76
Item 3 71
Financial Power 91

Item 4 91
Item 5 .87
Item 6 .87
Item 7 .88
Financial Autonomy .88

Item 8 .86
Item 9 .87
Item 10 .85
Item 11 84
Item 12 86
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3.4.6 Confirmatory Factor Analysis of EPS

The confirmatory factor analysis was conducted employing the maximum
likelihood method by using the AMOS 18 program (Arbuckle & Wothke, 1999)

on EPS.

Table 18

Summary of Goodness of Fit Statistics for the EPS

Model r df  x*/df CFI NNFI RMSEA
Hypothesized model 187 74 6.7 .93 .92 .086
Modified model 145 58 2.5 95 94 073

The three factor structure was proposed by the researcher CFA resulted in
significant x* value (186,867), df was 74, and the fit indicates were; CFI value of.
93; NNFI value 0f.92 and RMSEA value of .86 and this indicates poor fit
(MacCallum, Browne&Sugawaral996). Furthermore modification indices were
checked and the pairs with high error covariances were connected (€3-¢4, €4-¢€9,
€6- €7, €l1- €14.). After the second run RMSEA value decreases to .073 which
indicate close fit (Jaccard & Wan, 1996). This result supported with NNFI value

of .94 and CFI value of .95. On the contrary CFA resulted in still significant y’
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value (144.8) and df was 58. But the researcher did not considered  statistics
since it is very sensitive to sample size. Final CFA model for MCPS with

standardized estimates ranged between .68 and .79.

The following table shows the reliability coefficient of the EPS, related factors
and reliability coefficient if items deleted. Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha was
found to be .87 for Fundamental Performance, .82 for Advance Performance, .87

for Internalization and .94 for overall scale.

Table 19

Reliability Coefficients of Factors in EPS and Related Item

Reliability Alpha If Item

Deleted

Fundamental performance .87

Item 1 .84
Item 2 .84
Item 3 .83
Item 4 .85
Item 5 .85
Item 9 .86
Advance performance .82

Item 6 77
Item 7 .65
Item 8 74
Internalization .87

Item 10 .84
Item 11 .83
Item 12 .83
Item 13 .95
Item 14 .94
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3.5 Data Collection Procedure

After getting the permission of METU Human Subjects Ethics Committee
(HSEC), official permission requests were mailed to all PDYS (81) and P-SPES
(54). After a while 44 organizations were replied to take part in the study.
Questionnaires were posted to key persons which researcher contacted before
and were voluntary to help in 25 organizations. Posted documents include
questionnaires, HSEC permission letter, informed consent form and a checklist
form which voluntary assistants have to follow. Additionally, 19 of the
organizations were personally visited by the researcher. Filling questionnaire
lasted 20 minutes in average. Finally 721 questionnaires were included in the
study after 23 responses were excluded due to excess of missing data over 10 %

(Little & Rubin, 1997).

3.6 Limitations of the Study

Despite the various contributions of the findings to the literature, the current
study has several limitations. First of all the study is a correlational study which
is limited to make causal interferences from the findings. Secondly, the study is
limited with self report data, which may inflate the relations among study

variables. Additionally, the study is quantitative study and limited with
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questionnaires. By the way some other types of measure like observation and
interview reports that allow making crosschecking in responses were missing.
Additionally current study is the limited with five independent variables,
hypothesized to affects employee performance, although employee performance
may also influenced by some other factors. Measures are evaluated with 6-point
Likert Scale which has limitation to capture smaller differences in responses.

Finally the sample is also limited with voluntary participant organizations.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULT

In this chapter, the results of data analyses were presented under following
sections: (1) preliminary analysis, (2) measurement model testing, and (3) latent

model testing.

4.1 Assumptions

Before conducting Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and testing the models
with SEM (Structural Equation Modeling) several assumptions (data accuracy,
sample size, missing data, outliers, univariate and multivariate normality, and
multicolinearity) regarding the characteristic of data were examined with using

SPSS-15 and PASW-SPSS-18.

Initially collected data was examined to find out uncompleted (case with missing
values more that %10) were excluded own to this reason. Later data file will
review using PASW-SPSS-18. Unusual cases and extreme values were checked.
19 responses were excluded due to this reason. There were no wrong and

unusual entries in the data set were determined. Sample size met all the set
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criteria such as sample size should be at least 50, more than 8 times the number
of variables in the model (Tabachnick & Fidel, 2001), and sample size should be
at least 15 cases per measured variables or indicators (Stevens, 2002) and sample
size should be at least 411 for df =25 for .80 power (MacCallum, Browne, and
Sugawar, 1996) were met. The frequencies of missing values were calculated
and no missing values were determined exceeding 5 percent. SEM is sensitive
statistical analysis to the presence of missing values (Tabachnick & Fidel, 2007).
For this reason Expectation Maximization (EM) algorithm, a practical commonly

used analysis (Allison, 2002) was used to impute the missing values.

In order to check out the multivariate normality, outliers were examined with
skewness and kurtosis values. The value ranged from 1.93 to -1.03, which was
an evidence for normal distribution that requires the range of -3 to -3 criteria for

skewness and kurtosis values to be in (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).

In order to diagnose whether multicolinearity exists or not, correlations among
the predictors were checked Correlation matrix represents that the correlation
among the predictors does not exceed the critical value of .90 for
multicolinearity (Stevens, 2002). Nevertheless, there were some strong and
medium negative and some medium and small positive correlations (ranged from

.01 to .88) among predictor variables (Cohen, 1988).
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Table 20

Mean difference between D-SPES and PDYS in study variables

S-PESS PDYS
M SD M SD p

Managerial Task performance 32 1.3 34 12 .08
Managerial Contextual performance 3.8 .1 38 11 .90
Financial Performance

Effort 3.8 1.2 4.0 1.2 .04*

Power 3.7 1.2 3.8 1.4 27

Autonomy 3.5 1.2 3.5 1.3 A48
Support for Innovation 3.6 12 38 12 04%*
Individual Creativity 4.8 08 48 09 58
Employee Performance

Fundamental 5.2 0.6 5.1 0.7 .03*

Advance 5.2 0.7 5.1 0.7 34

Internalization 5.1 08 51 08 85

*p<.05

The t-test results revealed that there is no significant difference between two
types of organization regarding study variables except support for innovation,
“financial effort” dimension of financial performance and ‘“fundamental

performance” dimension of employee performance (Table 20).
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4.3 Correlation Analysis

Bivariate correlation was computed to depict the interrelationship among all the
study variables. For this reason Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients
were computed to assess relationship among exogenous variables of managerial
task performance, managerial contextual performance, and financial
performance; mediator variables of support for innovation and individual

creativity; endogenous variables of employee performance
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Table 21

Correlation Matrix of the Study Variables.

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 Managerial Task Performance 3.8 1.1
2 Managerial Contextual Performance 3.3 1.3 .88*
3 Financial Autonomy 35 13 .64* .62%*
4 Financial Effort 39 12  .78%* J1* 0 .63*
5  Financial Power 37 13 .66%* 60*% 71*  .69%*
6  Support for Innovation 3.7 1.2 81* 9% 54%  68*%  54%*
7 Individual Creativity 48 09  .20% 20%  19*%  25%  14*%  26%*
8  Fundamental Performance 51 0.6  .28%* A7% 0 18 28*  21*%  26% .54%*
9  Advance Performance 5.1 0.7 21%* A3* 0 14* 0 21 17* 21*  50*  73*
10  Internalization 51 08  42% J33*% 0 24%  38%  30*%  41*%  49%  70*  .64*

*p<.01



The correlation matrix on the Table 21 showed the relationship among
predictors, mediators and criterion variables. Theoretically expected result
revealed association of dependent variables; fundamental employee
performance, advance employee performance and internalization with each other

and with other study variables.

4.4 Measurement Models

In this section, measurement models of present study were tested with the help of
CFA. The chi-square statistics and the fit indices (CFI, NNFI, and RMSEA)

values were reported.

4.4.1 Individual Creativity Measurement Model

For the sample, CFA resulted in significant; y* value (693.9) and df was 65. On
the other hand CFI value of .92, NNFI value of .90, is below .95 and RMSEA
value was .116 which indicates poor fit (Jaccard & Wan, 1996; Hu & Bentler,
1999; Mac Callum, Browne & Sugawara, 1996). For this reason researcher
checked the modification indices (e.g. error covariances) of errors, and detected
the ones with high values (Arbuckle, 1999). The pairs with high error
covariances were £l-g2, €2- €3, €6- €7, €l1- €12, €12- €13. After wards related

error pairs were connected in the model. After the second run, RMSEA value
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decrease to .071 which indicates adequate model fit (Jaccard & Wan, 1996; Hu
& Bentler, 1999; Mac Callum, Browne Sugawara, 1996). In addition resulting
NNFI (.96) and CFI (.97) values supported this adequate model fit. This
indicates that CFA model for Individual Creativity Scale representing acceptable
fit. On the contrary CFA resulted in still significant y* value (281.1) and df was
59. But the researcher did not considered ¥ statistics since it is very sensitive to
sample size. Figure 6 represents the final CFA model with standardized

estimates ranged between .60 and .84.
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Figure 6 Single Factor CFA Models of ICS with Standardized Estimate

4.4.2 Support for Innovation Measurement Model
For the sample, CFA resulted in significant % value (329.2) and df was 26. On

the other hand CFI value of .92, NNFI value of .89, is well below .95 and

RMSEA value was .127 and this indicates poor fit (Jaccard & Wan, 1996; Hu &
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Bentler, 1999; Mac Callum, Browne Sugawara, 1996). For this reason researcher
checked the modification indices (e.g. error covariances) of errors, and detected
the ones with high wvalues (Arbuckle, 1999). The pairs with high error
covariances were €l-g2, €3-g4, €7-e8. After wards related error pairs were
connected in the model. After the second run, RMSEA value decrease to .073
which indicates adequate model fit (Jaccard & Wan, 1996; Hu & Bentler, 1999;

Mac Callum, Browne Sugawara, 1996).

In addition resulting NNFI (.97) and CFI (.98) values supported this adequate
model fit. This indicates that CFA model for Support for Innovation Scale
representing acceptable fit. On the contrary CFA resulted in still significant
value (114.9) and df was 24. But the researcher did not considered * statistics
since it is very sensitive to sample size. Figure 7 represents the final CFA model

with standardized estimates ranged between .58 and .85.
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4.4.3 Managerial Task Performance Measurement Model

For the sample, CFA resulted in significant y* value (557.7) and df was 65. On

the other hand CFI value of .93, NNFI value of .92, was below .95 and RMSEA
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value was .103 and this indicates poor fit (Jaccard & Wan, 1996; Hu & Bentler,
1999; Mac Callum, Browne Sugawara, 1996). For this reason researcher checked
the modification indices (e.g. error covariances) of errors, and detected the ones
with high values (Arbuckle, 1999). The pairs with high error covariances were
€2-€3, €7-€8, €5-¢l1, and €12-¢13. After wards related error pairs were connected
in the model. After the second run, RMSEA value decrease to .071 which
indicates adequate model fit (Jaccard & Wan, 1996; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Mac

Callum, Browne Sugawara, 1996).

In addition resulting NNFI (.96) and CFI (.97) values supported this adequate
model fit. This indicates that CFA model for Support for Innovation Scale
representing acceptable fit. On the contrary CFA resulted in still significant
value (285.5) and df was 61. But the researcher did not considered * statistics
since it is very sensitive to sample size. Figure 8 represents the final CFA model

with standardized estimates ranged between .75 and .86.
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4.4.4 Managerial Context Performance Measurement Model
For the sample, CFA resulted in significant % value (557.7) and df was 65. On

the other hand CFI value of .93, NNFI value of .92, are slightly below .95 and

RMSEA value vas .103 and this indicates poor fit (Jaccard & Wan, 1996; Hu &
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Bentler, 1999; Mac Callum, Browne Sugawara, 1996). For this reason researcher
checked the modification indices (e.g. error covariance) of errors, and detected
the ones with high values (Arbuckle, 1999) the pairs with high error covariances
were €2-€3, €7-e8, €5-¢l1, €5-¢9, and €12-¢13. After wards related error pairs
were connected in the model. After the second run, RMSEA value decrease to
.069 which indicates adequate model fit (Jaccard & Wan, 1996; Hu & Bentler,

1999; Mac Callum, Browne Sugawara, 1996).

In addition resulting NNFI (.96) and CFI (.97) values supported this adequate
model fit. This indicates that CFA model for Managerial Context Performance
Scale representing acceptable fit. On the contrary CFA resulted in still
significant y* value (267.1) and df was 60. But the researcher did not considered
¥ statistics since it is very sensitive to sample size. Figure 9 represent the final

CFA model with standardized estimates ranged between .57 and .86.
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4.4.5 Organizational Financial Performance Measurement Model

For the sample, CFA resulted in significant % value (301.5) and df was 51. On
the other hand CFI value of .96, NNFI value of .94, is close to .95 and RMSEA
value vas .83 and this indicates adequate fit (Jaccard & Wan, 1996; Hu &

Bentler, 1999; Mac Callum, Browne Sugawara, 1996). For this reason researcher
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checked the modification indices (e.g. error covariances) of errors, and detected
the ones with high values (Arbuckle, 1999) the pairs with high error covariances
were e4-€7, €9-¢12, €8-¢10. After wards related error pairs were connected in the
model. After the second run, RMSEA value decrease to .071 which indicates still
adequate model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Jaccard & Wan, 1996; Mac Callum,

Browne, & Sugawara, 1996) with better indices.

In addition resulting NNFI (.96) and CFI (.97) values supported this adequate
model fit. This indicates that CFA model for Financial Performance Scale
representing acceptable fit. On the contrary CFA resulted in still significant y*
value (267.1) and df was 60. But the researcher did not considered  statistics
since it is very sensitive to sample size. Figure 10 represents the final CFA

model with standardized estimates ranged between .65 and .86.
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4.4.6 Employee Performance Measurement Model

For the sample, CFA resulted in significant y* value (567.1) and df was 74. On
the other hand CFI value of .90, NNFI value of .88, is well below .95 and
RMSEA value vas .96 and this indicates poor fit (Jaccard & Wan, 1996; Hu &

Bentler, 1999; Mac Callum, Browne, & Sugawara, 1996). For this reason
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researcher checked the modification indices (e.g. error covariances) of errors,
and detected the ones with high values (Arbuckle, 1999). The pairs with high
error covariances were gl-€2, €2-€3, €3-g4, £3-g9, €1-¢9, €6-¢8, €10-¢13, €10-
ell, €12- €13. After wards related error pairs were connected in the model. After
the second run, RMSEA value decrease to .067 which indicates adequate model
fit (Jaccard & Wan, 1996; Hu & Bentler, 1999; Mac Callum, Browne Sugawara,

1996).

In addition resulting NNFI (.94) and CFI (.96) values supported this adequate
model fit. This indicates that CFA model for Employee Performance Scale
representing acceptable fit. On the contrary CFA resulted in still significant
value (150, 7) and df was 72. But the researcher did not considered ¥ statistics
since it is very sensitive to sample size. Figure 11 represents the final CFA

model with standardized estimates ranged between .69 and .79
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4.4.7 Latent Model Testing

The hypothesized latent variable model of the present study was tested with

AMOS 18. SEM analysis examines the whole model simultaneously by

assessing both direct and indirect effects among variables. This initial analysis
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was used to determine whether the model had obtained adequate fit for the

proposed model.

The SEM model presented in Figure 12 was tested using Amos 18. A set of
criteria and standards for the model fit were calculated to see if the proposed
model fit the data. Specifically, chi-square (y2), the ration of chi-square to its
degrees of freedom (x°/df), root means square of approximation (RMSEA), The
comparative fit index (CFI) and Bentler-Bonett non-normed fit index (NNFI)
which were explained in the data analysis section in Chapter 3 were used as

criteria for model fit.
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Table 22

Unstandardized Coefficients of Direct Paths in the Latent Model

Path Weight SE p
Support for Innovation from
Managerial Task Performance ,390 ,062 *kk
Financial Performance ,200 ,067 ,003
Managerial Context Performance ,294 ,042 Hok ok

Individual Creativity from
Support for Innovation ,138 ,043 ok
Financial Performance ,084 ,053 NS

Employee Performance from

Individual Creativity 371 ,022 *kk
Managerial Task Performance ,106 ,038 ,005
Financial Performance ,014 ,046 NS

*#% P<.01; and NS: Not Significant

According to the Table 22, paths hypothesized from managerial task
performance to support for innovation, financial performance to support for
innovation and managerial contextual performance to support for innovation are

statistically significant.
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Table 22 also shows that path hypothesized from support for innovation to
individual creativity is significant. However hypothesized path from financial

performance to individual creativity is not significant.

Table 23

Standardized indirect effects in the Latent Model.

MCP MTP FP SFI IC
IC 07 ,06 03 ,00 ,00
EP 04 03 07 11 ,00
FUN-EP 22 03 ,09 ,09 49
ADV-EP 21 03 08 ,09 46
INT 21 03 ,08 ,09 45

Beside that although hypothesized paths from individual creativity to employee
performance and Managerial Task Performance to Employee Performance are
significant (p<.05) the path drawn from financial performance to employee

performance is not significant (p>.05)

The following table summarizes the goodness of fit statistic of hypothesized

model before and after modification.
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Table 24

Summary of Goodness of Fit Statistics for the Latent Model

Model Parameters v df */df CFI NNFI RMSEA
Hypothesized 38 21440 28 7.6 96 .94 .096
model
Modified 40 13985 26 53 98 .96 079
model

In the hypothesized model y* value (214.4), df was 28, the ratio of y* /df is 7.6
and the fit indicates were; CFI value of. 96, NNFI value 0f.94 and RMSEA value
of .96 and this indicates poor model fit (Jaccard & Wan, 1996). The researcher
checked the modification indices (e.g. error covariances) of errors. After
connecting the errors variances (gl- €2) of power and autonomy sub-dimensions
in financial performance (Arbuckle, 1999), 5 value decrease to (139.85), df was
26, and the fit indicates were; CFI value of. 98, NNFI value 0of.96 and RMSEA

value of .79 and this indicates adequate model fit (Jaccard & Wan, 1996).
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Path A: The relationship between financial performance and support for
innovation was positive and significant (3=.17), implying that non-profit sport
organizations with higher financial performance were more likely to provide

support for innovation.

Path B: The relationship between managerial task performance and support for
innovation was significant and positive (B=.32), indicating that employees
perceived higher support for innovation in their organizations which had higher

managerial task performance.

Path C: The relationship between managerial contextual performance and
support for innovation was significant and positive (3=.38), suggesting that
employees perceived higher support for innovation in non-profit sport

organizations which had higher managerial contextual performance.

Path D: The relationship between organizational financial performance and
individual creativity was not significant (3=.10), indicating that employees’
individual creativity was not related to organizational financial performance in

non-profit sport organizations.
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Path E: The relationship between support for innovation and individual creativity
was positive and significant (B=.19), meaning that employees’ individual
creativity was higher in non-profit sport organizations which had higher support

for innovation.

Path F: The relationship between managerial contextual performance and
employee performance was significant and positive (3=.21), suggesting that
employees were more likely to have higher performance in non-profit sport

organizations which had higher managerial contextual performance.

Path G: The relationship between organizational financial performance and
employee performance was not significant (8=.02), indicating that employees’
individual performance was not related to organizational financial performance

in non-profit sport organizations.

Path H: The relationship between individual creativity and employee
performance was significant and positive (=.56), indicating that employee who
had higher individual creativity were more likely to have higher performance in

non-profit sport organizations.
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4.5 Summary of the Results

The hypothesized latent model consists of six main variables. These are
organizational financial performance, managerial task performance, managerial
contextual performance, and support for innovation, individual creativity and
employee performance. Organizational financial performance, managerial task
performance, managerial contextual performance was hypothesized to be
mediated by support for innovation and individual creativity when predicting
employee performance. All variables purposefully put in the model were clearly
selected with literature support. Structural Equation Modeling Analysis (SEM)
revealed that the model adequately describes the data and the fit indicates were
all within the acceptable threshold. The latent model accounted for 44 %
variance in employee performance. These results suggested that support for
innovation and individual creativity significantly mediate the effects of
managerial task performance, managerial contextual performance and
organizational financial performance on employee performance. Further, the
model accounted for 68% variance in support for innovation, 0.7% variance in

individual creativity.
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CHAPTER 5

“Everything flows and nothing abides, everything gives way and nothing stays

fixed.”

-Heraclitus-

DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter discusses the findings and presents conclusions that can be drawn
from the analysis of the data. In addition, implications for practice were

presented, and recommendations for further research were suggested.

5.1 General Discussion

Performance of the organizations has been discussed under the categories of
open systems, resource dependence, contingency, population ecology and etc. in
different theoretical frameworks (Papadimitriou, 1998). Most of non-profit sport
organizations in Turkey are externally dependent and dominated by

governmental pressures. Increased government involvement in sport has resulted
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in more bureaucratized organizational structures (Macintosh, Bedeski, & Franks,
1987). Further, most of the non-profit sport organizations in Turkey are public
organizations and financially dependent on government. This dependency
affected the managerial decision making and human resource management

systems.

Public organizations in Turkey are often associated with waste of resources,
ineffectiveness, unproductiveness and second class services (Dogar, 1997).
Consequently, a vital reconstruction in managerial standpoints and funding
system are proposed for providing contemporary service quality and stakeholder
satisfaction. According to Slack and Parent (2006), sport organizations should
adapt themselves to environmental and technological changes to resist
institutional rigidity which maintains status quo (McNulty and Ferlie, 2004). The
forces activating organizational change in the sport industry are rather varied and
complex (Peachey, 2009). Aaker (1995) proposed two types of demands for
change in sport organizations. External demands for change involve fluctuating
economic situations, technological advances in manufacturing of sport
equipment and an increased public interest in sport and leisure. Internal
demands, on the other hand, include an emphasis on service quality, a shift to

self-managed teams and demands for flexible operating procedures.
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Serarslan (1989) specifies the term autonomy as a contemporary solution to get
the flexible operational procedures and meet the expectation of both internal and
external demands for sport organizations. The main idea behind organizational
autonomy 1is providing high quality of sport products and services to enhance
popularity of sport. As a result, non-profit sport organizations can compete with
private sector in generating capital (Klein 2001; Smart 2005) and high quality
services and products. Although financial and politic dependencies are
considered as major issues for non-profit sport organizations, these external
influences are not real constraints for internal productivity and effectiveness
(DiMaggio & Powell, 1991; Meyer & Rowan, 1991; Zucker, 1988). The
increased attention in productivity and effectiveness by means of financial and
non financial performance measures in non-profit organizations have gained
importance enormously in recent decades (Hoque, 2004). As it is closely related
to organizational performance, human resource management specialists focus
their attention on evaluating the performance of public service employees
(Riccucci, & Lurie, 2001). The performance evaluation involves various issues,
including an organization’s ability to link pay to performance, new technologies
for evaluating performance, and the problems and pitfalls of using individual
performance evaluations as a basis for taking formal actions against poor

performers (Daley, 1999; Gabris & Thrke, 2000).

110



The aim of present study was to develop a model of employee performance from
the perspective of support for innovation and individual creativity inspired from
various models presented in literature. This model intended to provide valuable
information to increase efficiency of non-profit sport organizations in coping

with external and internal pressures.

The proposed model involved managerial task performance, managerial
contextual performance, and organizational financial performance as exogenous
variables. Support for innovation and individual creativity were both mediators
and endogenous variables. Additionally, employee performance was identified as
the endogenous variable which was hypothesized to be predicted by exogenous

variables through the mediators.

Results of SEM revealed that hypothesized relationship in the model was to large
extend supported. Except for two non-significant pathways, the hypothesized
model did meet the criteria for model fit with adequate fit indices threshold.
Results revealed that the paths from financial performance to employee
performance and financial performance to individual creativity were positive but
not statistically significant. On the contrary, other paths were positive and
significant. The factors in the latent model accounted 44% of the variance in

employee performance. In addition, the model accounted for 68% variance in
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support for innovation, 0.7% variance in individual creativity. Overall, it can be
argued that current study provided evidence for the importance of mediating role
of support for innovation and individual creativity between financial, managerial
and employee performance. The following section discusses these results in line

with previous studies in the literature.

5.1.1 OFP and SI

It was predicted that the Path A in Figure 1, would be statistically significant.
Findings revealed that the direct relationship between financial performance and
support for innovation was found to be significant. These results are consistent
with the literature suggesting that organizational financial resources are essential
for providing support to innovative activities (Camison-Zornoza, Lapiedra-
Alcami, Segarra-Cipres & Boronat- Navarro, 2004; Gassmann & Zedtwitz,
2003). According to Hoegl, Gibbert and Mazurskyc (2008) financial resources
are critical in organizations for experimenting, idea generation and selection,
customer surveys, collaboration with suppliers and technology partners, and

prototype testing, which result in innovation performance.

Innovations of service quality in PDYS by means of product innovation are one

of the costly activities due to several reasons. First of all, many in-door and out-
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door facilities for public use, free of charge requires large financial support for
their repairs and maintenance. In this way, people would use safe and more
hygienic facilities for exercising. Facilities in favorable conditions would attract
more people to participate in physical activities. This would serve the purpose of
non-profit sports organizations. Second, it is also important to pay attention to
employment gap in PDY'S as the result of economic crises and austerity policies.
The gap increases the work load of employees and decreases the innovation

capacity for service quality.

D-SPES, on the other hand, is trying to survive with outdated laboratories and
libraries, insufficient number of sport halls and areas which decreases the quality
of education. However, need for well educated professionals for sport industry
increases all over the world. Quality education will provide better job

opportunities in different segments of sport industry.

Financial performance is also an important resource for process innovation by
means of new technology or operation system in both D-SPES and PDYS. While
computer classes with internet access, human performance labs, and electronic
libraries are all related with technologies providing quality and contemporary

education in D-SPES, electronic scoreboards, fitness and performance
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development halls, automatic turf irrigation systems, electronic lightings and

billboards are new technologies manufactured for smart sport facilities.

With the increase of incomes, business values and techniques will be used more
frequently by the organizations. These activities will reduce the impact of

external pressure on non-profits sport organizations which is called autonomy.

5.1.2 MTP and SI

It was predicted that the path B in Figure 1, would be statistically significant.
Findings revealed that the direct relationship between managerial task
performance and support for innovation was found to be significant which is
consistent with the literature. The managerial task performance is related with
behaviors that contribute to the core transformation and maintenance activities in
an organization, such as producing products, selling merchandise, acquiring
inventory, managing subordinates, or delivering services (Motowidlo & Schmit,
1999). It was noted that managers influence employee to adapt to the
implementation of an organizational innovation (Barton & Deschamps, 1998).
Lin, Lin, Song, & Li, (2011) particularly examined the roles of managerial
incentive scheme and characteristics in affecting research and development

activities in firm. They found that the presence of CEO incentive schemes
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increases both corporate innovation effort and innovation performance.
According to Slack (1997), innovation is one of the major requirements of all
sport organizations due to the rapid changes in market condition, products,
services delivery, administrative process and technologies. For this reason
managers should earnestly plan micro and macro level strategies for innovating
non-profit sport organizations. In fact strategic planning has been a major issue
for public organizations and considerable amount of studies were carried out in
D-SPES and PDYS. Majority of the strategic plans involves presenting current
organizational situations and estimated future needs. The main deficiency of the
strategic plans is lack of suggestion and implications for future conditions.
Managers, who have higher task performance, may design the organizations for
future conditions by creating innovative environment, and motivating employee
to adapt to this innovation process. According to the result of the study
conducted by Chen and Huang, (2009) there is a significant positive relationship

between innovation performance and strategic HR practices.

The results of present study suggest that leaders may increase organizational
performance by means of managerial task performance by promoting innovation
in D-SPES and PDYS. Therefore, leadership styles and techniques are important
aspects of managerial performance when support for innovation is being

discussed. Giimiisliioglu and Ilsev (2009) stated that managers who have
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transformational leadership features have strong influence on organizational
innovation as transformational leaders are future oriented and open-minded (Harris,
1985). In the similar vein Yilmaz and Karahan (2010) found that vision-oriented
leadership behaviors have positive effect on employee performance. Managerial or
leader performance in using charisma, individualized consideration, inspiration, and

intellectual stimulation may enhance employees’ capacity to innovate and change.

5.1.3 MCP and SI

It was predicted that the path C in Figure 1, would be statistically significant.
Findings revealed that the direct relationship between managerial contextual
performance and support for innovation was found to be significant. The
association between these two concepts demonstrates the effects of
organizational climate and culture on support for innovation in D-SPES and

PDYS.

The findings support the notation that supportive climate and innovative culture
are important conditions for non-profit sport organizations in order to adapt
environmental changes and increase organizational performance. Supportive
climate includes effective communication, organizational transparencies,

participative decision making, and transformational leadership and so on.
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Innovative culture on the other hand refers to an environment where creative

thinking is strongly encouraged.

Innovative organizations require employees who searches for new opportunities;
takes risk, and collaborate well with others. Innovative organizations also require
leaders who will work to create innovative environments and will guide and
promote innovative behaviors. The result of the present study proposed that
managerial contextual performance and support for innovation are related in
non-profit sport organizations. Therefore, it is possible to suggest that with the
increase managerial contextual performance, employees will perceive higher

support for innovation in D-SPES and PDYS.

5.1.4 OFP and IC

It was predicted that the path D in Figure 1, would be statistically significant.
However finding revealed that the direct relationship between organizational
financial performance and individual creativity was found to be non-significant.
This result suggests that individual creativity of employees in non-profit sport
organizations were not related to organizational financial performance. There
might be several explanations for this finding. First of all, creativity is a highly

individual characteristic which is associated with intelligence, cognitive style,
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and personality characteristics (Amabile, 1989). Next; there are some
contextual-situational factors that promote individual or team creativity in the
organizations (Amabile et al., 1996; Isaksen, Lauer, & Ekvall, 1999; Oldham &
Cummings, 1996; Tierney et al., 1999; Woodman, Sawyer, & Griffin, 1993).
Third, environmental conditions and socio-emotional support have important
effects on employee creativity (Oldham & Cummings, 1996; Scott & Bruce,

1994).

5.1.5 SI and IC

It was predicted that the path E in Figure 1, would be statistically significant.
Findings revealed that the direct relationship between support for innovation and
individual creativity was found to be significant. This result provided further
evidence for the ongoing interest by the researcher in the relationship between
these two. According to the study of Isaksen and Lauer (2002) there is high
correlation between organizational climate and individual creativity. In another
study, Dul and Ceylan (2011) present a conceptual framework for the effect of
personal, social-organizational and physical factors on employee creativity. They
proposed that creative work environment enhances creative performance. Hsu
and Fun (2010) conducted another study with 2,250 research and development

employees from four Taiwanese national research institutions to investigate the
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effect of organizational innovation climate on employee creativity. Result of
their study revealed that organizational innovation climate positively affected
employee creative outcomes. These results are consistent with the result of
present study. D-SPES and PDYS have too many responsibilities and duties to
perform under various conditions with several constraints and dependencies. In
meeting the demand of stakeholders and public needs, they should generate
micro and macro level solutions and suggestions for contemporary problems. For
this reason it is important to motivate employees to reveal their creativity in
order to produce creative solutions and suggestions. The result of the current
study confirm that support for innovation, a perception of creating an open,
participative and progressive climate (Anderson & West, 1998; Burningham &
West, 1995; Mathisen & Einarsen, 2004; Siegel & Kaemmerer, 1978) provides

an essential environment for generating creative ideas.

5.1.6 MCP and EP

It was predicted that the path F in Figure 1, would be statistically significant.
Findings revealed that the direct relationship between managerial contextual
performance and employee performance was found to be significant which is
consistent with the literature. Managerial contextual performance is related with

the behaviors that contribute to the culture and climate of the organization
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(Beffort & Hattrup, 2003) which are influential in increasing employee
performance (Spruill, 2008). According to Biswas (2010) communication and
transparency are two important subjects in constructing positive culture and
climate. Effective communication which is defined as receiving information,
understanding rules, regulations, and missions which needed to participate and
make quality decision (Hackman & Oldham, 1980; Randolph, 1995) is crucial in
organizations in order to create a mutually understanding relationship between
the managers and employees. Transparency, on the other hand, refers to the
visibility in the functions of the organizations (e.g. accounting, recruiting, and

promotions) for its stakeholders.

Although D-SPES and PDYS may differ in their mission, employee
characteristics and managerial perspective, they are both non-profit
governmental organizations which are managed with strict rules and regulations.
Based on the findings of current study it is possible to suggest that in these
organizations, managers should take initiatives in order to innovate and change
climate and culture. The voluntarism for taking such initiatives is related with
the leadership style of the managers and correlated with managerial contextual

performance.
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In addition to these participative decision making and performance-based
rewarding also play important roles in organizational climate and culture. In non-
sport organizations performance base rewarding systems is not possible at the
moment due to present laws and the regulations, but it is practicable to use
participative decision making in the organizations. With an effective use of the
boards in D-SPES and commissions in PDYS, there will be an increase in
communication and knowledge participation which in turn increase employees’

performance.

5.1.7 OFP and EP

It was predicted that the path G in Figure 1, would be statistically significant.
However, findings revealed that the direct relationship between financial
performance and employee performance was found to be non-significant. This
result suggests that employees’ performance in non-profit sport organizations
were not related to organizational financial performance, which is inconsistent
with previous literature. In the literature, organizational financial success
appeared as having potential link to positive outcomes for employees (Isen &
Baron, 1991). Johnson, Davis and Albright (2009) proposed that positive
attitudes about organizational financial performance should be translated into

positive individual behaviors that would contribute to a firm’s success. This
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translation is generally related with the context of the organization. The main
point in this context is the level of benefits employees get from this financial
success. Participative decision making in planning and using organizational
resources are the examples of the benefits. However, the salaries of the
employees in non-profit sport organizations are decided by the government and
employees can not directly get benefit from the organizational income. The
managers have no initiative to reward outstanding performance directly by using
any separate fund. According to the civil servants law, managers can only
nominate the good performers to be rewarded by the higher authority. Because
this takes a long period and might be related to subjective evaluations, it
decreases the value of reward and motivation of the employee. Therefore, it can
be argued that this situation may function to decrease the association between
organizational financial performance and employee performance. In a private
sector, on the other hand, which aims to increase the income of the firm, the
employees might be given more opportunities to affect directly the financial
actions of the organizations. In other words, companies pay bigger amounts to
their employees and expect better performance. In public sector, overtime works
are the only way to get some extra payment but this would not be the real
indicator of getting benefits from the organizational financial performance.
Therefore, although literature suggests a link between organizational financial

performance and employee performance, there might be some other factors that
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mediate this link in non-profit sport organizations. In this sense, the current
findings provide some practical/managerial applications for these organizations.
The strict rules and regulations and the pressure of government on non-profit
sector constrain autonomous use of funds and incomes. Managers do not have
initiative to reward employees financially for their better performance.
Therefore, employees may not be motivated for better performance by increase

in organizational financial performance.

5.1.8 IC and EP

It was predicted that the path H in Figure 1, would be statistically significant.
Findings revealed that the direct relationship between individual creativity and
employee performance was found to be significant. These findings are consistent
with the literature. In the study of Oldham and Cummings (1996) creativity and
employee performance were positively correlated with each other. Similarly, the
results of the study conducted by Gong, Huang and Farh (2009) also support
these results that employees’ creativity relates positively to supervisory ratings
of their job performance. Ying (2008) found that individual creativity mediated

individual work performance and subjective career satisfaction.
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According to the Zhou, (2003) and George and Zhou (2002) creativity is very
important concept in organizations for providing competitive advantage in their
sector, adaptation to environmental changes, sustainability of the resources.
Creativity is also a key individual characteristic of managers and employees
working in non-profit sport organizations in order for programming, fundraising,
marketing, budgeting and many other areas (Anderson & College, 1992). When
employees perform creatively, they suggest new ideas or procedures which

possibly increase organizational performance (Woodman et al., 1993).

In order to deal with several duties and responsibilities, individual creativity is
also an important resource for D-SPES and PDYS. Employees and managers
should find creative solutions for unexpected situations such overlapping exams
or tournament schedules, accidental delays in competitions, sudden changes in
weather condition, and troubles in photocells and so on. Providing creative
solutions for unexpected problems triggers creative thinking which results in

better performance in organization.
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5.2 Mediating Role of Support for Innovation & Individual Creativity

It was predicted that the paths A, E, & H: (Organizational Financial Performance
to Support for Innovation to Individual Creativity to Employee Performance); C,
E, & H: (Managerial Contextual Performance to Support for Innovation to
Individual Creativity to Employee Performance); B, E, & H: (Managerial Task
Performance to Support for Innovation to Individual Creativity to Employee
Performance); E & H: (Support for Innovation to Individual Creativity to
Employee Performance); A & E: (Organizational Financial Performance to
Support for Innovation to Individual Creativity); C & E: (Managerial Contextual
Performance to Support for Innovation to Individual Creativity); B & E:
(Managerial Task Performance to Support for Innovation Support to Individual
Creativity), D & H: (Organizational Financial Performance to Individual
Creativity to Employee Performance in Figure 1, would be statistically
significant. Findings revealed that the indirect relationships of managerial
contextual performance with employee performance, and individual creativity,
the indirect relationship of organizational financial performance with individual
creativity; the indirect relationship of managerial task performance with
individual creativity and employee performance; the indirect relationship of
support for innovation with employee performance was found to be significance.

Findings revealed that although the indirect relationship between financial
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performance and employee performance was significant with the mediation of
support for innovation and individual creativity, the indirect relationship between

two was not-significant when mediator was only individual creativity.

These results gave further evidence for the assertion that creativity and
innovation are very essential process for organizational success, efficiency and
survival (Ekvall, 1999). Researchers have continuously focused their attention
on ideal work environments and climates that may promote innovation and
creativity in order to increase employee performance (Mathisen, Einarsen,
Jorstad & Bronnick, 2004). According to Scott and Bruce (1994) organizational
climate largely affects followers' creativity. Literature strongly emphasize
variables such as setting clear goals and objectives, constructing supportive and
challenging environment, freedom and autonomy in carrying out the task and the
duties, encouraging creativity, initiative and risk taking, promoting creative
performance, rewarding success and effort, which was found supportive for
creativity and creative performance in non-profit sport organizations (Amabile,

Conti, Coon, Lazenby & Herron, 1996)

Support for innovation is a key factor for presenting and implementing creative

ideas within an organization (Amabile et al., 1996). The result of presenting

study suggested that the degree of support for innovation is related with the

126



managerial performance in non-profit sport organization since it is an outcome
of various managerial processes. Managers are the main authority in guiding
these processes. Their performance determines the impact of providing

supportive environment for innovation which in turn, increases creativity.

The result of the present study put emphasis on financial performance in
providing capital for constructing infrastructure to support for innovation
process. Additionally, organizational financial performance is a key factor in
meeting the expectation of employees for providing better work conditions,

technological support and essential sources for projects and creative ideas.

In this study managerial performance (task and contextual) and organizational
financial performance were hypothesized as enhancing factor for employee
performance in non-profit sport organizations. The finding in this study
suggested that in order to increase the impact of managerial and financial
performance on employee performance; managers should focus their attention on
the factors that directly related employee’s interest and benefits. The findings of

the study lay stress on the role of support for innovation and creativity.

In non-profit sport organization support for innovation and creativity had

prominent role in terms of being mediator between managerial, financial and
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employee performance. According to the evidence presenting result provided
support for innovation does not only reflects managerial and financial
performance but also increases individual creativity, as an important determinant

of employee performance.

5.3 Implication for Practice

Several implications may be drawn from the findings of the present study. The
present study explored the role of several organizational, managerial, and
individual variables in non-profit sport organizations in predicting employee
performance. Therefore, the present study has the potential to generate
meaningful information for understanding the direct and indirect effects of
managerial task performance, managerial contextual performance, and
organizational financial performance on employee performance. On the other
hand the study also hypothesized support for innovation and individual creativity

as a potential mediator in predicting employee performance.

It is clear that non-profit sport organizations, today, are trying to deal adequately
with their increasing social responsibilities and overcome multifaceted
restrictions on their strategic and financial activities (Lio & Hull, 2006). Due to

competitive pressure of sector forces and rising public needs, non-profit sports
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organizations have to increase their performance. The current study emphasizes
innovation and change as key concepts for non-profit organizations to increase

their performance and efficiency.

This study suggests that starting point of the organizational change is managerial
innovation. According to the Buckler (1997), innovation is a culture which
exists in a company. In this culture innovative behavior among members of the
organization is strongly stimulated by the managers and owners who encourage
risk taking and challenge employees to use creative approach to work (Ahmed,
1998). A sustainable support for organizational innovation requires a changeover
in managerial philosophy. For instance support for innovation requires
participative decision-making, transformational leadership practices, being
patience, mutual understanding, transparency, and so on. The success in
establishing these regulations becomes an indicator of managerial performance.
High performance manager impacts organizations in two ways. Managers with
high task performance carry out effective human resource management and
proper leadership. On the other hand managers with higher contextual
performance show success in constituting an ideal work environments and
climates that may promote innovation and creativity in order to increase

employee performance and organizational efficiency.
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Results of the study also deals with financial processes as the result of
organizational behaviors expressed in terms of increased budgets and
sustainability. According to the finding of the present study, organizational
financial performance increase support for innovation and managers should be in
search of increasing budget in non-profit organizations. With the flow of capital
it would be possible to promote projects, ideas and research and development

activities.

The results of the present study also provide valuable cues for managers and
human resource specialist about increasing employee. The main idea of this
study is to emphasize the importance of supporting organizational innovation to
create an environment that promotes employee performance in non-profit sport
organization. The non-significance relation between organizational financial
performance and individual creativity shows that support for innovation is a key
factor for presenting and implementation of creative ideas within an organization

(Amabile et.al, 1996).

The present study proposes that organization financial performance is not a
significant direct determinant of employee performance in non-profit sport
organizations. This is another crucial point of the study. In non-profit

organizations rewarding by extra payment is not possible with present laws and
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regulations. So that indirect rewarding system should be developed by providing
technological resources for projects and ideas, creating an opportunity for in-
service education, providing self-development courses, and providing more free

time for generating creative ideas.

Findings of the study relate the organizational innovation with employee
performance in the model presented in this study. In this model managerial
performance and financial performance, significantly predict employee
performance. But the mediators in this prediction are innovative and creative

climate and culture of the organization.

5.4 Recommendations for Future Research

The present study attempts to investigate the role of support for innovation and
individual creativity between managerial, organizational and individual factors
in non-profit sport organization, findings of which provide number of
recommendations for future research. In the present study the main approach was

to measure the moderating effects of support for innovation and individual
creativity between various perceived performance indicators in non-profit sport
organizations. However, there are additional factors that may affect employee

performance such as empowerment, organizational justice, job satisfaction,
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organizational commitment and so on. Although managerial task performance
and managerial contextual performance have various items in order to measure
these issues in this study, it can be recommended to measure these issues with

independent scales in future studies.

In the present study, individual perceptions were measured. In future studies, it is
better to deal with objective performance indicators (i.e. number of innovative
projects and creative ideas, amount of bugged for research and development) in
order to have more reliable results. Researches with larger number of
populations would strengthen the findings of the study. Future studies should
cover non-profit and for profit sport organizations to compare potential
differences in both individual and organizational level. In addition carrying out
future studies with different segments (i.e. sport media, sports performance,
sports production and sports promotion) might also provide fruitful findings to
better understand of innovation and change approach in sport. Finally, it is
recommended to use more sophisticated analysis like Hierarchical Linear
Modeling (HLM) in future studies to evaluate individual level analysis and

organizational level analysis simultaneously.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

MEASURES

A- Inovasyon Destek Anketi

A o

Yaraticilik bu isyerinde cesaretlendiriliyor.

Yoneticimiz bizim yaratici diisiincemize saygi gosteriyor.

Bu orgiit esnek ve siirekli degisime adapte olan bir orgiittiir.

Bu orgiit degisime acik ve uyumludur.

Bu igyerinde yeni fikirlerin gelistirilmesine her zaman destek verilir.
Bu igyerinde yenilik i¢in yeterince kaynak ayrilmaktadir.

Bu igyerinde yaratici fikirleri gelistirmek icin yeterli zaman mevcuttur.
Bu igyerinde yaratici fikir tiretebilmem i¢in bana mesai saatlerinde bos
zaman veriliyor.

Bu igyerinde 6diil sistemi yaraticili1 cesaretlendiriyor.

B- Bireysel Yaraticihk Anketi

A U o

Isimde orijinallik gdsteririm.

Mevcut yontem ve araglar i¢in yeni kullanim alanlar1 bulurum.
Yeni lirlin ya da siirecler i¢in uygun alanlar arastiririm.

Ise iliskin yeni ama uygulanabilir fikirler iiretirim.

Yaraticilik i¢in iyi bir 6rnek olustururum.

Hedeflere ulasmada yeni yollar 6neririm.

Performansi iyilestirmek i¢in yeni ve uygulanabilir fikirler tiretirim
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8. Yeni teknolojiler, siirecler, teknik veya {irlinler arastiririm.

9. Kaliteyi ylikseltmek i¢in yeni yollar 6neririm.

10. Yaratic fikirler igin iyi bir kaynagim.

11. Yeni fikirleri digerlerine aktarir ve savunuculugunu yaparim.

12. Yeni fikirlerin uygulanmasinda uygun plan ve programlari gelistiririm.

13. Problemlere yaratict ¢oziimler bulurum.

C- Operasyonel Yonetim Performansi1 Anketi

—

Kurumda ¢aliganlarin terfileri performanslarina gore belirlenir.
Calisanlar kurumla ilgili konularda s6z sahibidir.

Kurumda demokratik liderlik tipi benimsenmistir.

Calisanlara performanslart ile ilgili siirekli geribildirim verilmektedir
Kurum kendi ¢alisanlarini se¢ebilme yetkisine sahiptir

Kurumsal gelisim ¢ok yonlii bir sekilde 6l¢iilmektedir.

Kurumda adil bir yiikselme ve ddiillendirme sistemi vardir.

Kurumda ¢aligsanlarin pozisyonlar1 yeteneklerine gore belirlenir.

A S A U o

Kurumda ¢aliganlarin motivasyonu siirekli yiiksek tutulmaktadir.

—_
o

. Kurumda gerceklestirilen faaliyetler ¢calisanlarina gore anlamli ve
onemlidir.

11. Kurum ¢aliganlarin1 6zenle seger.

12. Kurumda etkili bir yonetim sistemi vardir.

13. Kurum sahip oldugu bilgi ve deneyimleri ¢alisanlarina basari ile aktarir.

D- Yapisal Yonetim Performansi Anketi

1. Kurumun degerleri agik ve anlasilabilirdir.

2. Kurumun hedefleri acik ve anlagilabilirdir.
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Kurumda etkili bir planlama sistemi vardir.
Kurum igi disiplin amacina uygundur.
Kurumda ¢ok yonlii bir iletisim ag1 vardir.
Kurumda is ahlaki gelismistir.

Kurum paydas/miisteri memnuniyeti odaklidir.

Kurum yenilikgiligi ve teknolojik gelismeleri desteklemektedir.

A S R O

Kurumun ¢evresel degisimlere duyarli bir stratejisi vardir.

10. Kurumsal iletisim siireklidir.

11. Kurumda ¢alisanlar arasinda karsilikli anlayis ve saygi vardir.
12. Kurumun hedefleri ulasilabilirdir.

13. Kurumda ¢alismak mutluluk vericidir.

E-Kurumsal Finans Performansi1 Anketi

1. Kurum sahip oldugu finansal kaynaklari en iyi sekilde degerlendirir.

2. Kurumda finansal girdilerin ve ¢iktilarin kontrolii 6zenle yapilir.

3. Kurum finansal kaynaklarini artirmak i¢in resmi kurumlarla isbirligi
yapar.

4. Kurum paydaslarinin / miisterilerinin taleplerini karsilayacak yatirimlari
yapabilecek finansal yeterlilige sahiptir.

5. Kurum kendisine benzer kurumlarla karsilastirildiginda finansal olarak
daha iyi konumdadir.

6. Kurum "kurumsal hedeflerini" gergeklestirecek finansal kaynaklara
sahiptir.

7. Kurumun finansal giicii diizenli olarak artmaktadir.

8. Kurum finans kaynaklarini artirmak i¢in 6zel kurum ve kisilerle isbirligi
yapar.

9. Kurum finans kaynaklarinin biiylik kismini kendisi yaratir.
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10. Kurum kendi finans kaynaklarini 6zgiirce kullanabilme yetkisine sahiptir.
11. Kurumun gelecege yonelik bagimsiz finansal stratejileri vardir.

12. Kurum teknolojik gelismeleri takip edecek finansal giice sahiptir.

F-Calisan Performansi1 Anketi

1. Meslegimle ilgili giincel bilgi ve gelismeleri takip ederim.
Gorevlerimi dogru ve standartlara uygun yaparim.
Is ortamindaki iliskilerimde dengeli ve tutarliyim.

Is arkadaslarima kars1 saygili ve anlayisliyim.

A

Ortaya koydugum is ve performansimla ilgili elestiri ve
degerlendirmelere agigim.

6. Gerektiginde grup calismalarina kolayca adapte olabilirim.
7. Sorunlara hizli ve basarili bir sekilde ¢oziim tliretirim.

8. Kisisel yeteneklerimi is hayatimda basartyla kullanirim.

9. Isimin gerektirdigi teknolojik gelismeleri takip ederim.

10. Kurumun amag ve hedeflerini desteklemekteyim.

11. Kurumu her ortamda 6zenle temsil ederim.

12. Kuruma karst sorumluluk duygum gelismistir.

13. Kuruma kars1 baglilik duygum gelismistir.

14. Oz degerlendirme yaparak kendimi siirekli gelistiririm.
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APPENDIX B

TURKISH SUMMARY

TURKCE OZET

KAR GUTMEYEN SPOR KURUMLARINDA CALISAN
PERFORMANSININ YORDANMASI: YONETIM VE FINANS
PERFORMANSININ ROLU, INOVASYON DESTEGI VE BiREYSEL

YARATICILIGIN ARABULUCULUK ROLU

1. GIRIS

Sosyal hayatin ve popiiler kiiltiiriin 6nemli bir parcasi olan spor, insan hayati i¢in
faydali bir serbest zaman aktivitesi, is hayati i¢in ise onemli bir ekonomik
degerdir (Miller, Lawrence, McKay ve Rowe, 2001). Spor kendine has
ozellikleriyle, insanlarin bireysel ve sosyal gelisiminde sadece sporun
verebilecegi onemli katkilar saglamaktadir. Frey ve Eitzen’e (1991) gore spor;

birbirine zit bir¢ok kavramlari ayni anda miikkemmel bir uyum igerisinde
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barindirabilir. Spor tiim farkliliklari, mesafeleri, diigmanliklari, dnyargilar1 asip

ayn1 hedefler ve niyetler adina insanlar1 bir araya getiren essiz bir giice sahiptir.

Uluslararas1 spor kuruluglarinin, spor karsilagsmalarin ve turnuvalarin artmasi,
bununla paralel olarak ulusal ve uluslararasi spor medyasindaki gelismeler,
sporun popiiler olmasii 6nemli dlglide hizlandirmistir (Maguire, 1999). Bu ilgi
cekici alana sicak paranin akmasi, spor yoneticilerinin is hayatina 6zel bilgi ve
teknikleri bu alanda kullanmalarina neden olmus, sporun, sporcunun ve spor
seyircisinin ekonomik bir deger kazanmasina olanak tanimistir. Yiiksek kaliteli
miisabakalar ve sporcular, sporun marka degerini artirmis, ihtisamh agiliglar ve
kutlamalar, yildiz sporculara olan hayranlik ve taraftarlik duygusu bir spor
miisterisi kimligi yaratmig (Bauer, Sauer ve Schmitt, 2005; Klein 2001; Smart
2005) ve sporu milyar dolarlarla ifade edilen bir endiistriye doniistiirmiistiir

(Hums, Barr ve Qullion, 1999; Pedersen, Miloch ve Laucella, 2007).

Onlarca farkli organizasyondan olusan spor endiistrisini, daha detayli incelemek
adma otoriteler spor bilimciler farkli gruplara ayrilmaktadir. Park ve Queterman
(2003) spor endiistrisini  ii¢ farkli sekilde simiflandirmaktadir. Birinci
siniflandirma Pitts, Fielding ve Miller (1994) tarafindan gelistirilen; iirtin ve
alictya gore smiflandirma  seklidir. Bu siniflandirmada spor endiistrisi;

performans sinifi, liretim smifi, 6zendirme sinifi adi altinda {i¢ ana gruba
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ayrilmaktadir. Meek (1997) ise spor endiistrisini sektorlere gore siniflandirmastir.
Bunlar, spor eglence sektorii, spor iirlin ve servis sektorii ve yardimci
organizasyonlar olarak adlandirilmaktadirlar. Son siniflandirma Li, Hofacre ve
Mahony (2001) tarafindan gelistirilen spor aktivite modelidir. Bu modelde spor
organizasyonlari; spor aktivitesi lireten, bu aktivitelere iirlin ve hizmet saglayan
ve bu aktivitelerle iligkili {irlin ve hizmetleri pazarlayan organizasyonlar olarak

gruplandirilmaktadir.

Mullins (1999) spor endiistrisini isletmecileri ve gelir motivasyonlarina gore iki
temel gruba ayirmaktadir. Isletmeciler agisindan bakildiginda 6zel ve devlet
organizasyonlari, gelir motivasyonu acgisindan bakildiginda ise, kar giiden veya

kar glitmeyen organizasyon olarak siniflandirilmaktadir.

Tirkiye’de spor hizmetlerinin 6nemli bir kismi kar giitmeyen organizasyonlar
tarafindan verilmektedir. Bunlar merkezi ve yerel yonetimler tarafindan sik1 bir
sekilde kontrol edilmektedir. Bu organizasyonlarin temel hedefleri gelir elde

etmekten ¢ok halka iyi ve kaliteli bir sekilde hizmet sunmaktir

Ozel sektérden farkli olarak ydnetim ve mali acidan devlete bagimli olan bu

organizasyonlar sosyal sorumluluklarini yerine getirirken, bir¢ok stratejik ve

ekonomik zorluklarla da miicadele etmek zorundadir. Kaynaklarin smirli olmasi
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nedeniyle bu organizasyonlar {izerindeki denetim giderek artmakta ve bu
organizasyonlardan artik Olgiilebilen performanslar beklenmektedir (McPhee ve

Bare, 2001).

Light (2000) bu tiir beklentilerin karsilanmasi i¢in organizasyonlara dort onemli
reform Onermektedir. Bu reformlar sirasiyla; organizasyon i¢indeki faaliyetlere
belirli standartlar getirmek, organizasyonu yeniden yapilandirarak farklh
kurumlarla isbirligi saglamak, kurumu denetime agik ve seffaf bir hale getirmek
ve son olarak liberal, kat1 kurallardan uzak, pazar hedefli ve performansa dayali
bir yonetim anlayis1 benimsemektir. Hiikiimet tarafindan da desteklenen bu
reformlar kar giitmeyen organizasyonlardaki hantal ve islevsizlesen yapiya yeni
bir devlet yonetimi anlayis1 getirme fikrini acikc¢a ortaya koymaktadir (Ferlie,

Ashburner, FitzGerald ve Pettigrew, 1996).

Kar giitmeyen organizasyonlarin yapilarinin iyi anlasilmast bu yeni ydnetim
anlayisinin  uygulanabilmesi acisindan 6nemlidir. Oncelikle kar giitmeyen
organizasyonlarin kar giiden organizasyonlara gore farkli bir motivasyon
icerisinde oldugunu, kurulus amaglar1 géz oniine alindiginda metot, iiriin, hizmet
ve insan kaynaklar1 yonetimi ve teknikleri agisindan farkliliklar gosterdigini

unutmamak gerekir (Leete, 2000).
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Toplumsal ihtiyaglarin giderek artmasi kar giitmeyen spor organizasyonlarini
modern yonetim tekniklerini hayata geg¢irmesi ve performanslarini artirmasi
gerekmektedir. Kim (2004) organizasyon performansini; organizasyonun
hedeflerini gerceklestirmedeki basar1 orani olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Bu
hedeflerin gergeklestirilmesi i¢in organizasyonun siiregelen bir degisim ve
yenilenme igerisinde olmasi 6nemlidir (Mokwunye, 2008). Burke (2008)
organizasyonlar icin ¢esitli degisim tiirlerinden bahseder. Bunlar devrimsel ve
evrimsel degisimler, uzun ve kisa siireli degisimler, bdliimsel ve siirekli
degismeler, doniistimsel ve etkilesimsel degisimler, stratejik ve operasyonel
degisimler, genel ve 0zel degisim olarak adlandirilabilir. Burke bu degisimler
icerisinde ozellikle kiiclik parcalar halinde diizenli bir sekilde yiiriiyen evrimsel

degisiklikleri en sik kullanilan degisim ¢esidi olarak ortaya belirtmektedir.

Bir degisimi uygulamak ve ydnetmek is hayatinda onemli bir basar1 olarak
nitelendirilir (Drucker, 2001; Salminen, 2000). Uygulamacilara gore yenilik¢iligi
destekleyen organizasyon kiiltiirleri degisim i¢in dnemli bir bilesendir (Dessler,
1986). Ahmed’e (1998) gore yenilikgilik degisimin lokomotifidir. Damanpour,
Szabat ve Evan, (1989) yenilik¢igi; bireysel, kurumsal ve igeriksel degiskenlerin
olusturdugu ¢ok boyutlu bir kavram olarak tanimlar. Bir bagka tanimda ise
yenilik¢ilik yeni ve orijinal bir {iriinii, hizmeti, programi, politikay1, sistemi veya

aracl ortaya koyabilmeyi hedefleyen ideal bir davranisa adapte olabilme
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etkinligidir (Aiken ve Hage, 1971; Daft, 1982; Zaltman, Duncan & Holbek,

1973).

Spor organizasyonlarinin iiriin, hizmet ve hizmet siiresi gibi hizli degisimlere,
teknoloji ve yonetim alanindaki gelismelere ayak uydurabilmesi acgisinda
inovasyon en 6nemli etkinliktir (Slack, 1997). Fakat basarili ve siirdiirebilir bir
inovasyon uygulamas1 kar giitmeyen organizasyonlar acisindan zor ve sikintili
bir siirectir. Gegmiste devlet kurumlarindaki reform c¢aligmalart bir¢ok
arastirmacinin ilgisini ¢ekmistir. Bu reformlarin ¢ogu 6zel sektordeki yonetim
tekniklerinin ve uygulamalarinin devlet sektoriine transfer edilmesi iizerine
kurulmustur (Huff, 2007). Thompson (1965) biirokratik kurumlarin degisimi ve
inovasyonu ile ilgili bazi temel Onerilerde bulunmustur. Bunlar
profesyonellesme, oOzerklik, iletisimi giliglendirme, gorev degisiklikleri, grup
calismalar1, 0diil sisteminde modifikasyonlar ve yonetim uygulamalarinda
degisim olarak siralanmaktadir. Inovasyon ve degisim kavramsal olarak bir
biitiinii ifade ederken (Lamberti, 2008), biiyiikk diisliniir Heraclitus degisimin,

degismeyen tek sey oldugunu ifade etmektedir (Laertius, 1969).

Alan yazininda degisim ve inovasyon ile ilgili dnemli ¢aligmalar bulunmaktadir.

Burke (2008) inovasyonu bir kiiltiir ¢esidi olarak tanimlamaktadir. Burke’ye

gore bu kiiltiir tiim ¢alisanlar tarafindan benimsenen bir gelisim bilincini ve bu
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bilincin getirilerini ifade eder. Bu kiiltiirde ¢alisanlara yoneticiler tarafindan risk

alma cesareti, yaraticilik ve miicadele ruhu agilanir (Ahmed, 1998).

Motivasyon, yonetim kalitesi ve yeterli kaynak faktorleri kurumsal inovasyonun
ii¢ onemli bilesenidir (Amabile, 1988). Kanter (1988) bu bilesenlere ek olarak
boliimlere ayrilma, sinirhiliklarin belirlenmesi, devamlilik, esneklik, 6zerklik ve
denetimde aciklik degiskenleri iizerinde durmaktadir. Damanpour (1991)
calismalarinda kurumsal inovasyonda ozellikle yonetimle ilgili faktorleri 6n
plana ¢ikarmaktadir. Bunun yaninda psikolojik giiclendirme (Drucker 1988) ve
yaraticilik (Amabile, 1988) inovasyon ile ilgili iki 6nemli degisken olarak

vurgulanmaktadir.

Insan kaynaklar1 ydnetimi inovasyon igin anahtar bire kelimedir (Galbraith,
1984; Vrakking, 1990). Bunun nedeni organizasyonlarin temel kaynaklarinda
birinin fiziksel ve bilissel insan giicii olmasidir. Insan kaynaklar1 yonetimi ve
kurumsal performansi iliskilendiren bir¢cok calisma (Batt, 2002, Becker ve
Huselid, 1998; Huselid, 1995; Becker ve Gerhart, 1996; Huselid, 1995; Sanchez,
Jimenez, Carnicer ve Perez, 2007) calisanlarin performanslarint kurumsal

acisindan 6nemli bir faktor olarak tanimlamaktadir (Spruill, 2008).
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Alan yazininda inovasyon ve performans arasinda pozitif ve direkt bir iliski
oldugu saptanmistir (Han, Kim ve Srivastava, 1998). Bu calismalar1 destekleyen
iki onemli teori ortaya konulmaktadir (Child, 1974). Birincisi her durumda
basar1 getiren temel yoOnetim uygulamalarini konu alan evrensellik teorisi,
ikincisi ise bagarmin iginde bulunulan duruma goére degistigini vurgulayan
durumsallik teorisi. Bu iki teorinin 1s1¢mnda inovasyon kar giitmeyen
kurumlardaki ¢alisan performanslarinin artirilmasinda 6nemli bir degisken
olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Bu nedenle kar giitmeyen organizasyonlarda insan
kaynaklarinda ve gelirlerdeki sinirliliklar nedeniyle (Taylor ve McGraw, 2006)
yonetim fonksiyonlarinin inovasyonu ve gelistirilmesi Onemli bir rekabet

avantaji saglayacaktir.

Arastirmanin Amaci

Bu calismada kar gilitmeyen spor organizasyonlarinda inovasyon destegi ve
bireysel yaraticilik degiskenlerinin, operasyonel yonetim performansi, yapisal
yonetim performansi, kurumsal finansal performansi ve ¢alisanlarin is
performansi arasindaki iliskiye aracilik etmedeki rolii arastirilmaktadir. Bir
baska degisle ortaya konulan model ile operasyonel yonetim performansi,

yapisal yonetim performansi, kurumsal finansal performansi, inovasyon destegi
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ve bireysel yaraticilik degiskenleri, ¢alisanlarin performanslarini ne derece

aciklamaktadir? Sorusuna cevap aramaktadir.

Arastirmanin Onemi

Yonetim, motivasyon, inovasyon ve yaraticilik teorilerinin 1s1ginda gergeklesen
bu model ¢aligmasinda, kurumsal inovasyon desteginin ve bireysel yaraticiligin
yonetimsel, finansal ve calisan performansi arasindaki etkilesimdeki rolii test
edilmektedir. Maddi kaygi giitmeden topluma spor hizmeti ve egitimi veren
BESYO/B’da ve GSIM’de calisan yonetici ve personelin is performanslari bu
kurumlarin etkinligi ve siirdiirebilirligi agisindan biiylik onem tagimaktadir. Gelir
motivasyonu olmayan kar giitmeyen tiim organizasyonlarin temel kaynagi,
calisan personel ve yoneticilerin fiziksel ve biligsel performansina bagli olmasi
bu ¢alismanin sonuglarini sadece spor organizasyonlar1 agisindan degil, tiim kar

glitmeyen organizasyonlar acisindan 6nemli yapmaktadir.

Verilerin analizinde kullanilan Yapisal Esitlik Modeli aynm1 anda bes farkli
degiskenin calisan performansi tiizerindeki etkisinin arastirilmasina olanak
tanimaktadir. Ayrica bu calisma i¢in  gelistirilen 4 farkli  Olgek
organizasyonlardaki yonetim, finans ve c¢alisan performanslarinin 6l¢iilmesine

farkl bir bakis getirecektir.
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2. YONTEM

iIslem ve Orneklem

Tiirkiye genelindeki bulunan 54 BESYO/B’da ve 81 GSIM’de ¢alisan y&netici
ve personel bu calismanin evrenini olusturmaktadir. Oncelikle Ortadogu Teknik
Universitesi Uygulamali Etik Arastirma Merkezinden, Etik Kurul onayi
almmustir. Evreni olusturan 135 kurumdaki yoneticilere elektronik posta yoluyla
calismanin kapsami ve amact anlatilmis ve anket uygulamasi ig¢in izin
istenmistir. Calismaya katilmaya gonillii olan 21 BESYO/B’dan ve 23
GSIM’den, 721 adet gegerli anket toplanmgtir. Kurumsal géniilliilik yaninda
bireysel goniilliiligiinde esas alindigi bu caligmada, anketler arastirmaci ve
yardimcilart tarafindan ortalama 20 dakika siiren dagit-topla metoduyla elde

edilmistir.

Katilimcilar cinsiyetlerine gore ayrildiginda 241 (% 33.4) tanesi kadin, 477 (%
66.2) tanesi erkektir. Egitim diizeyleri géz oniine alindiginda en yiiksek oran 263
(% 36.5) katilimeiyla “liniversite mezunu” olarak goriilmektedir. BESYO/B’dan
mezun olanlarin sayis1 352 (% 71) olup, bunlar boliimlerine gére Beden Egitimi

ve Spor Ogretmenligi, 232 (% 33.1); Antrenérliik, 53 (% 7.4); Spor Y énetimi, 49
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(% 6.8); Rekreasyon, 10 (% 1.4); Spor Bilimleri ve Teknolojisi, 8 (% 1.1) olarak

siralanmaktadir.

Ayrica galismaya katilanlarin % 66.3°1 ¢alisan (478) olarak en biiylik grubu
olusturmaktadir. Bunun yaninda katilimcilarin % 10.3’1 (74) yonetici; % 9.3
(67) yardimc1 yonetici; % 61°1 (44) destek eleman olarak goriilmektedir.
Katilimcilarin ortalama yasi, 36. 6 ortalama meslek yasi, 11.5; ortalama kurum

caligsma yasi, 8.6 olarak belirlenmistir.

Ol¢me Araglan:

Bu calisma 3 asamadan olusmaktadir.  Birinci asama calismada gerekli
anketlerin gelistirilmesi, ikinci asama pilot calismada tiim anketleri igin
dogrulayic1 faktér analizin yapilmasi, {iclincli agsama ise Onerilen modelin test
edilmesidir. Bu arastirmada icin gerekli veriler 6 farkli anket yardimiyla
toplanmustir. Bunlar Bireysel Yaraticilik Anketi, Inovasyon Destek Anketi,
Operasyonel Yonetim Performanst Anketi, Yapisal Yonetim Performansi
Anketi, Kurumsal Finansal Performans1 Anketi ve Calisan Performansi Anketi.
Bu anketlerden Bireysel Yaraticilk Anketi ve Inovasyon Destek Anketi
disindaki anketler arastirmaci tarafindan bu c¢alismada kullanilmak {izere

gelistirilmistir.

168



Yapilan alan yazini1 taramasi sonucunda bu c¢alismada yer alacak farklh
performans degiskenlerini Olgmesi icin istenilen uygun Tiirkce anketlere
ulasilamamasi1 sonucunda, arastirilan temel sorulara cevap verebilecek anketlerin
gelistirilmesine karar verilmistir. Bu baglamda 6ncelikle anketler icin ayr1 ayri
soru havuzlar1 olusturulmus, anket maddeleri uzman goriisiine sunularak gerekli
geri bildirimler alinmig, bu geribildirimler dogrultusunda igerik ve dil agisindan
gerekli diizenlemeler yapilmistir. Anketler 160 kisilik homojen bir gruba
uygulanmis ve agiklayict faktor analizi ile anketlerin alt boyutlar1 belirlenmis,
herhangi bir boyuta yiiklenmeyen maddeler ayiklanmustir. Ikinci asamada on
ikisi demografik olmak iizere toplam 86 maddeden olusan anket evrenden
secilen 221 kisiye uygulanmig, AMOS 18 ile dogrulayict faktor analizi
yapilmistir. Ugiincii béliimde ise goniillii 44 kurumdan goniillii 721 kisiye
uygulanan anketlerden elde edilen verilerle 6nerilen model yapisal esitlik analizi
ile test edilmis ve sonuglar sistematik bir sekilde ortaya konmustur. Calismada

kullanilan 6l¢eklerin 6zelliklerin su sekildedir.

Tierney, Farmer ve Graen (1999) tarafindan gelistirilen Zhou & George's (2001)
tarafindan  bigimlendirilen 13 maddelik Bireysel Yaraticilik Olgegi,
Giimiisliioglu ve ilsev (2005) tarafindan Tiirk¢eye adapte edilmistir. Olgegin ash

yoneticiler tarafindan calisanlarin yaraticiligimin 6lgiilmesi seklindedir. Bu
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calismada ise organizasyondaki calisanlar ve yoneticiler kendi bireysel
yaraticilik diizeylerini lgmektedirler. Giimiisliioglu ve Ilsev (2005) tarafindan
yapilan ¢alismada 13 madde tek faktor lizerine yiiklenmis olan bu faktor bireysel
yaraticiliga ait varyansin % 62.99’unu agiklamistir. Giimiisliioglu ve Ilsev (2005)
tarafindan i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi .95 olarak hesaplanan anketin bu ¢alismada

yapilan onaylayici faktor analizi sonucu ise .96 oldugu belirlenmistir.

Scott ve Bruce (1994) tarafindan gelistirilen Inovasyon Destegi Anketi,
Giimiisliioglu ve Ilsev (2005) tarafindan Tiirkgeye adapte edilmistir. Anket 9
maddeden ve tek faktorden olugmakta ve inovasyon destegine ait varyansin %
55.40’m1 aciklamaktadir. Giimiisliioglu ve Ilsev (2005) tarafindan anketin i¢
tutarlilik katsayisi, .88 olarak hesaplanmistir. Bu ¢alismada yapilan dogrulayict
faktor analizi sonucu 9 maddenin tek faktore yiiklendigi ve anketin i¢ tutarlik

katsayisinin; .90 oldugu belirlenmistir.

Bu calismada kar giitmeyen spor organizasyonlarindaki farkli performans
tiirlerini 6lgmek igin arastirmaci tarafindan dort farkli anket gelistirilmistir. Bu
anketlerin gelistirilmesi dort farkli basamakta gerceklestirilmistir. Birincisi
basamakta, calisan performansi ve ¢alisan performansini yordayan degiskenler
ile ilgili alan yazin (literatiir) incelenmis bu degiskenler ile ilgili anket ve 6lglim

araclar1 belirlenmistir. Bunun ardinda diinyada ve Tiirkiye’de kar giitmeyen
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organizasyonlar ve kar gilitmeyen spor organizasyonlar: ile ilgili ¢aligmalar
incelenerek made havuzunun olusmasi i¢in 6n bilgiler toplanmistir. Bu bilgiler
dogrultusunda onerilenen modelde yer almasi gereken dort farkli ankete ihtiyag
duyuldugu, bu ihtiyacin alan yazinda yer alan 6l¢gme araglari tarafindan tam

olarak karsilanamayacagi goriisiine varilmistir.

Ikinci basamakta bu gériis ve diisiinceler 15181nda gelistirilecek anketlerin amag
ve kapsamlar1 tam olarak belirlenmis ve her anketler i¢in ayr1 madde havuzlari
olusturulmustur. Madde havuzu hazirlanirken alan yazinda yer alan ¢alismalar ve

ilgili teoriler titizlikle incelenmistir.

Ucgiincii basamakta farkli kisimdan olusan anketin dis gecerliliginin belirlenmesi
icin yOnetim, spor yoOnetimi, 6lgme ve degerlendirme ve dil egitimi alaninda
calisan akademisyenler ile halkla iliskiler uzmanlari, personel daire bagkanlari,
federasyon baskanlar1 ve farkli kurum ve kuruluslarda yer alan calisanlari,
anket maddeleri ve boyutlar1 hakkindaki goriis, yorum ve elestirileri alinmis, bu
gorligler dogrultusunda bazi maddeler diizenlenmis baz1 maddeler ise anketten

cikarilmugtir.

Dérdiincii basamakta anketler ODTU Egitim Fakiiltesi calisanlarmdan 160

yonetici ve personele uygulanmis, yapilan agiklayici faktor analizi ile anketlerin
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faktor yapilar1 ve alt boyutlar1 belirlenmistir. Anketlerin faktor yapilar1 ve alt

boyutlariyla ilgi bilgiler asagida verilmistir.

Toplanan verilerden yirtik, hatali ve tarafli oldugu diisiiniilen anketler ¢ikarilmus,
eksik verilerin %5 den yiliksek olmadigi tespit edilmistir. Veri kaybini
engellemek i¢in SPSS 15 programi ile EM (Expectation Maximization) analizi
yapilarak eksik degerler tamamlanmistir. Bunun diger bir nedeni ise Yaposal

Esitlik Modelinin eksik degerlere duyarli olmasindan kaynaklanmaktadir.

Operasyonel Yonetim Performansi Anketi i¢cin Orneklem-madde orami 12/1
olarak bulunmustur. Bu oran 6rneklem sayis1 100 -200 arasi olan ¢aligmalar igin
uygundur (Field, 2005). Daha sonra faktdr analizi Onsartlar1 test edilerek
toplanan verilerin bu analiz i¢in uygun olup olmadigi kontrol edilmistir. En
diisiik .60 (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2001) olmasi gereken Kaiser-Meyer Olkin
(KMO) katsayis1, .91 olarak bulunmus ve 6rneklemin analize uygun oldugu
belirlenmistir. Bunun yanisira yapilan Barlett Sphericity testi sonucu verilerin
¢ok degiskenli normal dagilimdan geldigini ispatlanmustir (x> =1244.52, df = 78,
p<.001). Norman ve Streiner (1994) formiiliine gére bu veri grubu i¢in en diisiik
faktor yiikii .41 olarak belirlenmistir. Yapilan faktér analizi sonucuna gore;
Operasyonel Yonetim Performansi Anketi, 13 maddeden ve tek bir faktdrden

olugsmaktadir. Bu faktér Operasyonel Yonetim Performans: ile ilgili toplam
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varyansin % 49.44’linii aciklamaktadir. Bu anket icin yapilan giivenilirlik analizi

sonucunda i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi; .93 olarak belirlenmistir.

Yapisal Yonetim Performanst Anketi i¢in 6rneklem-madde orani 12/1 olarak
bulunmustur. Bu oran o6rneklem sayist 100 -200 arasi olan caligmalar igin
uygundur (Field, 2005). Daha sonra faktdr analizi Onsartlar test edilerek
toplanan verilerin bu analiz i¢in uygun olup olmadigi kontrol edilmistir. En
diisiik .60 (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2001) olmas1 gereken Kaiser-Meyer Olkin
(KMO) katsayisi, .89 olarak bulunmus ve O6rneklemin analize uygun oldugu
belirlenmistir. Bunun yanisira yapilan Barlett Sphericity testi sonucu verilerin
¢ok degiskenli normal dagilimdan geldigini ispatlanmustir (x* =1383.55, df = 78,
p<.001). Norman ve Streiner (1994) formiiliine gére bu veri grubu i¢in en diisiik
faktor yiikii .41 olarak belirlenmistir. Yapilan faktor analizi sonucuna gore;
Yapisal Yonetim Performansi Anketi, 13 maddeden ve tek bir faktérden
olugmaktadir. Bu faktor yapisal yonetim performansi ile ilgili toplam varyansin
% 50.81’1ni agiklamaktadir. Bu anket i¢in yapilan giivenilirlik analizi sonucunda

ic tutarlilik katsayist; .93 olarak belirlenmistir.

Kurumsal Finans Performansi Anketi i¢in O0rneklem-madde orami 13/1 olarak

bulunmustur. Bu oran Orneklem sayisi 100 -200 arasi olan g¢alismalar igin

uygundur (Field, 2005). Daha sonra faktor analizi Onsartlar1 test edilerek
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toplanan verilerin bu analiz i¢in uygun olup olmadigi kontrol edilmistir. En
diisiik .60 (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2001) olmas1 gereken Kaiser-Meyer Olkin
(KMO) katsayisi, .86 olarak bulunmus ve O6rneklemin analize uygun oldugu
belirlenmistir. Bunun yanisira yapilan Barlett Sphericity testi sonucu verilerin
¢ok degiskenli normal dagilimdan geldigini ispatlanmistir (x°=901.59, df=66,
p<.001). Norman ve Streiner (1994) formiiliine gére bu veri grubu i¢in en diisiik
faktor yiikii .41 olarak belirlenmistir. Yapilan faktor analizi sonucuna gore;
Kurumsal Finans Performanst Anketi, 12 maddeden ve 3 faktérden
olugmaktadir. Bu faktor kurumsal finans performansi ile ilgili toplam varyansin
% 56.35’1n1 agiklamaktadir. Bu anket i¢in yapilan giivenilirlik analizi sonucunda

ic tutarlilik katsayist; .88 olarak belirlenmistir.

Kurumsal finans performansini olusturan ilk boyut kurumun maddi gelir ve
olanaklar1 artirmaya yonelik ¢calismalar1 kapsayan “finansal ¢aba” boyutudur. Bu
boyut 4 maddeden olusmaktadir. Bu boyuta ait i¢ tutarlilik katsayis1 .81 olarak

belirlenmistir.

Kurumsal finans performsini olusturan ikinci boyut; kurumun amag ve

hedeflerini gerceklestirebilecegi ve paydaslarinin ihtiyaclarin1  karsilamaya

doniik yatirimlara kaynak saglayabilme yeterliligi temsil eden “finansal giig”
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boyutudur. Bu boyut 5 maddeden olusmaktadir. Bu boyuta ait i¢ tutarlilik

katsayisi .85 olarak belirlenmistir.

Kurumsal finans performsint olusturan {i¢iincii boyut, kurumun finansal
kaynaklarin1 kendi ama¢ ve dogrultular1 adina 6zgiirce kullanabilme yetkisini
ifade eden “finansal otonomi” boyutudur. Bu boyut 3 maddeden olugmaktadir.

Bu boyuta ait i¢ tutarlilik katsayis1 .77 olarak belirlenmistir.

Calisan Performansi Anketi i¢in Orneklem-madde oram1 8.4/1 olarak
bulunmustur. Bu oran Orneklem sayis1 100 -200 arasi olan g¢alismalar igin
uygundur (Field, 2005). Daha sonra faktdr analizi Onsartlar test edilerek
toplanan verilerin bu analiz i¢in uygun olup olmadigi kontrol edilmistir. En
diisiik .60 (Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2001) olmas: gereken Kaiser-Meyer Olkin
(KMO) katsayisi, .92 olarak bulunmus ve 6rneklemin analize uygun oldugu
belirlenmistir. Bunun yanisira yapilan Barlett Sphericity testi sonucu verilerin
¢ok degiskenli normal dagilimdan geldigini ispatlanmistir (3*=1860.805, df=171,
p<.001). Norman ve Streiner (1994) formiiliine gére bu veri grubu i¢in en diisiik
faktor yiikii .41 olarak belirlenmistir. Yapilan faktor analizi sonucuna gore;
Calisan Performans: Anketi, 14 maddeden ve 3 faktorden olusmaktadir. Bu

faktor calisan performansi ile ilgili toplam varyansin % 64.35’ini agiklamaktadir.
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Bu anket i¢in yapilan giivenilirlik analizi sonucunda i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi; .92

olarak belirlenmistir.

Calisan Performansi Anketini olusturan ilk boyut kurum i¢i uyum ve diizen ve
kurallara adapte olmay1 kapsayan “temel performans” boyutudur. Bu boyut 5
maddeden olusmaktadir. Bu boyuta ait i¢ tutarhilik katsayist .87 olarak
belirlenmistir.Calisan Performanst Anketini olusturan ikinci boyut c¢alisanlarin
kisisel yeteneklerini en iist diizeyde kullanabilmeleri ve birlikte is tiretebilme
kapasitelerini temsil eden “ileri performans” boyutudur. Bu boyut 3 maddeden
olusmaktadir. Bu boyuta ait i¢ tutarhlik katsayist .84  olarak
belirlenmistir.Calisan Performanst Anketini olusturan {igiincii boyut ¢alisanlarin
kurum ile O6zdeslesmelerini ve kurumun bir pargasi olmalarini ifade eden
“i¢sellestirme” boyutudur. Bu boyut 5 maddeden olugmaktadir. Bu boyuta ait i¢

tutarlilik katsayisi .79 olarak belirlenmistir.

Verilerin analizi:

Bu ¢aligmanin amaci kar giitmeyen spor organizasyonlarinda ¢alisan personelin

performansini, inovasyon destegi ve bireysel yaratilik iizerinden agiklayan bir

model gelistirip bu modeli test etmektir. Bu amacla AMOS 18 paket programi

yardimiyla Yapisal Esitlik Modeli analizi uygulanmis, modelin degerlendirilme
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asamasinda ise ki-kare, NNFI, CFI, RMSEA uyum indeksleri kullanilmstr. Tlk
boliimde tiim olgeklerin kullanilabilirligini denetlemek, gelistirilen 6lg¢eklerin
gecerlilik ve giivenilirliklerini ispatlamak adina Orneklemden segilen 15 kar
gilitmeyen spor organizasyonunda c¢alisan 221 yonetici ve personel iizerinde bir
pilot calisma yapilmustir. ikinci boliimde ise 6nerilen modelin test edilmesi yer
almaktadir. Yapisal Esitlik Modeli ile yapilan bu analizlerin sonuglar1 asagida

yer almaktadir.

3. BULGULAR

Yapilan pilot ¢calismasi sonuglarina gore anketlerin bu ¢alisma igin uygunlugunu
ispatlamaktadir. Bireysel Yaraticilik Anketi icin ilk isletim sonuglary; ¥* =143,
df=65, NNFI=.76, CFI=.97, RMSEA=.076. olarak bulunmustur. Bu sonu¢ uyum
indekslerine bakildiginda kabul edilebilir diizeydedir (Browne ve Cudec, 1993).
Bir sonraki asamada modifikasyon indeksi incelenmis ve yliksek hata ortak
degiskenleri(e2- €3, g4- £6) baglanarak analiz tekrar isletilmistir. Ikinci isletim
sonuglari, x2=87.7, df=63, NNFI=.99, CFI=99, RMSEA=.043 olarak
bulunmustur. Bu sonu¢ uyum indekslerine gore kabul edilebilir diizeyden daha

iyi bir sonucu ifade eder (Browne ve Cudec, 1993).
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Inovasyon Destek Anketi i¢in elde edilen sonugclar; X2=1 13.2, df=27, NNFI=.93,
CFI=.95, RMSEA=.120 olarak bulunmustur. Bu sonu¢ kabul edilebilir uyum
indekslerinin disindadir (Browne ve Cudec, 1993). Bu nedenle modifikasyon
indeksi incelenmis ve hata ortak degiskenlerinden yiiksek degerlere sahip olanlar
(el-€3, €l-e3, €l-g6) baglanarak analiz tekrar isletilmistir. Ikinci isletim
sonuglari, x2=36, df=22, NNFI=.98, CFI=.97, RMSEA=.076 olarak bulunmustur.
Bu sonu¢ uyum indekslerine goére kabul edilebilir diizeydedir (Browne ve Cudec,

1993).

Operasyonel Yénetim Performansi Anketi, icin elde edilen sonuglar, x> = 231.08,
df=60, NNFI=.90, CFI=.92, RMSEA=.108 olarak bulunmustur. Bu sonu¢ uyum
indekslerine bakildiginda kabul edilebilir diizeydedir (Browne ve Cudec, 1993).
Modifikasyon indeksi incelenmis ve yiiksek hata ortak degiskenleri (£2-€3, €5-
gll, €9-g10, €11-g12, €12-e13) baglanarak analiz tekrar isletilmistir. Ikinci
isletim sonuglari, X2=1 15, df=60, NNFI=.97, CFI=.97, RMSEA=.065 olarak
bulunmustur. Bu daha iyi bir sonucu ifade ederken sonu¢ uyum indekslerine

bakildiginda kabul hala edilebilir diizeydedir (Browne ve Cudec, 1993).

Yapisal Yonetim Performansi Anketi, i¢in elde edilen sonuglar, X2=434.32,

df=65, NNFI=.80, CFI=.83, RMSEA=.161 olarak bulunmustur. Bu sonug kabul

edilebilir uyum indekslerinin disindadir (Browne ve Cudec, 1993). Modifikasyon
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indeksi incelenmis ve yiiksek hata ortak degiskenleri (e1- €2, €3- &4, €5- €6, €5-
€8, €5-gl1, €8-c19) baglanarak analiz tekrar isletilmistir. Ikinci isletim
sonuglarma gore, X2=144.8, df=58, NNFI=.94, CFI=.96, RMSEA=.086 olarak
bulunmustur. Bu sonu¢ uyum indekslerine gore kabul edilebilir diizeydedir

(Browne ve Cudec, 1993).

Kurumsal Finansal Performansi Anketi i¢in elde edilen sonuglar x2=124.70,
df=51, NNFI=.95, CFI=.96, RMSEA=.811 olarak bulunmustur. Bu sonu¢ uyum
indekslerine bakildiginda kabul edilebilir diizeydedir (Browne ve Cudec, 1993).
Modifikasyon indeksi incelenmis ve her hangi bir yliksek hata ortak degiskeni

olmadig tespit edilmistir.

Calisan Performanst Anketi igin elde edilen sonuglar y°=186.88, df=74,
NNFI=.92, CFI=.93, RMSEA=.86 olarak bulunmustur. Bu sonu¢ uyum
indekslerine bakildiginda kabul edilebilir diizeydedir (Browne ve Cudec, 1993).
Modifikasyon indeksi incelenmis ve yliksek hata ortak degiskenleri (€3- &4, &4-
€9) baglanarak analiz tekrar isletilmistir. Ikinci isletim sonugclari, x2=150.7,
df=72, NNFI=.94, CFI=.95, RMSEA=.073 olarak bulunmustur. Bu sonu¢ uyum

indekslerine gore kabul edilebilir diizeydedir (Browne ve Cudec, 1993).
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Bu sonuglar dogrultusunda oOl¢iim araglari 44 kar gilitmeyen spor
organizasyonunda 721 calisan yOnetici ve personele uygulanmis ve sonuglar

asagida ifade edilmistir.

Bireysel Yaraticilik Anketi icin ilk isletim sonuglary; x*=693, df=65, NNFI=.90,
CFI=.92, RMSEA=.116. olarak bulunmustur. Bu sonug¢ kabul edilebilir uyum
indekslerinden disiiktir (Browne ve Cudec, 1993). Modifikasyon indeksi
incelenmis ve yiiksek hata ortak degiskenleri (e1-€2, €2-€3, €6- €7, €1 1- €12, €12-
€13) baglanarak analiz tekrar isletilmistir. Ikinci isletim sonuglari, X2=281.1,
df=59, NNFI=.96, CFI=.97, RMSEA=.071 olarak bulunmustur. Bu sonu¢ uyum

indekslerine gore kabul edilebilir diizeydedir (Browne ve Cudec, 1993).

Inovasyon Destek Anketi icin elde edilen sonugclar; X2=329.2, df=26, NNFI=.89,
CFI=.92, RMSEA=.127 olarak bulunmustur. Bu sonu¢ kabul edilebilir uyum
indekslerinden diisiiktiir (Browne ve Cudec, 1993). Modifikasyon indeksi
incelenmis ve yiiksek hata ortak degiskenleri (g1-€2, €3-e4, €7-e8) baglanarak
analiz tekrar isletilmistir. ikinci isletim sonuglari, y’=114.9, df=24, NNFI=.97,
CFI=.98, RMSEA=.073 olarak bulunmustur. Bu sonu¢ uyum indekslerine gore

kabul edilebilir diizeydedir (Browne ve Cudec, 1993).
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Operasyonel Yonetim Performansi Anketi, i¢in elde edilen sonugclar, X2=483.1,
df=65, NNFI=.93, CFI=.94, RMSEA=.095 olarak bulunmustur. Bu sonug kabul
edilebilir uyum indekslerinden diisliktiir (Browne ve Cudec, 1993).
Modifikasyon indeksi incelenmis ve yiiksek hata ortak degiskenleri (€2- €3, €7-
€8, &5-gll, £12-g13) baglanarak analiz tekrar isletilmistir. Ikinci isletim
sonuglari, X2=282.5, df=61, NNFI=.96, CFI=97, RMSEA=.071 olarak
bulunmustur. Bu sonu¢ uyum indekslerine goére kabul edilebilir diizeydedir

(Browne ve Cudec, 1993).

Yapisal Yonetim Performansi Anketi, i¢in elde edilen sonugclar, x2=557.7, df=65,
NNFI=.92, CFI=93, RMSEA=.103 olarak bulunmustur. Bu sonu¢ kabul
edilebilir uyum indekslerinden diisliktiir (Browne ve Cudec, 1993).
Modifikasyon indeksi incelenmis ve yiiksek hata ortak degiskenleri (€2- €3, €7-
&8, €5- €11, €5- €9, £12- £13) baglanarak analiz tekrar isletilmistir. Ikinci isletim
sonugclari, X2=267.1, df=60, NNFI=.96, CFI=.97, RMSEA=.069 olarak
bulunmustur. Bu sonu¢ uyum indekslerine gore kabul edilebilir diizeydedir

(Browne ve Cudec, 1993).
Kurumsal Finansal Performansi Anketi i¢in elde edilen sonuglar X2=301.5,

df=51, NNFI=.94, CFI=.96, RMSEA=.083 olarak bulunmustur. Bu sonu¢ uyum

indekslerine gore kabul edilebilir diizeydedir (Browne ve Cudec, 1993).
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Modifikasyon indeksi incelenmis ve yiiksek hata ortak degiskenleri (e4-g7, €9-
12, 8- €10) baglanarak analiz tekrar isletilmistir. Ikinci isletim sonuglari, x2 =
224.1, df=48, NNFI=.96, CFI=.97, RMSEA=.071 olarak bulunmustur. Bu sonug

uyum indekslerine gore kabul edilebilir diizeydedir (Browne ve Cudec, 1993).

Calisan Performansi Anketi icin elde edilen sonuglar *=567.1, df=74,
NNFI=.88, CFI=.90, RMSEA=.96 olarak bulunmustur. Bu sonu¢ kabul edilebilir
uyum indekslerinden diisiiktiir (Browne ve Cudec, 1993). Modifikasyon indeksi
incelenmis ve yiiksek hata ortak degiskenleri (gl-€2, €2-€3, €3-e4, €3-€9, €1-€9,
£6-€8, £10-€13, €10-g11, €12-¢13) baglanarak analiz tekrar isletilmistir. Ikinci
isletim sonuglari, XZ = 276.1, df=72, NNFI=.94, CFI=.96, RMSEA=.073 olarak
bulunmustur. Bu sonu¢ uyum indekslerine gore kabul edilebilir diizeydedir

(Browne ve Cudec, 1993).

Modelin tamami i¢in yapilan YEM analizi sonuglarina bakildiginda, Bireysel
yaraticilik ve finansal performans arasindaki dogrusal iligskinin; finansal
performans ile ¢alisan performansi arasindaki dogrusal iliskinin anlamli diizey
olmadig1 saptanmistir (p>.05). Ongoériilen diger tiim iliskiler dogrusal ve
anlamlidir. Modelin nihayi uyum indeksi, ¥*=139.9 ve df =26, NNFI=.96,
CFI=.98, RMSEA=.79 olarak hesaplanmistir. Bu sonu¢ uyum indekslerine gore

kabul edilebilir diizeydedir (Browne ve Cudec, 1993). Onerilen model;
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inovasyon destegine ait varyansin % 68’ini, bireysel yaraticiliga ait varyansin %

0.7’sini ve ¢alisan performansina ait varyansin % 44’iinii aciklamaktadir.

4. TARTISMA

Tiirkiye’de kar glitmeyen spor organizasyonlar1 devlet kontrolii altinda gorev ve
sorumluluklarin1 = siirdiirmeye devam etmektedirler. Fakat devlet sektorii
denilince akla ilk gelen sey verimsiz ve ¢agdisi hizmet anlayisi gelmektedir
(Dogar, 1997). Oysa hi¢ bir 6zel kurum devletin sahip oldugu muazzam
kaynaklara sahip olamaz. Bu nedenle kar gilitmeyen spor organizasyonlarinin
topluma ¢agdas hizmet sunabilmeleri i¢in gevresel ve teknolojik degisime adapte
olmalar1 ve yenilik¢i bir anlayisi benimsemeleri gerekmektedir (McNulty ve
Ferlie, 2004). Aaker (1995) bu tir organizasyonlarin degisim siireclerini
etkileyen nedenleri iki baslik altinda toplamistir. Birincisi toplumun bu alandaki
ihtiyaglarin1 karsilayabilmek, i¢cinde oldugu sektdrde ekonomik ve teknolojik
avantaj elde etmek gibi ¢evresel faktorleri igeren dis baskilar, ikincisi ise hizmet
kalitesini artirma, kendi kendini ydnetebilen takim anlayisini gelistirmek ve
esnek bir yonetim sistemine gecebilmek gibi faktorleri igeren i¢ baskilardir. Kar
glitmeyen spor organizasyonlar1 her ne kadar kaynak acisindan hiikiimete

bagimli olsalar da, bu bagimliliklar1 bu organizasyonlarin faydalilik ve
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iiretkenliklerini artirmalarma ¢ok biiyiik bir engel olusturmamaktadir (Zucker,

1988; DiMaggio ve Powell, 1991; Meyer ve Rowan, 1991).

Bu organizasyonlarin i¢ dinamiklerini harekete gecirmeleri, oncelikle calisan
personelin bireysel performansini artirmakla miimkiin olacaktir. Bu nedenle
calisma kar giitmeyen spor organizasyonlarinda bazi degiskenlerin c¢alisan
performanslar: tizerindeki etkilerini ortaya koyan bir modeli gelistirmek ve bu
organizasyonlardan toplanacak verilerle bu modeli test etmek olarak
belirlenmistir. Bu amagla kar giitmeyen spor organizasyonlarinda inovasyon
destegi ve bireysel yaraticilik degiskenlerinin, operasyonel yonetim performansi,
yapisal yonetim performansi, kurumsal finansal performansi ve calisanlarin is

performansi arasindaki iliskiye aracilik etmedeki rolii arastirilmaktadir.

Modeldeki iliskiler tek tek incelendiginde oncelikle organizasyona ait finansal
performans ve calisan performansi arasinda varsayilan direkt iliski anlaml
bulunamamistir. Bununla birlikte bireysel yaraticilik arabuluculugunda kurulan
finansal performans ve calisan performansi arasindaki iliski de anlamli degildir.
Bu iki degisken arasindaki tek anlami iliski ayni anda inovasyon destegi ve
bireysel yaraticilik arabuluculugunda kurulan iliskidir. Bu sonug¢ kar giitmeyen
spor organizasyonlarindaki finansal performansin c¢alisanlara dogrudan

yansimamasindan, ddiillendirme ve tesvik sisteminin yeterince gelismemesinden,
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performansa dayali bir iicretlendirmenin yapilmamasindan kaynaklanabilir.
Calisanlarin licret ve ek 6demelerini hiikiimet tarafindan belirlenmesi, kurumsal
gelirlerden herhangi bir pay alamamalari, ¢alisan performansiyla, kurumsal

finans performansi arasinda bir iliski kurulamamasinin dogal nedeni sayilabilir.

Kurumsal finansal performans ve inovasyon destegi arasindaki iliski anlamli
bulunmustur. Bu iliski kurumsal inovasyonun belirli bir maliyeti olmasiyla
aciklanabilir (Hoegla, Gibbert, ve Mazurskyc, 2008). O’Sullivan (2005)
kurumsal inovasyonun ger¢eklesmesi i¢in mali kaynak gerektigini Onemle
vurgulamaktadir. Fakat finansal performans ve bireysel yaraticilik arasindaki
iligki anlamli bulunamamistir. Bu sonug bireysel yaraticiligin kisisel bir 6zellik
olmasi1 ve daha ¢ok i¢sel motivasyonla ortaya ¢ikmasiyla ilgilidir (Amabile,

1989).

Ote yandan operasyonel ydnetim performansi ile inovasyon destegi arasindaki
iliski anlamlidir. Yoneticilerin is tanimiyla smirli olan operasyonel yonetim
performansit (Motowidlo & Schmit, 1999) bu ¢alismada yoneticilerin gorev ve
sorunluluklarin1 basariyla gergeklestirmesi, insan kaynaklar1 kullaniminda etkin
ve basarili olmalari, inovasyon destegiyle iliskilendirilmektedir. Lin, Lin, Song
ve Li (2011), calismalarinda yoneticilerin karakterleri ve davraniglari ile

arastirma ve gelistirme calismalarin1 anlamli bir sekilde iliskilendirmektedirler.
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Bunlara ek olarak Giimiisliioglu ve flsev (2009) yaptiklari ¢calismada déniisiimeii

liderligin kurumsal inovasyon agisinda 6nemini ortaya koymaktadirlar.

Yapisal yonetim performansi ile calisan performansi arasinda ortaya g¢ikan
anlamli iliski hem dogrusal hem de dolaylidir. Ayrica yapisal yonetim
performansi ile inovasyon destegi arasinda da anlamli bir iliski mevcuttur.
Boorman ve Motowidlo (1993) yapisal yonetim performansini; kurumsal
baglilik, organizasyonu temsil edebilme, iyi bir ¢alisma ortami saglama ve
hedeflere ulasmada devamlilik olarak agiklamaktadir. Bu tanim 1s18inda agik ve
basarilabilir hedefler koymak, pozitif bir calisma iklimi yaratmak, kurumsal
iletisimi artirmak, yapisal yonetim performansinin 6nemli gostergeleri olarak
siralanabilir. Bu gostergeler inovasyonu destekleyen bir yonetim kiiltiiriiniin agik

ve belirgin 6gelerini olusturmaktadir (Giimiisliioglu ve lsev, 2009)

Inovasyon destegi ve c¢alisan performansi arasindaki dolayli iliski anlaml
bulunmustur. Organizasyonda inovasyon c¢alismalarinin desteklenmesi i¢
dinamikleri harekete gecirmekte ve calisanlart daha yiiksek performans
gdstermeleri icin motive etmektedir. Inovasyon i¢ ice gegmis bir siirii kavram ve
uygulamay1 tanimlarken inovasyon destegi oOzellikle bu calismada bireysel
yaraticilikla iligkilendirilmis, bireysel yaraticiliginda c¢alisan performansi

iizerinde anlamli bir degisken oldugu belirlenmistir. Sonug¢ olarak calisanlarin
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performans Ozellikleri organizasyondaki farkli performanslarin iliskilerinin bir
bileskesi olarak ortaya c¢ikmaktadir. Calisanlarin performanslarinin artisi daha
cok organizasyonun i¢ dinamikleriyle paralel olarak artmakta ve azalmaktadir.
Organizasyon i¢indeki tiim degiskenler birbirleriyle farkli sekillerde etkilesim
saglarken bu etkilesimler organizasyonlarin kiiltiirel yapilari hakkinda onemli

ipuclar1 vermektedirler.

Kar Giitmeyen Spor Organizasyonlari i¢in Oneriler

Calisanlarin performanslarinin artirilmasina yonelik arastirmalar uzun yillardan
beri yoneticilerin ve alandaki uzmanlarin ilgisini ¢ekmektedir. Bu g¢alismanin
sonuglart BESYO’lar ve GSIM’ler acisindan oldugu kadar, diger kar giitmeyen
organizasyonlar icinde Onemli sonuglar ortaya koyacaktir. Bulgulara
bakildiginda inovasyon destegi ve bireysel yaraticiligin, kar giitmeyen
organizasyonlarda yOnetim, organizasyon ve bireysel performans degiskenleri
arasindaki iliskiye anlaml diizeyde aracilik ettigi goriilmektedir. Bu ¢aligmada
organizasyonlarin i¢ dinamiklerini harekete gegiren degisime acgik olan ve
yenilik¢iligi destekleyen bir yonetim anlayisinin bireylerin yaraticiliklariyla,
bireylerin yaraticiliklarinin da c¢alisma performanslariyla olan iligkisini ortaya
koymaktadir. Oncelikle ydnetime ait operasyonel ve yapisal performansin

artirllmasini 6ngdren bu calismada, finansal kaynaklarin da inovasyon destegi
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tizerindeki 6nemini ortaya koymaktadir. Genel olarak bakildiginda g¢alisanlarin
fiziksel ve biligsel giicii kar giitmeyen organizasyonlar i¢in temel bir kaynaktir.
Bu kaynagin dogru ve amacina uygun kullanilmasi organizasyonlarin basarisi ve
etkinligi iizerinde olumlu katkilar saglayacaktir. Insan kaynaklarmin daha
verimli kullanilabilmesi bireylerin yaratici diisiince ve fikir liretmelerine olanak
saglayan, evrimsel degisimi ve inovasyonu destekleyen bir yonetim anlayisinin
organizasyon igerisinde hayata gegcirilmesiyle miimkiin olabilir. Bu anlayis
kurumsal baglilig1 artiracak, pozitif bir ¢alisma ikliminin yaratilmasi, ortak amag
ve hedeflerin belirlenmesi, kurum igi esitlik ve adaletin gelistirilmesiyle ivme

kazanacaktir.

Hak ve smirhiliklari, 6diil ve cezalar1 yasalarla belirlenmis c¢alisanlarin
performanslarii artirmak daha c¢ok basari motivasyonlarmi ve kurumsal
bagliliklarin1 artirmakla miimkiin olacaktir. Bu faktorler calisanlarin kisisel
yeteneklerini ortaya c¢ikaracak yenilik¢i bir anlayisin desteklenmesiyle

miumkiindir.
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Gelecek Arastirmalar i¢in Oneriler

Devlet kurumlarinda 6zerklik politikalart hiikiimetlerin uzun vadeli kalkinma
planlarinda arasinda yer almakta ve bunu yavas ama asamali olarak uygulamaya
koymaktadirlar. Bu siiregte temel amac bolgesel yonetimlerin yetki ve
sorumluluklarim artirmak, devlet kurumlarinin hizmet kalitesini artirmaktir. Bu
ama¢ dogrultusunda kurumlarin yonetim ve hizmet anlayisinda Onemli
degisimlerin, yeniliklerin ve gelismelerin olmasi beklenmektedir. Tiim bu
degisimleri kapsayan inovasyon siirecinde kurum dis1 faktorlerin yanisira kurum
i¢i faktorlerde etkin rol oynamaktadir. Ozellikle bu yeni anlayis1 benimseyecek
ve uygulayacak olan kurum g¢alisanlarinin performanslarini artirmak bu
degisimlerin sorunsuz ve basarili bir sekilde uygulanabilmesi ve siirdiirebilirligi

acisindan gereklidir.

Calisan performansini etkileyen bir¢ok faktor vardir. Alan yazindanda destek
almarak operasyonel yonetim performansi, yapisal yoOnetim performansi,
kurumsal finansal performansi, inovasyon destegi ve bireysel yaraticilik
degiskenleri bu calismada kullanilmak iizere seg¢ilmistir. Bu kurumdaki farkli
performans  gostergelerinin  inovasyon destegi ve bireysel yaraticik
arabuluculugunda isleyisini ortaya koymak adina 6nemli bir adimdir. Fakat, alan

yazinda calisan performansini etkileyecek daha bir¢ok Onemli degiskenlerin
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oldugu unutulmamalidir. Her ne kadar bu c¢alismada kullanilan anketlerdeki
boyutlar bu degiskenlerden birgogunu kismen icerse de, 6zellikle giiclendirme
algisi, i3 doyumu, hayat doyumu, oOrgiitsel baglilik, liderlik ozellikleri gibi
calisan performansinin 6nemli yordayicilarinin farkli 6lgiim araglari ile farkli
varyasyondaki modellerle test edilmesi Onerilmektedir. Bununla birlikte ileriki
calismalarda calisan performansinin ve bireysel yaraticiligin kisisel olarak
degerlendirilmesinin yani sira, bireylerin bu degiskenlerinin yoneticiler ve
calisma arkadaslar1 tarafindan da degerlendirilmesi Onerilmektedir. Ayrica bu
calismadaki anketler ¢alisanlarin ve yoneticilerin konuyla ilgili algilarini
dlemeye yonelik hazirlanmistir. Ileriki arastirmalarda organizasyonlara ait
objektif performans Olgiimlerininde algiya yonelik Olgiimlerle birlikte

kullanilmasi ¢aligmalarin sonuglariin giivenilirligini artiracaktir.
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