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ABSTRACT

THE CROSSOVER OF WORK ENGAGEMENT: UNDERSTANDING
LEADER RELATED DYNAMICS

Demircioglu, Ezgi
Ph.D., Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Reyhan Bilgic

July 2019, 195 pages

The aim of the current study is to understand the dynamics in the crossover of work
engagement from leaders to subordinates. For this, the role leaders’ engagement on
engaged leaders’ behaviors, these behaviors on subordinates’ engagement and
subordinates’ performance, turnover intentions, satisfaction and well-being were
tested. Also, the moderating role of leader (i.e., positive/negative affectivity) and
subordinate (i.e., responsibility) related dynamics was investigated. After the
qualitative studies to form the engaged leader behaviors, a validation study with 129
working participants was conducted. After minor revisions, the scale was used to test
the proposed model in the main study. Same participants were given same scales
with three-month interval in time 1 and time 2. In the time 1, 178 subordinates and
25 their leaders were included; while in the second, 42 subordinates were eliminated
from the analysis. The results supported the direct crossover from leaders’ to
subordinates’ work engagement. The indirect path via engaged leaders’ behaviors
was not supported. Engaged leaders’ behaviors were shown to be related to the
subordinates’ work engagement directly and individual and organizational outcomes,
indirectly. A direct link was also drawn from engaged leaders’ behaviors to
contextual performance. Also, the moderating role of subordinates’ negative

affectivity on this relationship was supported in the first study, but not in the second



one. The moderating effects of subordinate responsibility and leader positive and
negative affectivity were not significant in any of the two studies. The results and

limitations of the current study were discussed, and some suggestions were
presented.

Keywords: Work Engagement, Crossover, Leadership, Performance.
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CALISMAYA TUTKUNLUGUN GECISI: LIDERE BAGLI
DEGISKENLERIN ROLUNU ANLAYABILMEK

Demircioglu, Ezgi
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Danigmant: Prof. Dr. Reyhan Bilgic¢

Temmuz 2019, 195 sayfa

Calismanin amaci, c¢alismaya tutkunlugun liderden calisana gegisini saglayan
mekanizmalari anlamaktir. Liderin ¢alismaya tutkunlugunun lider davranislarina, bu
davraniglarin ¢alisanin tutkunluguna ve bu tutkunlugun da g¢alisanin performansina,
isten ayrilma niyetine, is tatminine ve Oznel iyi olus haline katki yapmasi
beklenmektedir. Buna ek olarak, lidere (6r: pozitif/negatif duygulanim) ve galisana
(6r: pozitif/negatif duygulanim ve isteki sorumluluk) bagli degiskenlerin diizenleyici
rolii de bu aragtirmayla test edilmistir. Calismaya tutkun lider davraniglarini ve
farklilagtirict rolleri daha iyi anlayabilmek amaciyla nitel ¢alismalar yiiriitilmis ve
bu c¢alismalardan elde edilen verilerle calismaya tutkun lider davranislar1 Olgegi
olusturulmustur. Olgegin giivenirligi ve gegerligi, 129 calisanin yer aldig bir
caligmayla test edilmistir. Sonuclar Olgegin gecerli oldugunu ve giivenirliginin
yiiksek oldugunu gostermis ve ufak diizenlemeler sonunda olusturulan 6lgek ana
calismada kullanilmistir. Arastirma modeli ayn1 katilimcilardan iki kez veri
toplanarak test edilmistir. ik veri toplama déneminde 178’1 calisan, 25’1 lider toplam
203 calisan; ikinci ¢alismada ise 42 calisanin elenmesiyle toplam 161 katilimer yer
almigtir. Veriler Gi¢ ay arayla toplanmis ve c¢alismaya tutkunlugun liderden ¢alisana
dogrudan gecisi desteklenmistir. Bunun yaninda ¢alismaya tutkun lider davranislari,

liderin ve calisanin c¢alismaya tutkunlugu arasinda aracit bir rol oynamamustir.

Vi



Calismaya tutkun lider davranislari, hem ¢aliganin ¢alismaya tutkunlugunu hem de
calisana bagli sonug degiskenlerini yordadigi i¢in dnemli gériinmektedir. Caligmaya
tutkun lider davranislari, ¢alisanin ¢alismaya tutkunlugunun araci etkisiyle sonug
degiskenlerine de baglanmistir. ilk veri toplama donemi, bu araci etkiyi ¢alisanin
negatif duygulaniminin etkiledigini gosterse de bu, ikinci veri toplama déneminde
gozlemlenmemistir. Sonuglar ve kisitlar makale sonunda tartisilmis ve ilerideki

calismalar i¢in Oneriler sunulmustur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Calismaya Tutkunluk, Gegis, Liderlik, Performans.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Positive psychology and the reflection of this positivity on organizations has
been attracting the attention of researchers (Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter, & Taris, 2008;
Luthans, 2002; Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000). As a concept emerged around
20 years ago, positive psychology changed researchers’ perception in the area of
psychology and made them focus on mental well-being rather than mental illness
(Bakker, et al., 2008; Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 2000). Organizational research
was also affected from this shift and the existing focus on negativity at work and
ignorance on the positive aspects was eliminated from the area, and researchers could
reach a better understanding (Bakker, et al, 2008). Focusing on positive dynamics in
organizations was important, because it may foster the design of better training
programs, searching for better leadership dynamics or organizational practices, and
this goes beyond the elimination of negative factors in the working environments.
Also, the focus on the positive side can support the formation of more positive
organizational culture and behaviors among employees. For instance, a study
(Bulutlar & Oz, 2009; Yaman, 2010) showed that ethical climate was important to
eliminate mobbing at work and it was discussed that by just focusing on this positive
workplace dynamic, healthy workplaces could be created. Thus, by focusing on the
positive dynamics in the working environment and trying to understand its different
aspects, more positive behavioral patterns, healthier organizational cultures and more
productive workplaces might be created. This could contribute to the aim of
industrial and organizational psychology programs as improving positive individual
and organizational outcomes (Dunnette, 1972).

Work engagement has emerged as a positive state related to positive
psychology and discussed to be the opposite pole of burnout (Schaufeli, Martinez,
Pinto, Salanova, & Bakker, 2002). As a positive dynamic, it attracted the attention of

not only researchers but also practitioners, because by understanding the dynamics of



work engagement, better selection and training systems could be established
(Christian, Garza, & Slaughter, 2011; Saks & Gruman, 2014). In most general terms,
it was defined as “a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is
characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption” (Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-
Roma, & Bakker, 2002, p. 74). The concept reflected many different dimensions
involving energy (i.e., vigor), challenge and inspiration (i.e., dedication) and full
concentration (i.e., absorption). Even though researchers had a heated debate about
the high similarity between work engagement and burnout concepts as opposite
poles, later, they presented some differences between these two (e.g., Gonzalez-
Roma, Schaufeli, Bakker, & Lloret, 2006; Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004; Schaufeli &
Salanova, 2007). For instance, absorption, as defining the full concentration of
employees to the work-related tasks and the happiness of them about work load
density, was discussed to be a unique dimension of work engagement, and this
dimension was used in order to discriminate work engagement from other constructs,
especially burnout (Gonzalez-Roma, et al., 2006). Being an engaged worker is not
same with being a worker who does not experience burnout; because engaged
workers are concentrated and focused on their works; however, a worker who does
not experience burnout does not necessarily have to be concentrated at work.

In order to contribute to the conceptual clarity of work engagement, its
difference from other well-established constructs including workaholism (Bakker,
Shimazu, Demerouti, Shimada, & Kawakami, 2013; Schaufeli, Taris, & Van Rhenen,
2008; Shimazu, Schaufeli, Kubota, & Kawakami, 2012), organizational commitment
(Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006; Robert & Davenport, 2002), work involvement
(Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006) and work-related flow (Schaufeli, Martinez, et al.,
2002) was also discussed. Work engagement was differentiated from workaholism,
because workaholism involved obsessive thoughts about work-related tasks and
defined an unhealthy and undesirable attachment to work (Bakker, et al., 2013). The
difference between work engagement and commitment was the present focus of work
commitment on organizations rather than the work itself (Macey & Schneider, 2008).
Work engagement was also differentiated from work-related flow, because flow
defined more enduring and peak changes (Bakker, 2011; Schaufeli, Martinez, et al.,
2002; Schaufeli, Salanova, et al., 2002). These discussions lead to the idea that work

engagement did not mean the same thing with these well-established constructs, and



as a new concept, understanding the effect of work engagement in practical world
has become important (Harter & Schmidt, 2008).

Understanding work engagement is also vital, because in todays’
organizational environment where employees are full of energy and dedicate
themselves to work-related tasks can be important for better individual related and
organizational outcomes (Bakker, Albrecht, & Leiter, 2011). It was also discussed
that work engagement can foster positive behavior in the organizations, because
positivity was generally associated with it (e.g., Ouweneel, Le Blanc, Schaufeli, &
van Wijhe, 2012). In todays’ organizations that is continuously bombarded with new
information and shows continuous change, having concentrated, dedicated and
positive employees become important. Employees who are eager to learn, are always
concentrated at work, love their works and challenge themselves are expected to
adapt this changing environment better and show high performance. In fact, previous
research supported this expectation and showed that engaged employees were better
performers than their counterparts (Bailey, Madden, Alfes, & Fletcher, 2017; Bakker
& Demerouti, 2009; Idris, Dollard, & Tuckey, 2015). Therefore, by understanding
the dynamics that foster work engagement, these concentrated, dedicated and
energetic employees can be attracted in or retained to the workplaces (Bhatnagar &
Biswas, 2010) and better organizational outcomes can be gathered.

Different models were used by researchers in order to understand the factors
that foster or diminish work engagement including job demands-resources (JD-R;
Hakanen, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2006; Llorens, Bakker, Schaufeli, & Salanova, 2006;
Menguc, Auh, Fisher, & Haddad, 2013; Nahrgang, Morgeson, & Hofmann, 2011,
Van den Broeck, Vansteenkiste, De Witte, & Lens, 2008) and conservation of
resources (COR; Bakker, Hakanen, Demerouti, & Xanthopoulou, 2007; Hobfoll,
1998, 2002; Hakanen, Perhoniemi, & Toppinen-Tannerwere, 2008) models.
Accordingly, positive and negative cues in the working environment shape the
engagement levels of employees. In general, job and personal resources (e.g.,
support, motivation) and challenge demands (e.g., time urgency) were discussed as
the things that positively contribute to work engagement (e.g., Bakker & Demerouti,
2008; Crawford, LePine, & Rich, 2010; Hakanen, et al., 2006; Wollard & Shuck,
2011; Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2007; 2009); while hindrance
demands (e.g., role conflict) were negatively related to it (Crawford, et al., 2010).

Challenge demands have been discussed to contribute work engagement, especially



when combined with resources (Hakanen, Bakker, & Demerouti, 2005; Ventura,
Salanova, & Llorens, 2015). As a support to JD-R model, conservation of resources
theory (COR; Hobfoll, 1998, 2002) discussed that people try to protect the resources
they have; therefore, they use their resources to fight against demands in the working
environment. In this way, they could keep their resources at a certain level and do not
experience resource loss. Among resources, leader-related dynamics including
coaching, feedback and management quality (Bakker, 2011; Bakker & Demerouti,
2008; Mauno, Kinnunen, & Ruokolainen, 2007; Wollard & Shuck, 2011) have been
discussed to contribute work engagement.

After a few years of the emergence of work engagement concept, researchers
started to discuss the crossover of work engagement which means that engagement
as a state may pass to the others. Bakker, van Emmerik and Euwema (2006)
conducted a leading research about the crossover of work engagement among team
members and since then, researchers started to discuss if work engagement of an
employee can affect the engagement level of the significant other (Gutermann,
Lehmann-Willenbrock, Boer, Born, & Voelpel, 2017; Huang, Wang, Wu, & You,
2016; ten Brummelhuis, Haar, & Roche, 2014; Wirtz, Rigotti, Otto, & Loeb, 2017).
Much research was conducted about the crossover of work engagement, especially
between coworkers and couples (e.g., Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2005; Bakker
& Demerouti, 2009; ten Brummelhuis, et al., 2014). However, the number of studies
on the crossover of work engagement between leaders and subordinates is still very
limited (e.g., Gutermann, et al., 2017; Huang, et al., 2016; ten Brummelhuis, et al.,
2014; Wirtz, et al., 2017).

Among these limited findings, a study (Gutermann, et al., 2017) showed that
there was an indirect path from leaders’ work engagement to subordinates’ work
engagement via LMX; while another study (Wirtz, et al., 2017) supported the direct
crossover of work engagement from followers to leaders. These limited findings
showed that there were both direct and indirect crossover paths between
subordinates’ and leaders’ work engagement. There may be different reasons for the
limited number of studies on this area and the difficulty of obtaining data from
leaders may be one of them. Whatever the reason is, it was important to understand
the crossover of work engagement especially from leaders to subordinates due to the

expected influence of leaders (Gichter & Renner, 2018). Therefore, one of aims of



the present study would be to understand direct and indirect paths from leaders’ work
engagement to subordinates’ work engagement.

Understanding the role of the crossover process and subordinates’ work
engagement on organizational outcomes were also important, because in this way the
effect of work engagement on organizations could be better understood. Studies were
conducted to understand the role of work engagement on individual related and
organizational outcomes including well-being (e.g., Bailey, et al., 2017; Freeney &
Fellenz, 2013; Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006), job satisfaction (e.g., Bailey, et al.,
2017; Extremera, Mérida-Lopez, Séanchez-Alvarez, & Quintana-Orts, 2018;
Karanika-Murray, Duncan, Pontes, & Griffiths, 2015; Orgambidez-Ramos & de
Almeida, 2017), turnover intentions (e.g., Coetzee & van Dyk, 2018; Oliveira &
Rocha, 2017; Marques-Pinto, Jesus, Mendes, Fronteira, & Roberto, 2018) and
performance (e.g., Ariani, 2013; Bailey, et al., 2017; Bakker & Demerouti, 2009).
Engagement was discussed to be positively related to the performance and
satisfaction of employees, contribute to their well-being, and highly engaged
employees were discussed to have less intention to leave their organizations
compared to their counterparts. Especially for practitioners, understanding these
relationships seem vital to invest more resources for the engagement of their
employees. By understanding a concept that leads to better outcomes, they can
change their selection and training systems to have more engaged employees or
increase the engagement levels of their current workforce.

Based on these discussions, the aim of the current study was to understand
the crossover process from leaders to subordinates in the area of work engagement.
With this aim, firstly, the behaviors of leaders who were engaged at work were
specified. Secondly, based on these specifications, an engaged leaders’ behaviors
scale was formed, and validity and reliability of this newly formed scale was
examined. Thirdly, the theoretical model was tested in which the role of leaders’
work engagement on their behaviors and, in turn, these behaviors on subordinates’
work engagement and individual-related and organizational outcomes were focused.
Also, the moderating role of subordinate and leader-related factors were tested with
the relevant hypotheses. While testing all these, both qualitative and quantitative
methods were used, and data was gathered with a three-month interval from the same
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1.1. The Defining Features of Work Engagement

1.1.1. Definition and Conceptual Distinctiveness

The theoretical base of engagement in the organizational area was formed by
the discussion of Kahn (1990; 1992). His focus was on personal engagement and he
defined engagement as the involvement of oneself at work, including physical (i.e.,
being existent in the workplace), cognitive (i.e., focusing on work related tasks), and
emotional (i.e., enjoyment while performing work-related tasks) existence.
Meaningfulness, psychological safety, and psychological availability (i.e., people’s
believes about investing enough resource at a specific time) was discussed to
contribute to engagement, and according to these arguments, the more people
experience these three dynamics, the more they stay engaged (Kahn, 1990; 1992).

After Kahn (1990; 1992), researchers ignored this area of research until the
increase in the number of research on burnout. Researchers got the idea that there
may be a positive pole of burnout, and as a response to this idea, they defined
engagement (Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1996; Maslach & Leiter, 1997; Maslach,
Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001). Since work engagement and burnout were treated as the
opposites of each other, work engagement was assessed with the Maslach Burnout
Inventory (MBI; Maslach & Jackson, 1981) for a long time. It was discussed to
compose of energy, involvement, and efficacy which were treated as the exact
opposites of burnout dimensions that are exhaustion, cynicism, and lack of efficacy
(Maslach & Leiter, 1997). Therefore, a person who were low in burnout was
expected to be engaged or vice versa. However, later researchers started to discuss
that these two concepts may not be two ends in a line; rather they may reflect
somewhat different dynamics (Gonzalez-Roma, et al., 2006). Also, it was discussed
that in order to test a construct and assess its predictive validity, two different
constructs should not be assessed with the same scale; so, researchers formed a new
scale called Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES; Schaufeli, Salanova, et al.,
2002) in order to assess work engagement. These researchers did not fully reject the
idea that work engagement and burnout were highly related to each other; rather they
discussed that these concepts could not be perfectly related to each other (i.e., r

cannot be equal to -1). Therefore, assessing work engagement with burnout inventory



could bring methodological problems and misleading results (Schaufeli, Salanova, et
al., 2002; Schaufeli & Salanova, 2011).

These discussions made by Schaufeli, Salanova, et al. (2002) resulted in the
mostly used definition of work engagement, which is “a positive, fulfilling, work-
related state of mind that is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption”
(Schaufeli et al., 2002, p. 74). Vigor defines the desire of people to give the
necessary energy to their works and show resilience against difficulties in the
working environment. Dedication includes searching for challenges, having
inspiration and showing self-worth at work. Highly dedicated employees think that
they are important to their works. Lastly, absorption is the concentration on the
work-related tasks. Engaged employees with high level of absorption lose the track
of time while they are working.

As mostly used scale, Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES; Schaufeli,
Salanova, et al., 2002) has seventeen items and a three-factor model which was
validated across different countries including Turkey (e.g., Bakker, et al., 2008;
Koyuncu, Burke, & Fiksenbaum, 2006; Salanova, Agut, & Peiro, 2005; Salanova &
Schaufeli, 2008; Turgut, 2011). Later, the UWES was shortened to nine items, and
the validity and reliability was also established for this version (e.g., Breevaart,
Bakker, Demerouti, & van den Heuvel, 2015; Schaufeli, et al., 2006; Xanthopoulou,
et al., 2007; 2009). However, some researchers supported one-factor model and
discussed that one factor model had similar validities with three factor model,
therefore, the factorial validity of UWES should be evaluated in caution (e.g.,
Shimazu, et al., 2008; Sonnentag, 2003).

As different from Maslach and Leiter (1997) who said that burnout and work
engagement were two ends of a continuum, Schaufeli, Salanova, et al. (2002) pointed
out the idea that these two concepts were not perfectly related to each other, so they
should be assessed with different scales. After the presentation of these two different
views, many discussions were made about the conceptual relatedness of work
engagement and burnout (e.g., Gonzalez-Roma, et al., 2006; Schaufeli & Salanova,
2007). For instance, Schaufeli and Salanova (2007) mentioned that engaged people
feel energetic and committed to their works; however, employees who do not
experience burnout do not have to show these. In other words, not experiencing
burnout does not guarantee being energetic or concentrated at work. As another

point, absorption seems to be a discriminating factor of work engagement. While



exhaustion and vigor composed energy dimension; cynicism and dedication were
discussed to compose identification dimension by coming together (Gonzalez-Roma,
et al., 2006). However, absorption did not show a clear relationship with any of
burnout dimensions. Therefore, it was discussed that work engagement and burnout
cannot be perfectly related to each other (Schaufeli, et al., 2002) or they do not load
into a common factor (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004).

The discussions on the conceptual validity of work engagement were not
limited to the above issue. The relationship between work engagement and other
well-established constructs including workaholism, work commitment and job
satisfaction has also been argued (Bakker, et al., 2013; Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006;
Joseph, Newman, & Hulin, 2010; Macey & Schneider, 2008). Workaholics, for
instance, were differentiated from their engaged counterparts, because they had
excessive and somewhat obsessive thoughts about their works (Bakker, et al., 2013)
and research showed that there was a non-significant relationship between work
engagement and workaholism (Schaufeli, et al., 2008). Similarly, the difference of
work engagement from work commitment, job satisfaction and job involvement were
also investigated (Joseph, et al., 2010; Macey & Schneider, 2008). While some
researchers showed, work engagement had a strong correlation with a higher-order
factor involving work commitment, job satisfaction and job involvement (Joseph, at
al., 2010); some others discussed that there was a clear distinction between all these
constructs (Macey & Schneider, 2008). Work engagement was differentiated from
job satisfaction, because work engagement included passion and commitment which
were not presented in the definition of job satisfaction.

Work engagement was also differentiated from work commitment, because
commitment focuses on organization; while engagement focuses on work and it only
captures affective commitment as a dimension of work commitment. The main
difference between work engagement and job involvement was the energy dimension
presented in the definition of work engagement (Macey & Schneider, 2008). People
can be involved in their work, but this does not guarantee that they would show
ambition, energy or dedication towards it. The research findings supported this
argument and showed that there was a medium correlation between these two
concepts, and they had different relationship patterns with organizational outcomes
(Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006). For instance, job involvement did not show high

correlation with health-related complaints; while work engagement did. On the



contrary, work engagement did not show significant correlation with role overload;
while involvement did. Thus, these constructs were discussed to be related, but this
relationship was far from perfection (Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006). Lastly, work
engagement was also differentiated from work-related flow, because flow defines a
more complicated and wider concept than engagement (Bakker, 2011; Schaufeli,
Martinez, et al., 2002; Schaufeli, Salanova, et al., 2002). Work-related flow also
represents instantaneous changes; while work engagement was discussed to be more
enduring. Based on all these discussions, work engagement concept was clearly
differentiated from other well-established constructs.

Even though many researchers used work engagement as a concept in their
studies, it is important to mention that there were different engagement types
including task, work, organization and employee engagement (e.g., Bhatnagar &
Biswas, 2010; Robert & Davenport, 2002). As the narrowest concept, task
engagement defines engagement to specific duties people have at work (Schaufeli &
Salanova, 2011); while job and work engagement is broader than task engagement.
Organization engagement, on the other hand, includes some organizational factors
(e.g., culture), other than the work itself. Lastly, employee engagement, as different
from work engagement includes both task and organization related issues in its
definition (Schaufeli & Salanova, 2011). The model that explains the differences
between engagement types were presented in Figure 1.1. It was important to mention
the differences between engagement types, because, in this way, the conceptual
clarity would be reached and position of work engagement among all these different
concepts could be established.

As mentioned, even though different engagement types were used in
research, work engagement defined by Schaufeli, Salanova, et al. (2002) and
Schaufeli, Salanova, et al.’s (2002) was the mostly used one by researchers.

After the clarification of work engagement and its difference from other well-
established constructs, the research conducted in this area can be presented. In this
way, the enhancing and mitigating factors to work engagement and its relatedness to
individual related and organizational outcomes could be established. Based on these
arguments, the theoretical models of engagement were presented in the next section
followed by the discussions and findings on its nomological network. Later, the
research questions and hypotheses in the current study were presented with the

related research model.
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Work Engagement

Organization
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Figure 1.1. Representation of the differences among engagement types

1.1.2. Theoretical Models of Work Engagement

Job demands-resources model has been mostly used by researchers to
understand the nomological network of work engagement (JD-R; Bakker &
Demerouti, 2008; Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001; Schaufeli &
Bakker, 2004). According to this model, demands and resources in the working
environment affect employee-related dynamics through motivational and health
impairment paths. Job demands refer to the energy depleting requests in the working
environment and these bring negative physiological and psychological outcomes. Job
resources, on the other hand, are the positive cues in the working environment that
provide necessary power to the employee at work and brings positive outcomes. In
specific, job demands include things like workload, time pressure and physical
conditions; while job resources include things like feedback, supervisory support and
job control (Crawford, et al., 2010).

As mentioned, two paths were presented to explain how these demands and
resources were related to work engagement and organizational outcomes in turn
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Demerouti, et al., 2001; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004).
The first one was named as the motivational or health promotion and maintenance
path. Accordingly, resources in the working environment can contribute to the goals
and personal development of employees or reduce the negative impact of demands.
In other words, resources can contribute to outcomes by increasing the motivation of

employees or decreasing the demotivating effect of demands. Resources in the
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working environment motivate people intrinsically or extrinsically, and this
motivation brings positive states (Bakker, 2011; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). The
second path, which is health impairment, explain the role of job demands.
Accordingly, the environmental tools that requires continuous attention, creates
stress and fatigue in the employee bring some impairments and negative
organizational outcomes. In other words, job demands are treated as stressors in the
working environment and these stressors bring health-impairment among employees.
Therefore, job resources can be named as positive dynamics in the working
environment; while job demands can be named as negative dynamics that affect
employee well-being as a result of emerging stress.

JD-R model firstly used and discussed in burnout research (Demerouti, et al.,
2001) and later, it was started to be used in the area of work engagement, probably,
because work engagement was defined as the positive pole of burnout (Maslach &
Leiter, 1997; Schaufeli, Salanova, et al.,, 2002). Many studies discussed the
importance of job resources such as autonomy, support and coaching, in the
emergence and continuance of work engagement (e.g., Bakker & Demerouti, 2008;
Menguc, et al., 2013; Saks, 2006; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). However, the findings
on the relatedness of job demands to work engagement were more inconsistent.
Some studies showed that demands including hazards, complexity and work pressure
had a negative relationship with engagement (e.g., Bakker, et al., 2006; Nahrgang, et
al., 2011); while most studies mentioned demands including job insecurity and role
overload had a weak negative or non-significant relationship with work engagement
(e.g., Bakker & Leiter, 2010; Metin, 2010; Yuan, Li, & Tetrick, 2015). This
inconsistency was explained with the discussion on demand types (Albrecht, 2015;
Cavanaugh, Boswell, Roehling, & Boudreau, 2000; Crawford, et al., 2010).
Accordingly, challenge demands, things that foster self-development of employees
and push them to better achievements, had positive relationships with engagement;
while hindrance demands, things that hinder employees’ development and learning at
work, distract their attention and increase their stress, had negative relationships with
work engagement (Crawford, et al., 2010). More specifically, job responsibility and
complexity, task pressure, time urgency and workload as challenge demands were
positively related to work engagement; while organizational policies, role ambiguity,
conflict and overload as hindrance demands were negatively related to it. This idea
widened the JD-R model and showed that things that contribute to the self-

11



development of people can increase their work engagement; while things that hinder
employees in the working environment can bring distraction in subordinates’ work
engagement. Therefore, looking at the relationship between work engagement and its
antecedents in a simplistic way seemed to produce misleading results.

The interaction between demands and resources and the effect of these
interactions on work engagement was also discussed by researchers (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2008; Bakker, Hakanen, et al., 2007; Hakanen, et al., 2005). There were
two views in these arguments that supported each other. One said that job resources
and personal resources were the things that fostered work engagement; especially
when the job demands were high (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Bakker, Hakanen, et
al., 2007). In other words, demands had a moderating effect on the relationship
between job resources and work engagement. When people had high level of
environmental demands, the resources had positive effect on work engagement and
in turn organizational outcomes (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008). The second view
mentioned that job resources had a moderating effect on the relationship between job
demands and work engagement (Hakanen, et al., 2005). In specific, the negative
relationship between job demands and work engagement become weaker when
subordinates had high level of resources.

Findings about above discussions (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Bakker,
Hakanen, et al., 2007; Hakanen, et al.,, 2005) may also be explained with
conservation of resources theory (COR; Hobfoll, 1998, 2002). According to this
theory, people try to keep their resources in a standard level by getting extra
resources and fighting against possible resource lost. Therefore, to protect any lost,
employees with high level of resources use these resources to fight against high level
of demands. This theory gave a rise to another idea, which is coping hypothesis
(Bakker, Hakanen, et al., 2007). Accordingly, when faced with high level of job
demands, employees would use their resources as a coping mechanism against these
demanding conditions. Therefore, to fully understand the nomological network of
work engagement, the moderating, diminishing and fostering roles of both job
resources and job demands should be paid attention.

The nomological network of work engagement was established based on
these models and different antecedents to work engagement were presented (e.g.,
Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Christian, et al., 2011; Sulea, et al., 2012,
Xanthopoulou, et al., 2007) including leader-related ones (e.g., Bakker, Westman, &
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Schaufeli, 2007; Hakanen, et al., 2006; Salanova, et al., 2005; Tims, Bakker, &
Xanthopoulou, 2011; Xanthopoulou, et al., 2007). The next section aimed to
summarize these antecedents and to understand especially the role of leader-related
antecedents in the emergence and continuity of work engagement. Understanding
antecedents, especially leader-related ones, was expected to contribute to the
understanding of the present hypotheses and research model in the current study.

1.2. Leadership as an Antecedent of Work Engagement

The antecedents of work engagement can be grouped based on the party that
contributed to subordinates’ work engagement. In their review about work
engagement, Wollard and Shuck (2011) listed twenty-one individual related
antecedents including employee motivation, optimism, support and self-efficacy, and
twenty-one organizational antecedents including many leader-related dynamics like
feedback, expectations and managers’ self-efficacy for work engagement. In
addition, they included more high-level factors like positive workplace climate,
supportive culture and organizational mission and vision as antecedents contributing
to work engagement. The current study investigated the role of leader-related
dynamics, and tried to understand the role of engaged leaders’ behaviors on
subordinates’ work engagement and organizational outcomes in turn, because the
discussions on leaders’ work engagement and its role on leaders’ behaviors,
subordinates’ work engagement and subordinates’ individual related and
organizational outcomes were very limited.

There were different parties such as oneself, coworkers, families, leaders and
organizations discussed to be contributing to work engagement. Among self-related
factors; optimism, self-efficacy and organizational based self-esteem (Xanthopoulou,
et al.,, 2007), happiness level (Rodriguez-Munoz, Sanz-Vergel, Demerouti, &
Bakker, 2014), core self-evaluation (Rich, LePine, & Crawford, 2010), motivation
(Wollard & Shuck, 2011) and conscientiousness, proactive personality and positive
affectivity (Christian, et al., 2011; Sulea, et al., 2012) were discussed to be positively
related to work engagement. As factors related to other parties in the working
environment; coworkers (e.g., Christian, et al.,, 2011; Sulea, et al.,, 2012) and
supervisors (e.g., Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Christian, et al., 2011; Tims, et al.,

2011) were mentioned. According to the findings, interpersonal conflict with others
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in the working environment was discussed to be negatively related to work
engagement (Sulea, et al., 2012). As a positive dynamic, social support was
discussed (Christian, et al., 2011). In addition to these topics, researchers even
discussed the role of organizational factors like climate in the formation and
sustainability of work engagement (e.g., Wollard & Shuck, 2011) and presented the
importance of supportive organizational culture for work engagement.

In addition to their discussions about coworker related factors, Cristian, et al.
(2011) mentioned the importance of leader-related dynamics in the formation and
continuity of work engagement. Leaders can be more effective than any other party
in a workplace when the power they have in the working environment was evaluated
(Johnson, 2008). The meta-analytical findings by Christian, et al. (2011) supported
this idea and showed that transformational leadership and leader-member exchange
(LMX) were positively related to work engagement. They also mentioned some job
characteristics including autonomy and feedback was positively related to work
engagement. Even though these variables were not directly named as leader related
dynamics in this study (Christian, et al., 2011), they can be related to leadership,
because leaders are the people who give feedback and autonomy to their
subordinates. Therefore, it can be said that these findings (Christian, et al., 2011)
showed the importance of leaders to foster engagement in the working environment.

Some theoretical models were also built upon the role of leader-related
factors in the emergence or fostering of subordinates’ work engagement. In their
model, Bakker and Demerouti (2008) mentioned some leadership dynamics
including supervisory coaching, social support, autonomy and performance feedback
as antecedents of work engagement. Crawford et al. (2010) discussed similar
resources and demands in their meta-analysis and showed that autonomy, feedback,
developmental opportunities, support, recognition and the dynamics of the role, job
and task (e.g., responsibility, workload, role conflict) were significantly related to
work engagement. Similarly, the significant role of supervisory support and
appreciation (Hakanen, et al., 2006; Xanthopoulou, et al., 2007), LMX (Breevart, et
al., 2015; Rodwell, McWilliams, & Gulyas, 2017), feedback (Menguc, et al., 2013;
Salanova & Schaufeli, 2008), transformational leadership (Tims, et al., 2011),
management quality (Mauno, et al., 2007), and autonomy (Salanova, et al., 2005;
Xanthopoulou, et al., 2007) on work engagement were supported by other

researchers.
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In another study (Breevaart, et al., 2015), the role of leadership styles as
antecedents to work engagement were discussed and it was shown that
transformational leadership was related to subordinates’ work engagement. Some
specific leadership dynamics including supervisory support, feedback and autonomy
and their relatedness to work engagement were also mentioned by Bakker (2011).
Similarly, Altunel, Kocak and Cankir, (2015) showed that autonomy, support, task
significance, coaching, and developmental opportunities were significant resources
in the work environment provided by the leaders and predicted work engagement.
These features were asked to be promoted among subordinates in order to increase
their work engagement levels.

Positive workplace environment and leaders who could foster this kind of
environment were also discussed to be important for having highly engaged
employees (e.g., Christian, et al., 2011; Frazier, Fainshmidt, Klinger, Pezeshkn, &
Vracheva, 2016). For instance, a psychologically safe environment guaranteed by
leaders was discussed to contribute work engagement (Christian, et al., 2011; Frazier,
et al., 2016; Idris, et al., 2015; Kahn, 1990). Also, in a workplace where the needs of
subordinates was fulfilled (Silman, 2014) or hope was arisen (Ouweneel, et al., 2012;
Sy, Coté, & Saavedra, 2005), subordinates could be better engaged at work. These
findings showed that leader-related dynamics, including concepts and variables, were
vital for the emergence and sustainability of work engagement. Therefore, leaders
who supported the development of their subordinates and guide, inspire and show
interest on them were expected to foster subordinates’ work engagement.

One of the most important questions arose at this point was about the work
engagement levels of leaders. The role of leaders’ work engagement in the
emergence of certain leadership behaviors and the effect of these behaviors on
subordinates’ work engagement and subordinate related outcomes was not really
discussed by researchers. Therefore, it can be said that even though certain
leadership behaviors were reported to be important for subordinates’ work
engagement (e.g., Breevart, et al., 2015; Hakanen, et al., 2006; Salanova &
Schaufeli, 2008; Tims, et al., 2011; Xanthopoulou, et al., 2007), researchers did not
really focus on leaders” work engagement and engaged leaders’ behaviors. At this
point, we suggested that work engagement could be contagious, so leaders’
engagement may instigate subordinates’ engagement at work. Also, leaders’ work

engagement can bring certain kind of behaviors. Therefore, understanding the role of
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leaders’ work engagement on leaders’ behaviors and the role of engaged leaders’
behaviors on subordinates’ work engagement and subordinate-related outcomes
formed an important area of research.

Leaders’ work engagement was expected to bring certain behavioral patterns;
and these behaviors were expected to be positive, because positivity and positive
emotions were generally associated with work engagement (Bakker & Demerouti,
2008; Ouweneel, et al., 2012). Work engagement was shown to be effective in the
formation of certain behaviors among subordinates including citizenship behaviors,
innovation and knowledge sharing (e.g., Ariani, 2013; Bailey, et al., 2017; Sulea, et
al., 2012) and similar behaviors were expected to emerge among leaders who were
engaged at work. Specifically, previous research showed that subordinates’ work
engagement brought behaviors that supported other individuals in the working
environment like OCB (e.g., Ariani, 2013; Bailey, et al., 2017; Halbesleben, Harvey,
& Bolino, 2009; Sulea, et al., 2012). Also, subordinates who were highly engaged
were discussed to show more helping or extra role behaviors at work. Work
engagement was also discussed to increase positivity in the working environment by
contributing to optimism (Xanthopoulou, et al., 2007) and happiness (Rodriguez-
Muiioz, et al., 2014). As another point, work engagement was discussed to contribute
motivation (Wollard & Shuck, 2011) and positive affectivity (Christian, et al., 2011;
Sulea, et al., 2012). Previous research (Leiter & Bakker, 2010) also showed that
engaged employees were more likely to have goals and challenge themselves to
reach these goals. This was expected, because work engagement involves the
enthusiasm and dedication towards work (Leiter & Bakker, 2010; Schaufeli &
Bakker, 2010). When faced with problems, engaged people keep trying. They see
these things as challenging and try to overcome these (Leiter & Bakker, 2010). This
kind of people are so dedicated, and energetic that they can make their work
entertaining. These features of engaged workers showed can contribute to the
building and maintaining happier and more productive workplaces. Same behavioral
patterns were expected to emerge among leaders who were highly engaged at work,
and these behaviors of engaged leaders were expected to contribute subordinates’
work engagement. In line with all these findings and discussions, leaders’ work
engagement was also expected to be correlated with leaders’ optimism, happiness,

motivation and positive affectivity, and leaders who are engaged at work were
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expected to show more helping behaviors, be positive, create a positive working
environment and motivate their subordinates.

In sum, leaders’ work engagement was expected to bring positive attitudes
and behaviors among leaders and these behaviors were expected to contribute their
subordinates’ work engagement. Some examples can be given for these expected
positive behaviors that could affect subordinates and their work engagement. For
instance, these leaders may give more constructive feedbacks to their subordinates,
listen to their subordinates’ problems, help them to establish and reach their goals, or
let them to make their own decisions. All these dynamics were expected to contribute
subordinates’ work engagement, because leaders are one of the most effective parties
in the working environment with the power they have (Johnson, 2008) and they may
be role models for their subordinates (Gichter & Renner, 2018). Therefore, as a
powerful party, leaders’ behaviors should contribute to subordinates’ work
engagement levels.

Even though previous discussions and research on subordinates’ work
engagement helped us to make inferences about engaged leaders’ behaviors, these
inferences were not enough to directly form an engaged leaders’ behaviors scale and
test a theoretical model. Also, it was not clear which behaviors of engaged leaders
would contribute to subordinates’ work engagement. A detailed examination was
needed to test the relevant hypotheses and conduct the current research. Therefore,
the present study used qualitative methodologies to define engaged leaders’
behaviors that were affected from the work engagement levels of leaders and
contributed to subordinates’ work engagement. This methodology was expected to be
effective for two reasons. Firstly, the role of work engagement in the emergence of
certain behaviors among leaders would be better understood. Secondly, the role of
these behavioral reactions on subordinates” work engagement would be referred and
better understanding would be provided. It was expected that leaders who were
engaged at work would show certain kinds of leadership behaviors like showing
support and motivating subordinates. Later, these behaviors, as a kind of leader-
related resource, would foster work engagement among subordinates.

In sum, leaders who were engaged at work were expected to show more
positive behaviors (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Ouweneel, et al., 2012); help their
subordinates more (Ariani, 2013; Bailey, et al., 2017; Sulea, et al., 2012); be more
optimistic (Xanthopoulou, et al., 2007), happy (Rodriguez-Muifioz, et al., 2014) and
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motivated (Wollard & Shuck, 2011) than leaders who were not engaged at work.
These positive attitudes and behaviors of leaders were expected to contribute
subordinates’ work engagement, because positive leadership styles (Tims, et al.,
2011) and positive behaviors of leaders (e.g., Crawford, et al., 2010; Hakanen, et al.,
2006; Xanthopoulou, et al., 2007) were positively associated with employees’ work
engagement. Therefore, engaged leaders’ behaviors were expected to be resulted in
leaders’ work engagement and these behaviors were expected to contribute to

subordinates’ work engagement.

Hypothesis 1a. Leaders’ work engagement is positively related to engaged

leaders’ behaviors.

Hypothesis 1b. Engaged leaders’ behaviors are positively related to

subordinates’ work engagement.

Beyond the arguments that work engagement would bring some behavioral
patterns among leaders and these behaviors would contribute to subordinates’ work
engagement, there may be a direct mechanism from leaders’ work engagement to
subordinates’ work engagement. In other words, leaders’ work engagement could be
a resource by itself for their subordinates. This reflects the crossover idea in which
the transmission of factors from one party to the other was explained (Westman,
2001). This idea was shortly explained previously and would be examined in the

detail in the next section.

1.3. The Crossover of Work Engagement

Crossover explains how a state, emotion or behavior transfers from one party
to the other (Westman, 2001). Crossover was firstly defined as the transmission of
negative things (e.g., strain) from one person to the other (Bolger, Delongis, Kessler,
& Wethington, 1989; Westman, 2001). As implied by the above presented definition,
transmission and crossover were two constructs that was interchangeably used by
researchers (Bakker & Demerouti, 2009). However, crossover was differentiated
from spillover, as spillover refers to contagion from one domain to the other for the

same individual (Westman, 2001). Spillover defined a process where positive and
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negative experiences in a domain affected the other and these two domains were
mostly work and family (Lambert, 1990) and this differentiated it from crossover.

While explaining the crossover process, three mechanisms were presented by
researchers (Bakker, Westman, et al., 2007; Westman & Vinokur, 1998). First
mechanism was the existence of common stressors posited by Westman and Vinokur
(1998). They mentioned that people who were exposed to the same environmental
cues were expected to show similar attitudinal and behavioral patterns. The second
one was the direct transmission of things from one party to the other (Westman &
Vinokur, 1998). Empathy was the main component of this process, and it was
discussed that people’s current situation could affect significant others, because they
identify themselves with these people. Lastly, an indirect path was suggested
(Westman & Vinokur, 1998). Accordingly, things people experienced could change
their interaction styles, and this change could affect others who had interaction with
the related party.

Social learning theory (Bandura, 1977) can be supportive to the arguments of
Westman and Vinokur (1998) about the crossover process. Learning occurs by
observing and imitating others’ behaviors. In other words, people tend to model
others’ behaviors and behave accordingly, especially if these bring positive
consequences. Therefore, actions that produce positive results were likely to be
imitated by others. This process can also be explained with vicarious conditioning
which mentioned that emotions and emotional reactions of one party was directly
observed and imitated by others (Bandura & Rosenthal, 1966; Berger, 1962).
Therefore, people who observed the positive emotions and positivity in behaviors
were expected to be motivated from these and internalize them.

Research in the area of crossover had started on work-family domain and the
crossover mechanisms between couples were clarified (e.g., Bolger, et al., 1989).
Later, Westman (2001) expanded this concept and discussed that crossover can also
occur between subordinates. Researchers discussed the crossover of both negative
(e.g., burnout) and positive (e.g., work engagement) dynamics (Bakker, et al., 2006;
Bakker, Westman, et al., 2007). Work engagement, as a positive state, was discussed
to crossover between couples (e.g., Bakker & Demerouti, 2009; Bakker, et al., 2011).
It was shown that women’s work engagement contributed to men’s work engagement
and this, in turn, contributed to men’s performance (Bakker & Demerouti, 2009).

The opposite was also confirmed in another study in which men’s work engagement
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was shown to contribute to women’s work engagement (Bakker, et al., 2011). Some
other studies tested the crossover of work engagement between teammates (e.g.
Bakker, et al., 2006) and showed that team level engagement was directly related to
individual level engagement. Therefore, the crossover of work engagement was
tested between different parties in order to understand the related mechanism better.

Even though the direct crossover of work engagement between couples and
peers was investigated widely, the number of studies on the direct crossover of work
engagement between leaders and subordinates have been limited (e.g., Wirtz, et al.,
2017). This was surprising because, leaders are one of the most effective
mechanisms in the workplaces (Johnson, 2008). Managers were discussed to be role
models in their organizations, and they were said to influence the beliefs of their
subordinates (Géchter & Renner, 2018). Therefore, they were expected to be
effective in the working environment and their work engagement levels may affect
the engagement levels of their subordinates. This showed that more research was
needed to understand the crossover of work engagement from leaders to
subordinates.

There was only one study that tested the direct crossover of work engagement
between leaders and subordinates (Wirtz, et al., 2017). According to their findings,
there was a direct link from subordinates’ work engagement to leaders’ work
engagement. These researchers also tested the direct crossover from leaders to
subordinates, even though they did not hypothesize this relationship and they could
not find a direct link from leaders’ work engagement to subordinates’ work
engagement. This was interesting because if leaders are the influencers in the
workplaces (Géchter & Renner, 2018), similar crossover mechanisms should have
emerged in the crossover of work engagement from leaders to subordinates. Also, as
explained, previous studies showed that there was a direct link from women’s to
men’s work engagement; from men’s to women’s work engagement (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2009; Bakker, et al., 2011) and from team level of work engagement to
individual level work engagement (Bakker, et al., 2006). Therefore, the crossover of
work engagement was shown to emerge between many different parties and the
crossover from leaders to subordinates was probable.

As a support to all these arguments and the theory by Westman and Vinokur
(1998) about the direct crossover, a direct link was expected to emerge from leaders’

work engagement to subordinates’ work engagement. However, because the number
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of studies on the crossover of work engagement from leaders to subordinates was
very limited, a hypothesis was not formed on this. Instead, the relationship was tested

with a research question.

Research Question 1. Is leaders’ work engagement directly related to

subordinates’ work engagement within and between two time frames?

As mentioned before, different mechanisms were presented by researchers in
the crossover process (Westman & Vinokur, 1998). One of them mentioned was the
direct transmission from one party to the other and this mechanism was previously
explained. The second path, which was the indirect path, explained how the changes
in interaction styles between two parties could affect the crossover process. As
reference to this indirect transmission idea, the role of mediators in the crossover
process was also tested in the current study. It was discussed that people’s work
engagement levels could change their interaction styles with others and this change
could affect the work engagement level of the other party. To be more specific,
leaders’ work engagement could shape their behaviors towards their subordinates
and these behaviors could be effective in the emergence and sustainability of
subordinates’ work engagement.

The theory presented by Bandura (1977) also supported this indirect
crossover idea and defended that the only way of learning may not be the direct
imitation of others. If people learn by observing and imitating others; there should be
some behaviors to be observed in the environment. Therefore, there may be some
mediators, like the behaviors to be observed, or moderators, like the dynamics related
to leaders and subordinates, that could affect the crossover of work engagement. As
mentioned, the possibility of mediating mechanisms was mentioned by Westman and
Vinokur (1998) and it was argued that interaction styles may form an indirect
mechanism in the crossover process. The interaction styles between two parties can
reflect itself in behaviors. In other words, the interaction styles between subordinates
and leaders could be better understood with the observation of engaged leaders’
behaviors, as hypothesized before. Later, the effect of these behaviors on
subordinates’ work engagement and subordinate related outcomes could be

investigated.
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Previous research (ten Brummelhuis, et al., 2014) discussed the relatedness of
leaders’ work engagement to subordinates’ work engagement and it was shown that
this relationship was mediated by positive affectivity. This study showed that both
leaders’ and followers’ positive affectivity mediated the crossover process. In
specific, leaders’ work engagement was discussed to contribute leaders’ and
subordinates’ positive affectivity, respectively. Later, subordinates’ positive
affectivity contributed to subordinates’ work engagement. This study also showed
that leaders’ supportive behavior was not a mediator in the crossover process which
was against Westman and Vinokur (1998)’s arguments. The results showed that in
the crossover of work engagement from leaders to subordinates, an emotional path
exist; however, the behavioral path was not supported by the same researchers (ten
Brummelhuis, et al., 2014).

At this point, it was important to mention that there were some deficiencies in
ten Brummelhuis et al. (2014)’s study. Firstly, researchers focused on the supportive
behaviors of leaders, and assessed these behaviors with items assessing autonomy
related support. Therefore, they ignored a whole bunch of leadership behaviors and
tried to explain the crossover process by focusing on a single variable. Secondly,
they did not evaluate other leader or subordinate related factors which could affect
the transformation of leaders’ work engagement to behaviors and to be moderators in
the model. Therefore, both the nature of mediator and the lack of moderators in ten
Brummeluis et al. (2014)’s study might have affected the results and caused a non-
significant behavioral path in the crossover of work engagement.

In addition to the mediating role of positive affectivity in the crossover of
work engagement from leaders to subordinates (ten Brummelhuis et al., 2014), there
was one study that tested the crossover with the mediating role of LMX (Gutermann,
et al., 2017). According to their findings, leaders’ work engagement was shown to be
related to subordinates’ work engagement via LMX and this showed the importance
of relationship dynamics in the crossover process. In addition to these, there were
many studies that showed how leaders’ behaviors at work affected subordinates’
work engagement (e.g., Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Crawford et al., 2010; Hakanen,
et al., 2006; Xanthopoulou, et al., 2007). Especially studies on leadership styles
(Breevart, et al., 2015; Nahrgang, et al., 2011; Tims, et al., 2011) showed that
specific leadership styles and leader behaviors could be affective in the emergence

and sustainability of subordinates” work engagement.
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As related to all these arguments, and in line with hypotheses 1a and 1b, the
crossover of work engagement was expected to occur from leaders to subordinates
via some behaviors of leaders who were engaged at work. Specifically, leaders’ work
engagement was expected to bring certain behaviors among leaders, which in turn
would contribute to subordinates’ work engagement. This would support the
previous discussions on engaged leaders’ behaviors and also theoretical discussion of

Westman and Vinokur (1998) about the indirect path in the crossover process.

Hypothesis 2. Engaged leaders’ behaviors mediate the relationship between

leaders’ work engagement and subordinates’ work engagement.

Expecting that crossover would work for every employee in the same manner
was somewhat unrealistic. Therefore, the role of moderators in the crossover process

was also expected to emerge and the next section aimed to explain this expectation.

1.3.1. The Role of Moderators in the Crossover Process

In order to understand the role of moderators in the crossover of work
engagement from leaders to subordinates, both leader and subordinate related
variables were paid attention. Firstly, the positive and negative affectivity of leaders
and subordinates as moderators was discussed. Later, as a reference to the qualitative
studies in the current research, subordinates’ responsibility at work was discussed as

a moderator.

1.3.1.1. Leaders’ and Subordinates’ Positive and Negative
Affectivity

Some leader and subordinate related dynamics were expected to affect both
the relationship between leaders” work engagement and engaged leaders’ behaviors
and engaged leaders’ behaviors and subordinates’ work engagement. In other words,
the mediation between leaders’ and subordinates’ work engagement via engaged
leaders’ behaviors was expected to be moderated by some subordinate and leader
related dynamics. Therefore, in addition to discussions about the role of engaged
leaders’ behaviors as a mediator, the role of moderators in the crossover of work

engagement from leaders to subordinates was discussed in the current study.
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Again, the number of studies about the role of moderators in the crossover of
work engagement from leaders to subordinates was limited. In their article, Wirtz, et
al. (2017) examined the moderating role of leaders’ self-efficacy in the crossover of
work engagement from followers to leaders. The results showed that leaders’
emotional self-efficacy did not play a moderating role in the crossover process.
However, they did not test for the moderating role of any subordinate-related
variable or any other leader-related variable. Therefore, it can be said that they may
miss some kind of relationship in their presented model.

Previous studies discussed the moderating role of perspective taking and
communication quality for the crossover of work engagement between couples
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2009; Bakker, et al., 2011; Tian, et al., 2016). Specifically, a
study (Bakker & Demerouti, 2009) showed that the crossover of work engagement
from women to men was stronger when men got their partners’ perspectives; while
another study (Bakker, et al., 2011) showed that the crossover of work engagement
from men to women was higher when women were high in perspective taking. In
addition to these, it was shown that when women were high in communication
quality, work engagement was more likely to show crossover from men to women
(Tian, et al., 2016). These studies showed the importance of moderators in the
crossover of work engagement between couples.

Even though some of the previous findings for couples may be supportive for
the crossover of work engagement between leaders and subordinates, some
differences were expected because of the nature relationships and dyads. Firstly, the
relationship patterns between couples and between leaders and subordinates should
be different. In an intimate relationship, like in between couples, people may have
more affective connections, and care may be the focus of the relationship. On the
contrary, in the relationships between leaders and subordinates, the work itself could
play a vital role and close intimate relationships may not be as effective as it was in
close relationships. Secondly, the closeness of the relationship between couples were
expected to be higher than the one between leaders and subordinates. Because
couples were expected to be closer to each other than leaders and subordinates, the
observation of the behaviors among couples could be direct and more fragile. This
was different from what was expected for the relationship between leaders and

subordinates. Based on these above-mentioned differences, it was important to

24



differentiate the moderators in the crossover process for couples and subordinate-
leader dyads.

Affectivity was the first moderator discussed in the current study. It was an
emotional concept that was discussed to be composed of two dimensions as negative
and positive affectivity (Watson & Tellegen, 1985; Gengoz, 2000). In this
differentiation, positive affectivity defines more pleasurable and delighted feelings
including excitement and enthusiasm; while negative affectivity defines more
undelightful feelings including fear and anger. The role of affectivity in people’s
behaviors was discussed previously (e.g., Brief & Weiss, 2002; Lee & Allen, 2002;
Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). In their review, Brief and Weiss (2002) discussed that
both positive and negative affectivity was related to performance, decision making
and withdrawal behaviors. Lee and Allen (2002) added organizational citizenship
behavior (OCB) to this equation and showed that positive and negative affectivity
was important in the emergence of extra-role behaviors.

Weiss and Cropanzano (1996) had mentioned that work-related events could
influence people’s attitudes and behaviors and brought some reactions, and people’s
moods and emotions could affect their reactions to the events. This idea mentioned
that negative and positive affectivity not only contributes to the behaviors of
individuals, they could also change the relationship between two dynamics with a
moderating role. Previous studies supported this idea and showed the moderating
role of positive and negative affectivity in the organizational research (e.g., Janssen,
Lam, & Huang, 2010; Penney & Spector, 2005; Shaw, 1999). For instance, Penney
and Spector (1999) showed that job stressors created more counterproductive work
behavior among subordinates if subordinates were high in negative affectivity. Shaw
(1999), on the other hand, discussed the moderating role of positive affectivity on the
relationship between two outcome variables, job satisfaction and turnover intentions
and showed that the strongest relationship between these two variables emerged
when subordinates were high in positive affectivity. The role of affectivity was also
tested as related to work engagement (Vander Elst, Bosman, De Cuyper, Stouten, &
De Witte, 2013). Researchers tested the moderating role of positive affectivity on the
relationship between work engagement and psychological distress and showed that
positive affectivity had a diminishing role in this relationship.

Based on all these arguments and the findings from the qualitative study, the

role of affectivity in the crossover of work engagement from leaders to subordinates
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was investigated. It was discussed that leaders’ positive and negative affectivity
would affect the relationship between leaders’ work engagement and engaged
leaders’ behaviors; while subordinates’ negative and positive affectivity would act as
moderators in the relationship between engaged leaders’ behaviors and subordinates’
work engagement. The reason for this expectation was the nature of the variables.
Accordingly, the positive or negative affectivity of leaders could determine engaged
leaders’ behaviors, as discussed (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996); while these behaviors
could turn into attitudinal and behavioral reactions among subordinates if they
showed high positive or low negative affectivity. Therefore, the path between leader-
related variables was expected to be moderated by leader-related variables; while the
path between subordinate-related variables was expected to be moderated by
subordinate related variables. In specific, it was expected that work engagement
would be more strongly related to engaged leaders’ behaviors, as a positive dynamic,
if leaders had high level of positive affectivity or low level of negative affectivity.
Therefore, positive affectivity would have a fostering effect in the relationship
between leaders’ work engagement and engaged leaders’ behaviors; while negative
affectivity had a diminishing affect in the same relationship. Similarly, subordinates’
positive affectivity was expected to have a fostering effect in the relationship
between engaged leaders’ behaviors and subordinates’ work engagement; while
negative affectivity would have a diminishing affect in the same relationship. In sum,
the moderating role of leaders’ and subordinates’ negative and positive affectivity
was tested, and positive affectivity was expected to show a fostering role; while
negative affectivity was expected to show a diminishing role in the presented
relationships.

In order to clarify the role of positive and negative affectivity on these
mediational paths, the results of the qualitative research were used, as another
support. In this study, participants were asked to report things expected to affect the
crossover of work engagement from leaders to subordinates and affectivity was
highly presented by participants. The findings of qualitative studies was discussed
later in the article and the related hypotheses were formed for the current study as
following.

Hypothesis 3a. Leaders’ affectivity moderate the relationship between

leaders’ work engagement and engaged leaders’ behaviors; in a way that leaders who
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have high positive or low negative affectivity are more likely to show engaged

leaders’ behaviors as a result of their own work engagement.

Hypothesis 3b. Subordinates’ affectivity moderate the relationship between
engaged leaders’ behaviors and subordinates’ work engagement; in a way that
subordinates who have high positive or low negative affectivity are more likely to

show work engagement as a response to their leaders engaged behaviors.

1.3.1.2.  Subordinates’ Responsibility at Work

Other than the moderating role of positive and negative affectivity, another
subordinate-related variable was discussed to play a moderating role in the
relationship between engaged leaders’ behaviors and subordinates’ work
engagement. Responsibility feelings at work was discussed to be effective in the
transformation of engaged leaders’ behaviors to subordinates’ work engagement. In
their study, Li, Wright, Rukavina and Pickering (2008) divided responsibility into
two as social and personal responsibility. Social responsibility included things like
respecting others; helping them and showing kindness; while personal responsibility
included things like completing job-related tasks, setting goals and trying hard in
things. In other words, social responsibility reflected the responsibility and the
related behaviors towards others; while personal responsibility reflected the
responsibility and the related behaviors people have against themselves.

Even though this was a construct that was not widely investigated in the area
of work engagement; it may contribute to the relationship between engaged leaders’
behaviors and subordinates’ work engagement. The reason for this expectation lied
on the qualitative study. As would explained later in detail, many participants
mentioned the importance of subordinates’ responsibility in the crossover process.
This reporting seemed logical because if a subordinate does not show any
responsibility at work, does not set any goal or does not want to improve himself or
herself at work; he or she cannot be expected to reach positive cues in the working
environment and to be affected from the positive behaviors of their leaders.

As mentioned, because any research was not found on the relationship
between responsibility at work and work engagement and this dynamic emerged as a

result of the qualitative study, the moderating role of subordinates’ responsibility
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feelings as reported by themselves was tested with a research question, as presented
below.

Research Question 2. Do subordinates’ responsibility at work have a
moderating effect on the relationship between engaged leaders’ behaviors and

subordinates’ work engagement?

Beyond the arguments on the crossover process and the discussions about the
antecedents of work engagement, some outcomes were expected to be resulted in and
as a function of subordinates” work engagement. The current study also investigated
the relatedness of subordinates’ work engagement to individual and organizational

outcomes.

1.4. Work Engagement and Its Relatedness to Individual and Organizational

Outcomes

The relatedness of work engagement to individual and organizational
outcomes was also discussed and investigated in the current study. There were five
outcomes tested in the current study including performance (i.e., task and contextual
performance), subjective well-being, job satisfaction and turnover intentions. The
reason why these outcomes were selected was to assess the role of work engagement
and engaged leaders’ behaviors on both individual and organizational outcomes.
Also, these variables were well-investigated outcomes in the literature where work
engagement was treated as an antecedent (e.g., Bailey, et al., 2017; Hallberg &
Schaufeli, 2006). However, the role of engaged leaders’ behaviors on these outcomes
was not investigated and the present study referred to this gap. The discussions about

the relatedness of work engagement to above-mentioned were presented below.

1.4.1. Work Engagement and Job Satisfaction

As previously mentioned, work engagement and job satisfaction were treated
as closely related variables to each other and the conceptual distinctiveness between
these two variables was widely mentioned by researchers (Joseph, et al., 2010;
Macey & Schneider, 2008). Some researchers treated work engagement as the

combination of three well-established constructs including job satisfaction,
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commitment and involvement; while some others mentioned that work engagement
was different from job satisfaction, because it includes both passion and
commitment. In other words, people may be satisfied with their job; however, this
does not guarantee that they would work with passion or affectionate. People may be
satisfied with their work and do not feel that time passes quickly or may not
concentrate their jobs fully. These discussions motivated researchers to make more
research on the relatedness of work engagement to job satisfaction and clarify the
nomological network between these two variables.

There were many studies that discussed the relatedness of work engagement
to job satisfaction and many of them treated job satisfaction as an outcome (Bailey,
et al., 2017; Extremera, et al., 2018; Karanika-Murray, et al., 2015; Orgambidez-
Ramos & de Almeida, 2017; Pujol-Cols & Lazzaro-Salazar, 2018; Saks, 2006). All
these studies showed that job satisfaction was predicted by work engagement and
there was a strong positive relationship between these two variables. Among these
studies, one of them (Extremera, et al., 2018) showed the mediating role of work
engagement between emotional intelligence and job satisfaction; while another one
(Karanika-Murray, et al., 2015) showed the mediating role of work engagement
between organizational identification and job satisfaction. Even though the
antecedents for the theoretical models were different, the relationship between work
engagement and subordinates’ job satisfaction was similar. Therefore, work
engagement was reported to predict job satisfaction and positively related to it.

A recent review by Bailey et al. (2017) also supported these findings and
moved one step further. Their findings showed that among all other variables
including job performance, work commitment, turnover intentions, stress and health,
work engagement was most strongly related to job satisfaction with a correlation of
b57. This was an important finding, because reviews and meta-analyses are the
summary of the previous findings in the literature and the results of meta-analyses
reflect the general tendency in the related area of research. Therefore, the support
from this review made it clearer that there should be a strong positive relationship
between work engagement and job satisfaction.

In the light of all these studies and discussions, it can be said that work
engagement was an important predictor of job satisfaction. Beyond the findings, this

situation was expected, because a person who had passion and dedication to work
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should also be satisfied with it or vice versa. Therefore, it was proposed that

subordinates’ work engagement was positively related to their satisfaction from job.

Hypothesis 4. Subordinates’ work engagement is positively related to

subordinates’ job satisfaction.

1.4.2. Work Engagement and Performance

Job performance was discussed to be composed of two dimensions including
task performance and contextual or extra role performance (Borman & Motowildo,
1993; 1997). Task performance includes things that directly contributes to the
technical processes of a job; while contextual performance is discussed to contribute
to the effectiveness in an organization, but do not directly include core technical
skills. In other words, task performance is more related to the job description of
employees and contextual performance includes more informal processes and
behaviors that are beyond the job description of an employee including things like
helping a coworker. In addition to these dimensions, there is a third dimension,
which is counterproductive work behavior, and this includes behaviors that harm the
organization and organizational effectiveness (Miles, Borman, Spector, & Fox,
2002); but these behaviors are well beyond the aim of the current article. Two
dimensions, task and contextual performance and their relatedness to work
engagement were investigated within the aims of the current study.

The relatedness of work engagement to task and job performance was widely
investigated by researchers (e.g., Bailey, et al., 2017; Bakker & Demerouti, 2009;
Idris, et al., 2015). Work engagement was generally presented as a mediating
mechanism between work-related characteristics and job performance (Saks &
Gruman, 2014). Different mechanisms were presented to explain why work
engagement was such a good predictor of performance (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008).
These included the positive emotions work engagement evoke and the positive effect
of it on bodily wellness. This positivity cycle was also expected to be resulted in
positive gains in subordinates’ performance and a recent review (Bailey, et al., 2017)
supported this idea. According to the results, work engagement had a moderate
correlation with task performance (r = .36). Another study (Bakker & Demeroulti,

2009) supported these findings by showing a significant relationship between work
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engagement and task performance. This study (Bakker & Demerouti, 2009) also
tested the crossover of engagement between couples, so the findings were important
to understand the role of task performance in the crossover process.

The relationship between work engagement and extra-role behaviors (i.e.,
OCB) was also well-established (Ariani, 2013; Bailey, et al., 2017; Halbesleben, et
al., 2009; Sulea, et al., 2012). Work engagement was shown to be related to both
OCB-I and OCB-O (Saks, 2006). As similar to their finding, Bailey et al. (2017) and
Bakker and Demerouti (2009) showed that work engagement had a positive
relationship with extra-role behaviors. The relationship between work engagement
and task performance and work engagement and extra-role behaviors were similar.
Therefore, it could be said that both task performance and extra-role performance
were moderately related to work engagement, both in the case of crossover or when

the sole effect of subordinates’ work engagement was tested.

There were also some studies that showed how work engagement was
differentiated from job satisfaction, work commitment and job involvement in the
prediction of task and contextual performance (Christian, et al., 2011). It was
supported that work engagement had incremental validity over these three constructs
in predicting job performance. Therefore, performance was shown to be something
predicted by work engagement and this prediction was well-beyond other well-
established constructs.

To summarize, studies showed that work engagement was related to task
performance and OCB in similar magnitudes, ranging from .21 to .43 (Christian, et
al., 2011; Gorgievski, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2010; Jun¢a-Silva, Caetano, & Lopes,
2016; Rich, et al., 2010). Similar discussions and correlations were expected to arise
in the current study when connecting subordinates’ work engagement to
subordinates’ in-role and extra-role performance. In other words, subordinates’ work
engagement was discussed to be positively related to both task performance and

extra-role performance of subordinates in the current study.

Hypothesis 5. Subordinates’ work engagement is positively related to

subordinates’ in-role and extra-role performance.
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1.4.3. Work Engagement and Subjective Well-Being

Well-being reflects physical and psychological conditions of people and
different dimensions were included to assess the well-being of employees (Goldberg,
1972). According to these assessments, things like depression, stress, happiness and
low self-esteem composes psychological aspects of people’s well-being. There can
be some additional dimensions like fatigue and headaches that reflects the physical
well-being of employees. Psychological and physical well-being can show itself with
psychological symptoms like depression or can bring physical symptoms like
headaches. In sum, well-being reflects the physical and psychological goodness of
people which can be assessed objectively by using psychometric or physical tests or
subjectively by asking people their reports about certain psychological and physical
symptoms. The later was named as subjective well-being.

The relatedness of work engagement to subordinates’ well-being and general
health was previously studied by researchers (Bailey, et al., 2017; Freeney & Fellenz,
2013; Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006; Mazzetti, Vignoli, Petruzziello, & Palareti, 2018;
Shimazu, et al., 2012). The results of these studies showed that work engagement
was related to the well-being of employees. For instance, Shimazu et al. (2012)
showed the positive relationship between work engagement and well-being of
employees. Similarly, Hallberg and Schaufeli (2006) showed that engagement was
negatively related health complaints like depression; while Freeney and Fellenz
(2013) showed that work engagement was negatively related to dynamics like
anxiety and sleep deprivation. Lastly, a recent review (Bailey, et al., 2017) supported
these findings and showed that work engagement and general health conditions were
related to each other with a medium correlation (r = .28). Therefore, in general, work
engagement was discussed to be positively related to subjective well-being.

There were also some studies that tested how work engagement played a
mediational role in the relationship between leadership styles, transformational
leadership, and well-being (Mazzetti, et al., 2018). The results of this study showed
that work engagement played a mediational role in the relationship between
leadership styles and well-being, and also work engagement was negatively related
to the subordinates’ well-being as including anxiety, depression and social

dysfunction.
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The current study also aimed to assess the relationship between subordinates’
work engagement and subjective well-being. Based on all these discussions (e.g.,
Bailey, et al., 2017; Freeney & Fellenz, 2013; Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006; Shimazu,
et al., 2012), it was expected that work engagement would be positively related to
subordinates’ subjective well-being; in other words, employees with high levels of
work engagement would report a high level of subjective well-being.

Hypothesis 6. Subordinates’ work engagement is positively related to

subordinates’ subjective well-being.

1.4.4. Work Engagement and Turnover Intentions

Turnover can be defined as the ending step of a subordinates’ lifespan in an
organization and named as a withdrawal process (Mobley, 1977). Before turnover,
there is a process where employees make judgment about turnover and decide
whether to leave the organization or not. This stage was called as turnover intention.
It can be resulted in actual turnover and different mechanisms were presented by
researchers to explain how this decision was made (Martin, 1979; Mobley, 1977).
Accordingly, people evaluate their jobs and decide if they are satisfied, then search
for alternatives and evaluate these. Later, they decide to leave their organization or
not (Mobley, 1977). While making this decision, they can evaluate the payment they
get, their education, justice in the working environment or commitment they have
against their work (Martin, 1979). Some of these variables like work commitment
may be directly related to turnover intentions; while some others like pay may be
related to turnover intentions with the mediating role of job satisfaction. In sum,
different environmental and personal cues may make people evaluate their current
situation at work and decide whether to leave their organizations or not. This stage is
important for both subordinates and organizations, because at the end, subordinate
lose their jobs; while organizations lose their workforce. This is a stage in which
right decisions should be made and some precautions should be taken.

The relatedness of work engagement to turnover intentions was highly
discussed by researchers (Bailey, et al., 2017; Coetzee & van Dyk, 2018; Oliveira &
Rocha, 2017; Marques-Pinto, et al., 2018; Saks, 2006; Zhang, Meng, Yang, & Liu,
2018). The results of these studies showed that work engagement predicted turnover

intentions and there was a negative relationship between these two. This was
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expected because people who liked their jobs and said that time flies while they were
working were expected to become less likely to leave or intent to leave their jobs.
The reverse can also be true and subordinates who had an intention to leave the
organization may not say that time flies while working. Therefore, negative
relationship was expected to emerge between work engagement and turnover
intentions.

As mentioned, understanding the findings of reviews and meta-analysis are
important to see the big picture. In their recent review, Bailey, et al. (2017) showed
that there was a moderate negative relationship between work engagement and
turnover intentions (r = - .36). This magnitude of relationship showed that work
engagement was related to turnover intentions stronger than it was related to
performance, general health or life satisfaction. This was important when the
criticality of turnover intentions for both subordinates and organizations were
evaluated. Therefore, testing the role of work engagement in the prediction of
turnover intentions seemed vital.

By evaluating all these discussions (Bailey, et al., 2017; Coetzee & van Dyk,
2018; Oliveira & Rocha, 2017; Marques-Pinto, et al., 2018; Saks, 2006; Zhang, et al.,
2018), similar findings were expected to be gathered in the current study.
Accordingly, work engagement was discussed to be negatively related to turnover
intentions and subordinates who were engaged their work were discussed to be less

likely to leave their jobs and organizations.

Hypothesis 7. Subordinates’ work engagement is negatively related to

subordinates’ intention to leave.

In line with all these arguments, engaged leaders’ behaviors were also
expected to be related to subordinate-related outcomes indirectly. As mentioned
before, and explained in the JD-R model, the resources in the working environment
were linked to the work engagement levels of subordinates and, in turn, work
engagement was linked to organizational outcomes (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008;
Demerouti, et al.,, 2001; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Because resources in the
working environment played a motivational role, these resources were expected to

contribute subordinates’ work engagement and organizational outcomes.
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Many studies showed that leader-related dynamics acted as motivators in the
working environment and contributed to subordinates’ work engagement (e.g.,
Breevart, et al., 2015; Hakanen, et al., 2006; Salanova & Schaufeli, 2008;
Xanthopoulou, et al., 2007). These included things like support, LMX, autonomy and
feedback. Even the role of certain leadership styles like transformational leadership
(e.g., Tims, et al., 2011) was discussed to contribute subordinates’ work engagement.
Researchers also supported the mediational role of subordinates’ work engagement
on the relationship between leader-related dynamics and organizational outcomes
(e.g., Breevart, et al., 2015; Mazzetti, et al., 2018; Schaufeli, 2015). Among these
studies, Breevart, et al. (2015) showed the mediational role of work engagement
between LMX, autonomy, developmental opportunities, support, as resources, and
performance. As a support to this, Mazzetti, et al. (2018) showed the mediational role
of work engagement in the relationship between leadership styles, transformational
leadership and well-being.

Based on all these discussions, engaged leaders’ behaviors, as a kind of
leader-related resource, was expected to be related to task performance, contextual
performance, turnover intentions, job satisfaction and subjective well-being via

subordinates’ work engagement.

Hypothesis 8. Engaged leaders” behaviors is positively related to
subordinates’ task performance, contextual performance and job satisfaction and
negatively related to subordinates’ subjective well-being and turnover intentions via

subordinates’ work engagement.

1.5. Conceptual Summary

As in line with all these arguments, the current study aims to understand how
crossover occurs from leaders to subordinates in the area of work engagement.
Previous studies focused on the crossover of burnout and engagement, especially
between couples and teammates (e.g., Bakker & Demerouti, 2009; Bakker, et al.,
2011). However, they did not really show interest in the crossover of work
engagement from leaders to subordinates. By referring to this gap, the current study
aims to clarify how the crossover of work engagement from leaders to subordinates
works and what are the dynamics and supporting mechanisms in this crossover

process. In specific, it was discussed that leaders’ work engagement would contribute
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to subordinates’ work engagement with the mediational role of engaged leaders’
behaviors. Leaders’ negative and positive affectivity was expected to moderate the
path from leaders’ work engagement to engaged leaders’ behaviors; while
subordinates’ negative and positive affectivity and responsibility at work was
expected to moderate the path from engaged leaders’ behaviors to subordinates’
work engagement. Later, subordinates’ work engagement was expected to contribute
to subordinate related outcomes including job performance, contextual performance,
subjective well-being, job satisfaction and turnover intentions. Also, the direct path
from leaders’ engagement to subordinates’ work engagement was tested with a

research question.

Different research methods were used to better understand the related model
and clarify some gaps in the area of work engagement. For assessing the first and
second hypotheses, the behaviors of leaders who were engaged at work were
specified with open-ended questions and interviews. After this, the relatedness of
leaders’ and subordinates’ work engagement to these behaviors were tested. In this
way, previous findings about leadership styles and leader-related dynamics were
gathered under the roof of engaged leaders’ behaviors scale. It was important to
understand how crossover worked between leaders and subordinates in the case of
work engagement, because work engagement had strong relationships with many
outcomes including job satisfaction, turnover intentions and job performance (Bailey,
et al., 2017). Therefore, if leaders were the effective mechanisms in the working
environment and their engagement and behaviors contributes to subordinates’ work
engagement, practitioners could be informed about this for the design of better
leadership training programs and selection of leaders who would contribute to
subordinates’ work engagement. In this way, a bridge could be built between science
and practice.

In addition to the crossover of work engagement from leaders to
subordinates, it was important to understand how this crossover was related to
organizational outcomes. In this way, the real-life effects of the crossover process
could be understood and the effects of work engagement on individuals and
organizations could be gathered. Therefore, with the current study a better and more

complete understanding was aimed to be gathered.
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With this study, an important gap, which was the crossover of work
engagement from leaders to subordinates and its role on the organizational outcomes,
was referred. The findings of the current study aimed to contribute to the theoretical
findings and arguments. Beyond the benefits of the related findings in research, the
results were also aimed to provide some benefits to practitioners. Practitioners could
see the importance of leaders in the formation and sustainability of work engagement
and integrate these findings to their selection and training systems, as mentioned
before. Also, they could see the effects of work engagement in the individual related
and organizational outcomes and take precaution before the individuals or
organizations were damaged. In sum, with this study, the effectiveness in human
resources practices and the working environments can be increased.

The conceptual framework for the current study can be seen in Figure 1.2.
The dotted lines in the figure shows the research questions; while the straight lines
represent the hypothesized relationship between variables. Because data was
gathered with three-month interval and there was data for participants from two
different time zones; the results were presented both within and between time 1 and
time 2. By doing this, both short and long-term role research variables on
organizational outcomes could be tested.

Also, in order to make the data gathering process clearer, a process summary
table were presented in Figure 1.3. As seen, all studies in the current research and the

aims and results were summarized to provide a guide to the readers.
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Figure 1.2. The proposed model of the current study
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*The aim was to understand engaged leader behaviors and moderators.
Open-Ended e Participants were presented questions related to engaged leaders' behaiors.
Study * Results were used for the formation of engaged leaders'behaviors scale.

*The aim was to further support the open-ended study.
e Participants were presented more detailed questions about engaged leaders behaviors.

Interviews e Results were used for the formation of engaged leaders'behaviors scale.

*The aim was to gather the validity and reliability of engaged leaders' behaviors scale.
Validation e Participants werepresented newly formed scale and others expected to correlate with it.
Study ¢ Results were used to revise and use engaged leaders' behaviors scale in the main study.

*The aim was to test the theoretical model.
¢ Both leaders and subordinates were presented scales and asked to complete.
e Results were used to test the hypotheses and the presented model.

First Data
Gathering
Process

*The aim was to further support the first data gathering process.
*Same subordinates and leaders with the first study were presented scales.
¢ Results were used to test the hypotheses and models from different time points.

Second Data
Gathering
Process

Figure 1.3. The process summary
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CHAPTER 2

THE QUALITATIVE STUDY 1 - OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS

The qualitative study aimed to clarify the behaviors of leaders who are
engaged at work. This methodology was preferred for two reasons. Firstly, it was
discussed that culture can play a role in defining what was important to increase
work engagement. We know that culture can affect the perceptions and evaluations
about leadership functions (House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta, 2004;
House, Javidan, Hanges, & Dorfman, 2002). We also know that needs can change
based on the cultural backgrounds of people (Gorodnichenko & Roland, 2012; Oishi,
Diener, Lucas, & Suh, 1999). Self-related needs may be more important in
individualistic cultures than collectivistic ones. Therefore, both the perception of
people about engaged leaders’ behaviors and things that satisfy the needs of
subordinates and foster their work engagement can be different in Turkey.
Qualitative data was expected to provide a more accurate and detailed perspective in
the understanding of the crossover of work engagement from leaders to subordinates.
Secondly, lack of research especially about the role of leaders’ work engagement on
leaders’ behaviors required a deeper understanding. It was known that the usage of
qualitative studies is essential in order to have a better understanding about a topic
(Bailey, et al., 2017). Therefore, this methodology was aimed to provide a more
accurate point of view about engaged leaders’ behaviors and the crossover of work

engagement from leaders to subordinates.

2.1. Method
2.1.1. Participants

Fifty-one participants were included in the qualitative part of the study. 59%

(N= 30) of the participants was female. The mean age of the participants was 33.7

40



(SD= 8.5). Most of the participants, 41%, had bachelor’s degree (N= 21). All
participants were working adults who were currently working with a leader or were
in leadership positions. The average month in sector (M= 112.9, SD= 95.8), in the
current workplace (M= 52.4, SD= 62.2) and with the current leader (M= 33.5, SD=
38.9) was high.

2.1.2. Procedure and Materials

Open-ended questions aimed to specify the behaviors that engaged people
have in their leadership roles and factors that can affect the crossover of work
engagement between leaders and subordinates. First four questions aimed to
understand what kind of behaviors were expected from or observed in leaders who
were engaged at work. First two questions aimed to understand people’s expectations
on the behaviors of leaders who were engaged at work; while third and fourth
questions aimed to gather the actual behaviors of these leaders. With this various
questions, possible differences between expectations and actual behaviors were
aimed to be gathered.

In addition to this, there may be some factors that affect the transmission of
work engagement to leadership behaviors. In other words, there may be some leader-
related moderators that increase or decrease the magnitude of the crossover of work
engagement from leaders to subordinates. Fifth and sixth questions aimed to gather
leader related factors that moderated the crossover of work engagement from leaders
to subordinates. Lastly, there could be some subordinate-related factors that affect
the crossover of work engagement. Especially, in the transmission of leaders’
behaviors to subordinates” work engagement, subordinate-related factors could play
a role. Therefore, seventh and eighth questions aimed to gather subordinate-related
factors that moderate the crossover of work engagement from leaders to
subordinates.

The answers given to the questions by participants were coded to understand
the common themes. To eliminate any bias in the coding process, both the researcher
and a subject matter expert (SME; industrial and organizational psychology doctoral
student) formed a coding schema based on the answers of subordinates and it was
shown that the schemas formed by two parties were similar. Because of this

similarity and for having a consensus, the coding schema of SME was used in the
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categorization. The categorization of answers given by participants was made
independently by two parties and then compared. The agreement rates were
calculated by looking at the ratio between the categorization of answers in the same
class among categories and the total number of coding made by two parties. The
agreement rates between parties were 84% for question one, 71% for question two,
86% for question three, 71% for question four, 73% for question five, 73% for
question six, 80% for question seven and 84% for question eight. The reason for the
decrease in the agreement rates was mostly related to the replacement of a single
question to multiple categories. Disagreements were discussed to reach a consensus.

For the data collection process, participants were firstly presented a consent
form in which general information about the study was presented. Later, they were
provided an informative paragraph in which the dynamics of work engagement were
clarified, followed by eight open-ended questions related to work engagement. At the
end of these questions, a demographic form was presented. With this form,
information on gender, age, education status, job sector, holding a leadership role,
average length of time in job sector, in workplace, with current leader, and in
leadership role were gathered. The consent form, demographic form, informative
paragraph and the related questions were presented in Appendix B.

Ethics approval was obtained from the university’s institutional review board

(see Appendix A).

2.2. Results

Two different coding schemas were formed based on the party that showed or
expected to show the related behavior and this included leader-related behaviors and
subordinate-related behaviors. The first coding schema included leader related

dynamics and was formed as followed:

1. Behaviors related to discipline (e.g., authority, control, interference)

2. Relationship dynamics (e.g., communication, sincerity, respect, peace,
favor)

3. Motivational behaviors (e.g., appreciation, reward, contempt)

4. Justice (e.g., egalitarianism, equal division of labor)

5. Modeling (e.g., being a role-model, projection)
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Instructiveness (e.g., teaching, knowledge sharing)

6
7. Autonomy related behaviors (e.g., getting one’s opinion)
8. Cooperation (e.g., helping behavior, cowork)

9. Problem solving behaviors

10. Trust

11. Ego (e.g., being self-centered)

12. N/A (Not Applicable)

The second coding schema included subordinate-related dynamics and was

formed as follows:

Openness to learn (e.g., eager to learn, eager to get feedback)

Positive work behaviors (e.g., hardworking, responsibility, productivity)
Positive feelings about work (e.g., loving one’s job, adoption)
Relationship dynamics (e.g., positivity, trust, respect, communication)
Modeling (e.g., role-modeling, projection)

N/A (Not Applicable)

© a0k~ 0w N oE

Questions one, two, three, four, five, and six were coded by using the ‘leader-
related dynamics’ category with twelve options; while questions seven and eight
were coded by using the ‘subordinate-related dynamics’ category with six options.
The last option for each category defined the behaviors that could not be put into one
of the remaining options, irrelevant answers and questions that were not responded.
Based on these schemas, coding was made by the researcher and SME and the
distribution of the responses was shown below:

Figure 2.1

B Questionl

Quesion2  shows the frequency of
Question3
Questiond

responses across
questions one, two,
three, and four. As

seen in the figure,

leaders who  were

Figure 2.1. The frequency of responses across four questions. eng aged at work were

expected and tended to show behaviors that strengthened their relationship with

subordinates. This was followed by the discipline related behaviors (e.g., authority).
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Justice, motivation, instructiveness and cooperation seemed somewhat important;
however, they seemed less when compared to discipline and relationship dynamics.

When we looked at the questions separately, expectations of employees and
realities reported by them did not seem so different. According to the first and the
second questions, as assessing the expectations, these leaders were expected to show
strict discipline at work. However, in their relationships with subordinates, as
assessed in the second question, relationship dynamics gained more importance.
These leaders were expected to show discipline towards their subordinates and form
better relationship with them. Motivation and justice followed these two dynamics;
however, they did not really seem so important when compared with other two
options.

For the third and fourth questions, as assessing the actual behaviors of
leaders, most of the participants seemed not to work with these kinds of leaders or
not these kinds of leaders themselves. Other participants, who have had a chance to
work with these kinds of leaders, mentioned that these leaders showed discipline and
strong relationship with their subordinates. Leaders who thought that they were
engaged at work also reported that they tried to form strong relationships with their
subordinates, showed discipline, and taught their subordinates. Other than these,

participants mentioned that these leaders were motivating and just.

- Figure 2.2 shows
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Figure 2.2. The frequency of responses across questions
5 and 6. and also motivated them,
the crossover would be more likely. When compared to the first four questions,
discipline seemed to have lower scores. This showed that the behaviors that leaders
engaged at work were somewhat different from the things that fostered or mitigated
the crossover process. When we looked at the questions separately, things that

enhanced and mitigated the crossover of work engagement from leaders to
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subordinates were parallel as including relationship patterns, motivation, and
somewhat lesser extent discipline, justice and cooperation.

25 Figure 2.3. shows
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Figure 2.3. The frequency of responses across questions 7 and 8. responsibility,
industriousness), good relationship dynamics at work or positive feelings about their
works, the crossover of work engagement would be more likely. When we look at
the questions separately, the pattern seemed so similar. Therefore, these three
dynamics seemed to be important subordinate-related dynamics in the crossover
process.

To understand the categorization better and confirm the results in a more
objective way, NVivo program was used to analyze the data qualitatively. With this
program, making a clearer evaluation in the responses and gathering support for the
coding was aimed. The most frequently used words by respondents were visualized
(see Appendix C). While forming these visuals, documents composed of
participants’ answers were introduced to the program and frequency of the same
words were calculated. Charts were visualized based on these frequencies.
Accordingly, for engaged leaders’ behaviors (Questions one, two, three, and four),

the following words were used mostly:

e Respect — Discipline — Motivation — Justice (mentioned more than ten
times)
e Help — Clear — Honest — Liking — Understanding — Solution — Equal —
Comfort — Sincere — Appreciating (mentioned more than five times)
These features seemed similar to what was coded by subject-matter experts.
The results showed that discipline related behaviors, relationship dynamics,
motivation and justice were expected behaviors from leaders who were engaged at

work.
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To make the categories clearer, the words were also self-coded in the
program and the analysis was remade. The adjectives / words used by the
participants were selected, and the frequency of the words were calculated. The most

frequently mentioned words were as follows:

e Respect — Discipline — Justice — Motivation (mentioned more than ten
times)
e Help — Honest — Solution — Sincere — Understanding — Teaching — Liking

— Appreciating (mentioned more than five times)

As seen, these were so similar to the coding results. Again, discipline,
relationship dynamics, motivation and justice were expected behaviors from leaders
who were engaged at work.

The answers given to questions five, six, seven, and eight were also analyzed.
Answers given to questions five and six were introduced to the program to gather
leader related dynamics that may affect the crossover of work engagement from

leaders to subordinates and the results were as follows:

e Positivity — Motivation (mentioned more than ten times)

e Justice — Communication (mentioned more than five times)

According to the participants, positivity and motivating behaviors had an
effect on the crossover process. Similarly, justice and communication were
somewhat effective at this point.

Answers given to questions seven and eight were also analyzed to gather
subordinate-related dynamics that may affect the crossover of work engagement

from leaders to subordinates and the results were as follows:

e Positivity — Motivated (mentioned more than ten times)

e Respect — Responsibility (mentioned more than five times)

According to the participants, the positivity and motivation of subordinates
were more likely to affect the crossover of work engagement from leaders to

subordinates. Also having respect and showing responsibility at work seemed to be
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other important factors in this crossover of work engagement from leaders to

subordinates.

2.3. Summary of the Findings and Discussion

The aim of the present part of the study was to better understand the
behaviors of leaders who were engaged at work, understand the relatedness of these
behaviors with leaders’ and subordinates’ work engagement and gather the role of
moderators in this process. In line with these aims, fifty-one participants were
included in the study and these participants were given eight open-ended questions to
answer. These questions assessed the observations and expectations of working
adults about the behaviors of engaged leaders and factors that may affect the
transmission of these behaviors from leaders to subordinates.

The answers given to the eight open ended questions were analyzed by using
NVivo program and also the coding made by two subject matter experts. The most
frequently used words were aimed to be used in order to form a scale that reflected
engaged leaders’ behaviors. Also, moderators and mediators in the crossover of work
engagement from leaders to subordinates were aimed to be clarified to support the
theoretical model. The coding of subject matter experts and NVivo results showed
similarity and the most frequently mentioned concepts by participants that reflected

their ideas and experiences with leaders who were engaged at work were as follows:

e Having strong communication skills and good relationships,

e Showing respect and discipline at work,

e Being just and motivating towards their subordinates,

e Being teachers in the workplaces and showing cooperation with their

subordinates.

Subordinates were also discussed to have some characteristics that foster the
crossover of work engagement from leaders to subordinates. These included
responsibility, positive feelings and attitudes towards their work. In addition to these,
leader-related characteristics including positivity were presented by participants as

important factors in the transmission of work engagement from leaders to followers.
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The results were evaluated by the researcher and three subject matter experts
and it was shown that the behaviors mentioned by the respondents were so close to
positive leadership behaviors. It was asked if the wording of the study may affect the
results of the study. Therefore, a second study was conducted to support the above-
mentioned findings and interviews were conducted with a different sample of
working adults. With these interviews, it was aimed to have a better and deeper
understanding about engaged leaders’ behaviors and leader and subordinate related
dynamics that may affect the crossover of work engagement from leaders to

subordinates.
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CHAPTER 3

THE QUALITATIVE STUDY 2 - INTERVIEWS

The results of the open-ended questions brought the idea that the results may
be somewhat distorted, because the answers seemed to summarize the behaviors of
positive leadership. In other words, rather than summarizing the behaviors of leaders
who were engaged at work, the responses may reflect positive leadership behaviors.
Also, Turkish translation of the word ‘work engagement’ was discussed to be
misunderstood, so the translation was changed. Instead of using the word ‘work
engagement’, the phase ‘put shoulder to the wheel” was used in this new translation.
In addition, the questions were expanded to gather more detailed responses. To do
this, the behaviors of leaders who were engaged at work were divided into two as
positive and negative behaviors, and the role of these behaviors on engaged leaders’
behaviors and the crossover process itself was aimed to be gathered. Leader-related
dynamics that may contribute to positive and negative engaged leaders’ behaviors
were asked to participants. Also, engaged leaders’ behaviors that would contribute to
subordinates’ work engagement positively and negatively were asked to participants
and the results were gathered. The number of participants in this part of the study
was determined based on the results and at the point where the answers of the
participants were so similar to each other, the data collecting process was ended.

3.1. Method

3.1.1. Participants

Eleven participants were included in the interviews. 64% (N= 7) of the
participants was female. The mean age of the participants was 31.2 (SD= 7.3). Most
of them, %73, had bachelor’s degree and all participants were working adults who

were also currently working with a leader.
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3.1.2. Procedure and Materials

As mentioned, in order to understand if the results of the open-ended
questions were generalizable and true, eleven interviews were conducted. In these
interviews, respondents were presented a new form of questions which were revised
after the first study (see Appendix D). In this new form of questions, first question
defined the expected positive and negative behaviors of leaders who were engaged at
work. The second question discussed leader-related factors that affect the positive
and negative behaviors of leaders who were engaged at work; while the third
question aimed to gather subordinate-related factors that affect the same relationship.
Fourth and fifth questions defined the behaviors of leaders who are engaged at work
that contributed to subordinates’ work engagement positively and negatively. The
last question aimed to gather subordinate-related factors that can affect the possible
contribution of engaged leaders’ behaviors to subordinates’ work engagement. Each
interview took approximately 15-20 minutes to complete. In case of being not
understood, detailed information was presented to the participants about the
presented questions.

Ethics approval was obtained from the university’s institutional review board

(see Appendix A).

3.2. Results

Same scale with the first study was used in order to code the answers to the
related categories. The results showed that participants mentioned discipline as the
dominant behavior of the leaders who were engaged at work. They also mentioned
the justice and positivity that these leaders have or may have. Respondents
mentioned positivity, empathy and justice as leader related dynamics; while they
mentioned responsibility, discipline and positivity as subordinate related dynamics
that can affect the crossover of work engagement from leaders to subordinates.
Leader related behaviors that made the subordinates’ work engagement more or less
likely were injustice, negativity and pressure; while discipline and openness to learn
were mentioned as subordinate related behaviors.

To gather more objective results, NVivo program was again used. The frequency

of responses for mostly used words were as follows:
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e Behaviors of the leaders who were engaged at work
Discipline (Ten times or more)
Putting pressure — Energy/motivation — Positivity — Equality/Justice
(Five times or less)
e Leader-related dynamics that may affect the leaders’ behaviors
Discipline — Positivity/negativity (Ten times or more)
Empathy — Flexibility — Observation — Organizational culture —
Justice (Five times or less)
e Subordinate and relationship related dynamics that may affect leaders’
behaviors
Positivity — Discipline (Ten times or more)
Putting pressure — Communication — Empathy (Five times or less)
e Leaders’ behaviors that may make the engagement of subordinates more/less
likely
Positivity/negativity — Discipline - Putting pressure (Ten times or
more)
Discrimination — Justice (Five times or less)
e Subordinate related features that may make the crossover of engagement
possible
Positivity — Discipline (more than ten times)

Responsibility — Communication (Five times or more)

When we evaluated the results for behaviors of the leaders who were engaged
at work, it can be seen that the results were so similar to the results of open-ended
questions. Firstly, discipline seemed to be given by both samples. In their answers,
people gave both negative and positive meanings to this concept. They said that these
leaders could show discipline and this discipline related behaviors included
responsibility against work related tasks, good time management and respect shown
at work. They also mentioned that these leaders could show discipline. Accordingly,
leaders could interefere in subordinates and control them or their behaviors. In
addition to discipline, relationship dynamics were mentioned by both samples. These
dynamics included things like flexibility, positivity and understandibility. Also,
justice and somewhat equality were mentioned, again by both samples. Motivation

was mentioned in both open-ended part and in the interviews. Lastly, being helpful
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and instructive were also mentioned by respondents, especially by the respondents
who participated in the the study with open-ended questions.

Based on these findings, the questionnaire that summarized the behaviors of
leaders who are engaged at work were aimed to be evaluated under five headings and

the explanations for these headings were presented below:

1. Discipline: This dimension can be evaluated under two headings:

a. Discipline as means of putting pressure: These leaders were

expected to make their subordinates work harder; had high
expectations from them and put pressure on subordinates for a
better work.

b. Discipline as means of responsibility: These leaders were

expected to have a sense of responsibility and foster responsibility
among subordinates for better organizational outcomes.

2. Relationship Dynamics: These leaders were expected to be
understandable, flexible and energetic. Thwey can also be role models
with their behaviors.

3. Motivation: These leaders were expected to motivate their employees
with monetary and non-monetary rewards. They were expected to reflect
their desire to work and existing energy in their workplaces.

4. Justice: These leaders were expected to behave according to the
performance of their subordinates. They could reward employees
according to their behaviors and this distribution of rewards would reflect
the justice rather than equality.

5. Teaching Behaviors: These leaders were expected to be helpful, work

closely with their subordinates and become teachers to them.

Based on all these findings, a questionnaire was formed to assess the
behaviors of leaders who were engaged at work. The number of the questions were
decided based on the frequecy of the answers given to questions one, two, three and
four. Accordingly, 29.6% of participants mentioned relationship dynamics; 13.8%
mentioned discipline related behaviors; 7.9% mentioned motivational behaviors;

6.9% mentioned justice; 6.3% mentioned instructiveness.
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3.3. Summary of the Findings and Discussion

As mentioned before, by making interviews it was aimed to understand if
there was a misleading in the results of open-ended part. To test this, the wording of
the informative paragraph and questions were changed and also the questions were
enlarged as reflecting the possible positive and negative behaviors of leaders who
were engaged at work. Therefore, respondents were presented a new form of
questions with revised items. For instance, the translation for the word, ‘engagement’
was changed to ‘put shoulder to the wheel’. Structured interviews were held with
eleven working adults. The results showed that discipline was the most charecteristic
feature of engaged leaders, followed by justice, positivity and understandibility.
Also, subordinates’ responsibility, discipline, and both positivity and negativity of
leaders and subordinates were discussed to affect this crossover process. The codings
made by the researcher and NVivo results looked similar.

When open-ended questions and interviews were evaluated together,
discipline seemed to be mentioned in both studies as an important dynamic of leaders
who were engaged at work. The relationship dynamics (e.g., positivity,
understandibility), justice and motivation were also mentioned by participants. The
newly formed scale was aimed to reflect all these listed dynamics mentioned by
respondents. After the first formation of the scale, the items were evaluated by three
subject matter experts and some minor changes were made. This newly formed scale

was used in the validation study (see Appendix E).
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CHAPTER 4

THE VALIDATION STUDY

To test the reliability and validity of engaged leaders’ behaviors scale formed
based on the results of qualitative studies, a validation study was conducted. Work
engagement, affective commitment, leader satisfaction and work-related flow were
included in this study to test the validity of this newly formed scale. For the
reliability of the scale inter-item correlations and Cronbach’s alpha value were used.

Engaged leaders’ behaviors scale was expected to correlate with leader
satisfaction, because the behaviors of leaders who were engaged at work were mostly
positive leadership behaviors and satisfaction from these kinds of behaviors were
expected. The similarity between work engagement and job satisfaction was
discussed previously (Macey & Schneider, 2008). The dedication and involvement
that engaged employees have did not exist in satisfied employees. As a sub-
dimension of job satisfaction, a high relationship was also expected to emerge
between leader satisfaction and engaged leaders’ behaviors. Previous studies showed
that work engagement and job satisfaction was positively related to each other (e.g.,
Bailey, et al., 2017; Extremera, et al., 2018; Karanika-Murray, et al., 2015). Bailey et
al. (2017) showed a strong positive relationship with a correlation of .57 in his
review and similar correlation was expected for the relationship between engaged
leaders’ behaviors and leader satisfaction.

The similarities and differences between work engagement and work
commitment was also discussed previously (Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006; Macey &
Schneider, 2008). Even though they were highly correlated, work commitment did
not have to include the dedication that work engagement included and also the
correlation of these two with various outcomes were somewhat different. Therefore,
the behaviors of an engaged leader showed were expected to be highly correlated
with work commitment as these two constructs were discussed to be highly similar to

each other. Lastly, work-related flow seemed to be highly similar to engagement. It
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included absorption and enjoyment at work, but in a more momentary way (Bakker,
2011; Schaufeli, Martinez, et al., 2002; Schaufeli, Salanova, et al., 2002). Therefore,
the main difference between these two constructs was the endurance and because of
this reason, they were discussed to be highly related. Based on this discussion, he
behaviors of leaders who were engaged at work were expected to show relatedness to
work-related flow.

4.1. Method
4.1.1. Participants

129 participants were included in the study; 73 females and 46 males. Mean
age for participants were 30.9 (SDage = 7.1). Half of the participants had a bachelor’s
degree (50.4% bachelor’s degree, 18.6% master’s degree, 14% high school graduate
and 8.5% associate degree). All participants were employed in Turkey and reached
using the snowball sampling technique. All participants were subordinates who work

with a leader for at least three months.

4.1.2. Procedure and Materials

Work engagement. The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES; Schaufeli,
et al., 2002; Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006) was used. The scale was
translated into Turkish by Turgut (2011). Three items assessed vigor (e.g., at work, |
feel bursting with energy), three items assessed dedication (e.g., | am enthusiastic
about my job), and three items assessed absorption (e.g., | feel happy when | am
working intensely). The scale included nine items with six-point scale, ranging from
1 (never) to 6 (always). The reliability of the scale in the present study was .91.

Affective commitment. Allen and Meyer’s (1990) affective commitment scale
was used. This scale was adapted into Turkish by Wasti (2000). An example item
was ‘I really feel as if this organization's problems are my own’. The scale included
eight items with six-point scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly
agree). The reliability of the scale in the present study was .95.

Engaged leaders’ behaviors. Seventeen item scale formed for the current
study was used. An example item was ‘My leader encourages his/her subordinates to

focus on their job’ and participants were asked to report the behaviors of their
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immediate supervisors. Six-point scale was used ranging from 1 (strongly disagree)
to 6 (strongly agree). The reliability of the scale in the present study was .94.

Leader satisfaction. Leader satisfaction was assessed with the leader
satisfaction scale (Demircioglu & Toker, 2016). This scale was developed in
Turkish. Participants were asked to report their satisfaction from certain leadership
dynamics. An example item is ‘The way my leader supports employee development
and progress’. The scale included 17 items with six-point scale, ranging from 1 (not
at all satisfied) to 6 (completely satisfied). The reliability of the scale in the present
study was .98.

Work related flow. Flow was assessed with work related flow scale (Bakker,
2001). The scale was translated into Turkish by Yal¢inkaya (2014). Four items
assessed absorption (e.g., I am totally immersed in my work), four items assessed
work enjoyment (e.g., | feel cheerful when I am working), and five items assessed
intrinsic work motivation (e.g., | find that I also want to work in my free time). The
scale included 13 items in total with six-point scale, ranging from 1 (never)to 6
(always). The reliability of the scale in the present study was .94.

Scales were distributed through online surveys after the presentation of
informed consent. Also, a demographic form was presented to gather further
information about participants including age, education, gender, months spent in
sector and with the supervisor. After voluntary participation was guaranteed, scales
were provided followed by the demographic form. Following the completion of the
scales and demographic form, informed consent after participation was presented to
the respondents. All scales and forms used in the validation study can be seen in
Appendix E. Participant anonymity were assured for the study.

Ethics approval was obtained from the university’s institutional review board

(see Appendix A).

4.2. Results

The descriptive statistics and correlations between study variables can be
found in Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1.

Descriptive statistics and correlations between variables in the validation study
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The reliability results showed that all scales had good Cronbach’s alpha
reliabilities. The reliability coefficients were .91 for work engagement, .94 for
engaged leaders’ behaviors, .98 for leader satisfaction, .95 for affective commitment
and .94 for work related flow scales. It was shown that engaged leaders’ behaviors
had high and significant correlations with work engagement (r = .34), affective
commitment (r = .50) and leader satisfaction (r = .79). These behaviors did not yield
as high correlation as expected with work related flow (r = .32), which shows that
these leaders’ behaviors were different from the flow subordinates experienced.
Work engagement, on the other hand, showed a high correlation with work related
flow (r = .76). This showed that both work engagement and flow were highly related
to each other and they were different from engaged leaders’ behaviors. Also,
engaged leaders’ behaviors seemed to be highly related to leader satisfaction;
however, it can be said that there was variance not explained by leader satisfaction.
All these results showed that engaged leaders’ behaviors scale had convergent
validity.

Principle Axis Factoring with direct oblimin was used to assess the factor
structure of the engaged leaders’ behaviors scale. The scree plot and eigenvalues
suggested that the scale had two-factor structure. Two eigenvalues exceeded 1; one
with an eigenvalue of 10.5 and one with an eigenvalue of 1.9. When the results were
evaluated in detail, it was shown that the first factor was composed of more positive
leader behaviors and the second factor was composed of more negative leader
behaviors. First factor explained 62% of the variance and the second factor explained
11% of the variance. In total, 73% of the variance was explained with this two-factor
model. Factor loadings ranged from .48 to .92 and the factor loadings of engaged
leaders’ behaviors scale were presented in Appendix F.

The factor structure results of engaged leaders’ behaviors scale seemed
somewhat problematic. The scale seemed to reveal two factors as one reflecting more
positive behaviors; while the other one reflecting more negative ones which was
against what was expected. Also, three items seemed to show cross loading or
somewhat low loading when compared to remaining 14 items. Therefore, the factor
analysis was re-conducted by using item parceling. In this way, the possible effect of
the sample size was also aimed to be reduced. In this analysis, the items were put
into the same parcel based on their factor loadings and items with somewhat low and

high item loadings were put into the same parcel. In this way, the average loading of
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each parcel was aimed to be close to each other. The results showed that there were
some issues in the loadings in two factor model. One of the parcels seemed not to
load into a factor. Therefore, some revisions were made in the scale as discussed in
the summary of findings and discussion part.

The factor structure of work engagement scale was also tested. The reason
why work engagement scale was put into the factorial analysis was because the
factor structure of work engagement could not be determined by researchers and
there were some discussions about one dominant factor (Shimazu, et al., 2008;
Sonnentag, 2003). The results yielded a single dominant factor for work engagement
and this single factor explained 58% of the variance. When the scale was forced to
three-factor structure, a meaningful factor structure could not be gathered.

Some further analysis was made in order to understand the results better. The
scale was gathered with the word ‘leader’ at the beginning. However, it was
discussed that the wording may distort the responses and it was changed. 31 of the
responses had been gathered with the name of superior/manager instead of leader.
While presented the results above, 31 participants were included; but possible
differences between two samples who saw the word superior/manager and leader
should have been tested. Based on this aim, the difference between the first and
second samples were tested. Independent sample t-test results showed that neither
leader satisfaction nor engaged leaders’ behaviors were differentiated across these
two samples (p > .05). Thus, it seemed that the wording used in the scale did not
affect the results.

4.3. Summary of the Findings and Discussion

The results of the current study showed that engaged leaders’ behaviors scale
had medium to high correlations with all other scales including work engagement,
leader satisfaction, affective commitment and work-related flow. This showed that
this newly formed scale showed expected correlations with theoretically well-
established constructs and this contributed to the establishment of the validity of
engaged leaders’ behaviors scale. Engaged leaders’ behaviors scale did not yield so
high correlations with work engagement and work-related flow. This was
understandable because the behaviors of the leaders were not always expected to

bring positivity among subordinates, as discussed in the previous sections. On the
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other hand, the correlation between engaged leaders’ behaviors and leader
satisfaction was strong. This was expected for two reasons. First, participants
evaluated their leaders in both scales and their reports were expected to be similar for
their leaders across two scales. Second, and as discussed before, leaders who were
engaged at work were expected to behave positively and show positivity (Ouweneel,
et al., 2012; Schaufeli, et al., 2002). Therefore, these positive behaviors as reflected
in the items of engaged leaders’ behaviors scale was expected to be highly related to
the satisfaction from these leaders. In other words, leaders who were engaged at
work were generally expected to show behaviors that made subordinates satisfied
from them.

As mentioned, a single factor structure was presented for work engagement
scale. Even though three factor structure was highly supported in the literature (e.g.,
Bakker, et al., 2008; Salanova, et al., 2005; Salanova & Schaufeli, 2008), there were
some studies that showed one factor solution for work engagement (Shimazu, et al.,
2008; Sonnentag, 2003). It can be said that the current study supported one factor
model. However, it was important to mentioned that the shortened version of UWES
was used in the current study and the results should be re-examined with the long
version of UWES.

As one of the most important points, engaged leaders’ behaviors scale was
shown to have two factor structure and these two factors reflected positive or
negative of leadership behaviors. The factor loadings were high ranging from .48 to
.92. However, the loadings revealed that there may be some problems about the
items of engaged leaders’ behaviors scale. It was discussed that the two-factor
structure of engaged leaders’ behaviors scale may reflect the problems in the
wording of the items rather than the real difference. The scale was not formed to
discriminate negative and positive leadership behaviors. Therefore, the items may
not be understood by the participants truly and some items in the engaged leaders’
behaviors scale may be somewhat inapprehensible and open to misunderstandings.
Also, because the items had high inter-item correlations, the number of the items
were aimed to be reduced. With this, the applicability could be increased for the
scale and the response rates could be increased in the future studies. Therefore,
before collecting data in the main study, engaged leaders’ behaviors scale was
revised with subject-matter experts. While making these revisions, firstly, items that

showed high similarities were rearranged and combined in a single item. Also, the
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problematic items that showed loading to a different, second, factor was re-evaluated
and discussed that they included dual meanings. Therefore, the wordings of these
items were changed, and these items were combined with other items or re-written.
This new version of engaged leaders’ behaviors scale were presented in Appendix G
and this new version was used in the main study where the theoretical model was
tested.
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CHAPTER 5

THE MAIN STUDY

The aim of the main study was to understand how leaders’ work engagement
was related to their behaviors, subordinates’ work engagement and subordinates’
individual related and organizational outcomes. The role of moderators in this
relationship was also discussed. It was mentioned that, as it was in subordinates,
leaders’ own work engagement would create certain behavioral patterns and these
behaviors would be a fostering mechanism for subordinates and their work
engagement levels. Later, the changes in the work engagement levels of subordinates
were expected to be related to subordinates’ individual related and organizational
outcomes including task performance, contextual performance, job satisfaction,
turnover intentions and subjective well-being. To test this, the data was gathered
from the same participants with a three-month interval. In this way, the difference in
participants’ reports would be gathered and alternative explanations would be
eliminated in some degree.

Firstly, the results of the first data gathering process were discussed. Then,
the data from second data gathering process were analyzed and the model was again
tested with these variables. Also, the relationship between variables gathered in time
1 and time 2 was tested to understand if leaders’ and subordinates’ work engagement
had a relationship with outcome variables assessed in the long run. Therefore, the
results were discussed within and between two-time frames. At the end of this
chapter, the findings for the main study were discussed in detail, and later a general
discussion part was presented in which the results of all studies were discussed, and

future suggestions were presented.
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5.1. Method (Time 1)

5.1.1. Participants

The study was conducted with 212 participants. A hundred and eighty-seven
subordinates working with a leader at least for three months and 25 leaders who were
the leaders of these subordinates. Nine subordinates were eliminated from further
analysis because they did not complete the survey. The final sample for the study
consisted of 203 participants (i.e., 25 leaders; 178 subordinates). The data was
collected from public organizations in the same municipality. The sectors that
participants worked were aimed to be close to each other and included municipal
police, firefighters, employees in environmental protection and stabilization, in
public works and engineering and in security. In order to make the sectors clearer,
the job descriptions for each sector were summarized and presented in Appendix H.

The mean age of the subordinates was 38 (S.D. = 8.5) and the sample was
male dominated (82% male, 16% female). Most participants had high school degrees
(4% master’s degrees, 22% bachelor’s, 17% associate’s, 41% high school, 9%
middle school and 5% primary school). The mean year was 11.3 in sector; 7.9 in the
current workplace and 2.5 with the current leader. 33% of the participants were
security staff, 29% were municipal police officers, 24% were firefighters, 8% were
employees in environmental protection and stabilization; and 5% were employees in
public works and engineering.

The mean age of the leaders was 45 (S.D. = 8.6) and the sample was
composed of males. Most participants had high school or bachelor’s degrees (28%
high school, 28% bachelor’s, 24% associate’s, 8% middle school, 4% primary school
and 4% master’s degrees). The mean year was 17.4 in sector; 14.7 in the current

workplace and 7.7 in the leadership position.

5.1.2. Procedure and Materials

Subordinates and leaders were provided different measures to test the
theoretical model. The measures provided to subordinates were presented in
Appendix |, except from Engaged Leaders’ Behaviors scale and detailed information

about these scales were provided below:
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Engaged leaders’ behaviors. The revised engaged leaders’ behaviors scale
was used (see Appendix G). The scale included 14 items with five-point scale,
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). An example item was “My
leader plays an active role in the solution of work-related problems”. The reliability
of the scale in the present study was .97.

Work engagement. The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES; Schaufeli,
et al., 2002; Schaufeli, et al., 2006) was used to assess the engagement level of
subordinates. Six items assessed vigor (e.g., at work, | feel bursting with energy),
five items assessed dedication (e.g., | am enthusiastic about my job), and six items
assessed absorption (e.g., | feel happy when I am working intensely). The scale
included 17 items with seven-point scale, ranging from 1 (never) to 7 (always). The
reliability of the scale in the present study was .95.

Positive and negative affectivity. Positive and negative affectivity (Watson,
Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) was used. The scale was translated into Turkish by Gengoz
(2000). Participants were asked to report how they felt at work during the last week.
The example addjectives for positive affectivity were “interested, active”; while
example adjectives for negative affectivity were ‘“unhappy, guilty”. The scale
included 20 items with five-point scale, ranging from 1 (very slightly or not at all) to
5 (extremely). The reliability of negative affectivity scale in the present study was .85
and .89 for positive affectivity.

Responsibility at work. Personal responsibility (Li, et al., 2008) was used.
The scale was translated into Turkish by Filiz and Demirhan (2015). An example
item was “I set goals for myself”. The items were rearranged by putting ‘at work’
phrase in order make the items reflect responsibility at work. The scale included six
items with five-point scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
The reliability of the scale in the present study was .84.

Performance. Performance was used (Befort & Hattrup, 2003). The scale
was translated into Turkish (Karakurum, 2005) and later edited (Ersen, 2014; Ersen
& Bilgig, 2018). An example item was “I produce high quality work” for task
performance and “I volunteer for tasks that are not a part of my job” for contextual
performance. The scale included 11 items with five-point scale, ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Six items in the scale assessed task
performance; while five items assessed contextual performance. Because one item of

the contextual performance scale dropped the reliability dramatically, it was

64



eliminated from the scale. The reliability in the present study was .88 for task
performance and .83 for contextual performance.

Job Satisfaction. Job satisfaction subscale of Job Diagnostic Survey was
used (JDS; Hackman & Oldham, 1975). The scale was translated into Turkish by
Bilgic (1999). An example item was “In general, I am satisfied with my job”. Three
item scale included five-point scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly
agree). Because one item of the scale (item 3) dropped the reliability dramatically, it
was eliminated from the scale. The reliability of the scale in the present study was
.83.

Turnover Intentions. Seven item scale was used to assess turnover
intentions. Five items were from Walsh, Ashford and Hill (1985) and two were
added by Ok (2007). The scale was translated into Turkish by the same author (Ok,
2007). An example item was “I am looking for a job in another organization”. Five-
point scale was used ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The
reliability of the scale in the present study was .70.

Subjective Well-Being. General Health Questionnaire was used to gather the
subjective well-being of participants (Goldberg, 1972). The scale was translated into
Turkish by Kilig (1996) and included questions about the well-being of people. An
example question was “Do you have difficulties in making decisions?”. 12 item scale
assessed with four-point scale, ranging from 1 (never)to 5 (very often). The
reliability of the scale in the present study was .78.

As different from subordinates, leaders were only presented three scales. The
measures provided to leaders were presented in Appendix J, except from Engaged
Leaders’ Behaviors scale and detailed information about these scales were provided
below:

Work engagement. Leaders were provided the same scale with subordinates
in order to assess their work engagement (Schaufeli, et al., 2002; Schaufeli, et al.,
2006). The reliability of the scale in the present study was .95 among leaders.

Positive and negative affectivity. Leaders were provided the same scale with
subordinates in order to assess their positive and negative affectivity (Geng¢oz, 2000;
Watson, et al., 1988). The reliability of the scale in the present study was .89 for
negative affectivity and .88 for positive affectivity among leaders.

Engaged leaders’ behaviors. The revised Engaged Leaders’ Behaviors scale

was used. While presenting the scale to the leaders, the wording of the items was
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changed. The reason for this was to assess leaders’ perception of their own behaviors
(see Appendix G). The reliability of the scale in the present study was .91 for leaders.

Both subordinates and leaders were provided demographic forms to gather
more information about their age, gender, duration in sector and workplace, etc. The
demographic form for leaders can be seen in Appendix J and for subordinates in
Appendix 1.

Before the data collection process, the leaders of the departments were
contacted. They were informed about the content of the study and the application
process. Then, the scales were distributed by using paper-pencil format. Firstly,
participants were given informed consent and voluntary participation was
guaranteed. Both leaders and subordinates were given different informed consent
forms (see Appendix | for subordinates and Appendix J for leaders). After obtaining
informed consent, participants were provided the scales and demographic forms to
assess their ratings. They were asked to evaluate their immediate supervisors and
their current situations in the workplace.

After their participation, both leaders and subordinates were provided
informed consent after participation (Appendix K). In this form, participants were
informed about the details of the study. The data was gathered in November 2018
and February 2019 with a three-month interval and participants were provided same
scales in both time 1 and tine 2. Subordinates were asked to report their leaders’
engaged leaders’ behaviors and their own work engagement, positive and negative
affectivity, responsibility at work, performance, job satisfaction, turnover intentions
and subjective well-being; while leaders were asked to report their own engaged
behaviors, negative and positive affectivity and work engagement. Because matching
between leaders’ and subordinates’ responses and within leaders’ and subordinates’
responses in time land time were required, a matching technique was used. Some
questions presented to both parties at the end of the scales. Some of these questions
were about the leaders and they were used to match leader and subordinate
responses; while some questions were about subordinates and leaders themselves and
they were used to match the answers of participants gathered in time 1 and time 2.
For instance, participants were asked to report the second letter of their leaders’
name and they were asked to report the third letter of their own name, etc. The

coding questions for subordinates and leaders can be seen in Appendix L. Participant
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anonymity were better assured by using this methodology than gathering e-mail
addresses or the names of the participants.
Ethics approval of the study was obtained from the university’s institutional

review board.

5.2. Results (Time 1)

5.2.1. Preliminary Analysis

Before testing the conceptual model and discussing the results, the data was
cleaned up by using methodologies suggested by Tabachnick and Fidell (2006).
According to their discussions, firstly, missing data was referred, and it was shown
that the data was missing at random with less than 5% of the items were missing in
questionnaires. Later, the outliers were tested by using z scores and if the cases had z
scores larger than 3.29, they were eliminated from further analysis (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2006). As related to this, seven subordinates were eliminated from the data
and 171 subordinates remained in the data set. The normality of the distribution was
also tested. When the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test results were evaluated, it was shown
that data was not normally distributed. However, as Tabachnick and Fidell (2006)
previously discussed, if sample size is large enough, it could be important to check
the shape of the distribution rather than looking at the test results. Also, researchers
discussed that if skewness values were between -2 and +2, the data could be said to
be normally distributed (George & Mallery, 2010 as cited in Muzaffar, 2016). West,
Finch and Curran (1995) supported this idea and discussed that skewness values
larger than 2 may reflect nonnormality. Based on all these discussions, the data
results were examined. The results showed that none of the skewness values
exceeded 2 and in fact only the skewness values of negative affectivity and
responsibility at work exceeded 1. Also, when Q-Q plots and histograms were tested,
the data was close to normal distribution for work engagement and positive
affectivity. Because especially in psychology, normal distribution of the data was
rare (Micceri, 1989), it was discussed that normality was not a problem for the
current data. Nevertheless, to eliminate any effect of this distribution on results, the
research model was tested by using Robust ML estimators in MPLUS (Muthén &
Muthén, 2012), as suggested by Kline (2012).
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Because different analysis techniques were used in the present data, other
assumptions were tested to understand the nature of it. For CFA, missing data,
outliers, normality, linearity and multicollinearity was discussed to be important. For
the regression analysis, on the other hand, normality, linearity and homoscedasticity
were presented as assumptions (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2006). Missing data, outliers
and normality was discussed and handled previously. Linear assumption and
homoscedasticity, on the other hand, were tested by using scatterplots and linear
regression results. The results showed rectangular and linear shapes for the
relationship  between predictors and outcomes. Therefore, linearity and
homoscedasticity were assumed. Lastly, multicollinearity was also tested by using
regression analysis in SPSS. The results showed that VIF values did not exceed 3 and

this showed that multicollinearity was not an issue in the current study.

5.2.2. Descriptive Statistics, Correlations and Reliabilities

In this part, the relationship between research variables and psychometric
qualities of the scales used in the current study were tested and presented. The
number of the leaders were low (i.e., 25 participants) and it was also discussed that
leaders’ and subordinates’ dynamics could be different from each other. Therefore,
even though two scales (i.e., work engagement and affect) were same and engaged
leadership scale was similar with small wording differences between leaders and
subordinates, the results were evaluated differently for leaders and subordinates, and
the results were presented in different tables.

The descriptive statistics and correlations between study variables for
subordinates in the first data gathering process were presented in Table 5.1.

As seen, all scales had high reliabilities which were larger than or equal to the
acceptable level of internal consistency reliability, .70 (Garson, 2001). Engaged
leaders’ behaviors scale had the highest reliability followed by work engagement
(.97 and .95, respectively); while turnover intentions scale had the lowest reliability
with a Cronbach’s alpha value of .70.

The correlation between variables should be examined carefully to better
understand the relationship patterns. The results showed that work engagement had
consistent and high correlations with all research variables correlations (i.e., all

higher than -/+ .40 except for negative affectivity). Engaged leaders’ behaviors also
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Descriptive statistics and correlations between variables for subordinates in time 1

Table 5.1.
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had significant relationship with most study variables, but somewhat smaller than
work engagement. This was expected because leaders’ behaviors were observational
cue in the environment, not a dynamic directly related to subordinates and there
should be many different factors that may affect the relationship between engaged
leaders’ behaviors and subordinate related outcomes. In specific, it was shown that
engaged leaders’ behaviors had strong relationships with contextual performance and
work engagement (i.e., around .40s and 50s); while it had medium correlations with
positive affectivity, responsibility at work, turnover intentions and task performance
(i.e., around .30s). It showed the weakest correlations with job satisfaction and
subjective well-being (i.e., around .20s). It did not even show a significant
correlation with negative affectivity. In fact, negative affectivity had the lowest
correlations with all research variables as presented in the table. This was acceptable
and understandable, because negative and positive affectivity were not hypothesized
to have direct relationships with research variables. Rather, they were hypothesized
to be moderators in a mediated relationship.

The descriptive statistics and correlations between study variables for leaders
in the first data gathering process was presented in Table 5.2.

The results showed that reliabilities of the scales were also high for leaders.
Also, engaged leaders’ behaviors, rated by leaders themselves had significant
correlation with leaders’ positive and negative affectivity and leaders’ work
engagement.

Leaders’ work engagement also showed significant relationships with other
three variables, but especially with leaders’ positive affectivity. As different from the
first data gathering process, leaders’ negative affectivity showed a significant
negative correlation with engaged leaders’ behaviors as rated by leaders. However,
these results should be interpreted in caution, because the number of the leaders in
the current study was relatively low.

The correlations between subordinate and leader related variables was also
tested in order to understand if there was a significant relationship between the
variables assessed from two parties. The descriptive statistics and correlations
between leader and subordinate related variables in the first data gathering process

were presented in Table 5.3.
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Table 5.2.

Descriptive statistics and correlations between study variables for leaders in time 1

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Age 44.9 8.6
2. Months in Sector 208.9 1105 79
3. Months at
176.5 122.3 .85™ .85™
Workplace
4. Months in

) N 92.2 1000 73" 65" 74”
Leadership Position

5. Frequency of

Communication 4.8 .59 -.02 .39 .26 13 -
w/Subordinates

6. Leader’s Work

5.7 .99 .16 11 12 48" -.07 .95

Engagement
7. Positive

o 42 63 .05 -.05 -06 .48 -17 79" 88
Affectivity
8. Negative

. 1.6 .67 -.08 -.001 .08 -06  -.17 -.30 -.22 .89
Affectivity
9. Engaged Leaders’
Behaviors (self- 4.6 .40 -.16 -21 -21 17 -.18 52" .69™ -51™ 91

rated)

Notes. * < .05, ** < .01. Bold numbers reflect the reliability scores. All variables were assessed from leaders.

The results showed that there was a significant relationship between leaders’
positive affectivity and subordinates’ positive affectivity (r = .22, p <.05),
subordinates’ work engagement (r =.19, p <.05) and subordinates’ subjective well-
being (r = .17, p <.05). Leaders’ negative affectivity also had a significant
relationship with subordinates’ negative affectivity (r = .16, p <.05). None of the
other correlations was significant (p > .05); however, a pattern seem to emerge for
correlations between leader and subordinate related factors. For instance,
subordinates’ work engagement showed positive correlations with leaders’ work
engagement and engaged leaders’ behaviors reported by leaders. This pattern showed
that there was a trend in the relationship between subordinates’ and leaders’ work
engagement and engaged leaders’ behaviors. Also, these results showed that leaders’
positive affectivity was an important dynamic for subordinates’ not only positive

affectivity but also work engagement and subjective well-being. Leaders’ negative
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Table 5.3.

Descriptive statistics and correlations between leader and subordinate related

variables in time 1

Negative Positive Work Engagement Engaged Leaders’
Affectivity (L)  Affectivity (L) (L) Behaviors (L)

1. Negative Affectivity 16" -06 .03 -09

(s) | ' | |

2. Positive Affectivity 02 29" 07 09

©) . . . .

3. Work Engagement (S) -.02 19" 15 13

4. Responsibility (S) .09 .05 .03 .05

5. Turnover Intentions 14 03 -.06 -.09

) . . . .

6. Task Performance (S) .004 .09 .01 12

7. Contextual

Performance (S) -01 09 02 09

8. Job Satisfaction (S) -.002 .04 -.02 .04

9. Subjective Well-Being 06 17" 09 09

©) . . . .

10. Engaged Leaders’ .07 02 o1 05

Behaviors (S)

Notes. * < .05. “S” shows the variables assessed from subordinates; while “L” shows the variables assessed from
leaders.

affectivity was also related to subordinates’ negative affectivity. Therefore, leaders’
affect can be an important dynamic in the working environment. Because there was
not any hypothesis on the relationship between leader and subordinate related
dynamics, the findings were evaluated as points to be detailly examined in future
studies.

In addition to these findings, CFA analyses were conducted to further support
the findings of the validation study. For engaged leaders’ behaviors scale, CFA
analysis was conducted by using MPLUS. Values of selected fit indexes for engaged
leaders’ behaviors scale supported one-factor model (y? (77, N = 171) = 264.1, p <
.001, RMSEA = .12, 90% C. I. for RMSEA [.10, .14], CFI = .92 TLI = .91). The fit
indices for the model were not modified and factor loadings ranged from .77 to .88.
Later, CFA analysis was also conducted for work engagement and responsibility at
work scales. Work engagement was tested because in the validation study, the data
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for the short version of work engagement scale supported a single dominant factor
and it was discussed that the results may be different for the long version of UWES.
Responsibility at work scale was also tested, because this was a relatively new scale
and the factorial validity was not well established, especially in organizational
settings.

CFA analyses for work engagement and responsibility at work scales were
conducted by using MPLUS. Values of selected fit indexes for work engagement (2
(119, N = 171) = 419, p < .001, RMSEA = .12, 90% C. I. for RMSEA [.109, .134],
CFI = .84, TLI = .82) and for responsibility at work (y? (9, N = 171) = 39.8, p < .001,
RMSEA = .14, 90% C. I. for RMSEA [.099, .188], CFI = .92 TLI = .87) scales
supported one-factor model. Again, the fit indices for the model were not modified
for neither work engagement nor responsibility at work scales.

In addition to these factor analyses, all scales were loaded on a single factor.
With this, it was tested if scales really assessed different constructs or there was not a
distinction between the scales. The results showed that this model did not fit the data
well. Values of selected fit indexes showed that the items in the model did not load
on a single factor for the first data gathering process (y?/ df = 2.86, CFI = .38, TLI=
.36). Similar analysis was conducted by putting the variables on its own factors.
Values of selected fit indexes showed that this model fitted the data better than the
first model (x? / df = 1.91, CFl = .70, TLI= .69). The CFI and TLI values for the
second model was low. The reason for this was that any relationship path was not
drawn between the items or scales in the second model, even though some
correlation were observed. The fit indices for the model were not modified. With
this, the models were aimed to be as close as to each other and make better
comparisons. Chi-square difference test showed that there was an improvement in
the model when items were loaded into their own factors rather than a one common
factor (A y? (46) = 9966.2). This showed that the model fitted the data well when

each item was loaded into its own factor rather than a single factor.
5.2.3. Conceptual Model Tests

After conducting scale related analyses, the theoretical model was tested by
using MPLUS. While conducting analyses in MPLUS, Robust ML estimators were

used to make sure that any nonnormality in the data did not affect the results. The use
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of robust ML was suggested to be used in structural equation models in order to get
more accurate results and eliminate the possible effect of nonnormality (Kline,
2012). Even though it was discussed nonnormality was not a huge issue in the
current study, the data was not perfectly normal. Therefore, rather than using ML
estimator which asks for results by assuming normality, Robust ML estimators were
used to produce more accurate results.

The first aim of the current analyses was to understand the relationship
between engaged leaders’ behaviors, subordinates’ work engagement and outcomes.
For this reason, it was tested if there were direct paths from engaged leaders’
behaviors, as evaluated by subordinates, to subordinate-related outcomes even
though this relationship was not directly hypothesized in the current study. In this
way, the possibility of any direct effect would be tested and after the mediational
analysis, these results would be used to specify the mediation type (i.e., full or partial
mediation).

The model for the relationship between engaged leaders’ behaviors and
outcomes in the first data gathering process were presented in Figure 5.1. All

variables in the model were assessed from subordinates.

Task Performance

Contextual Performance

Engaged Leaders’

Behaviors Turnover Intentions

Subjective Well-Being

Job Satisfaction

Figure 5.1. The model for the relationship between engaged leaders’ behaviors and

outcomes in time 1.

Accordingly, the path coefficients from engaged leaders’ behaviors was .34
to task performance; .50 to contextual performance; -.31 to turnover intentions; .27 to

subjective well-being and .23 to job satisfaction. When the p values were examined,
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the path from engaged leaders’ behaviors to all subordinate related outcomes were
significant (p <.001). Therefore, it can be said that engaged leaders’ behaviors had a
direct effect on subordinate-related outcomes.

After this, the indirect paths from engaged leaders’ behaviors, as evaluated by
subordinates, to subordinate related outcomes via subordinates’ engagement was
tested. While doing these analyses, the direct paths from engaged leaders’ behaviors
to the outcomes was not removed. The model was presented in Figure 5.2. All

variables in the model were assessed from subordinates.

Task Performance

Contextual Performance

44 ——
Engaged Leaders’ Subordinates

Behaviors > Work
Engagement

Turnover Intentions

Subjective Well-Being

Job Satisfaction

Figure 5.2. The model for the direct and indirect relationship between engaged

leaders’ behaviors and outcomes in time 1.

According to the results, the path coefficient from engaged leaders’ behaviors
to subordinates’ work engagement was .44 and from subordinates’ work engagement
to task performance was .48; to contextual performance .52; to turnover intentions -
.39; to job satisfaction .46 and to subjective well-being .39. When the significance of
these standardized effects was tested, all direct paths from subordinates’ work
engagement to outcomes and the direct path from engaged leaders’ behaviors to
subordinates’ work engagement seemed significant. Therefore, it can be said that
hypothesis 1b, hypothesis 4, hypothesis 5, hypothesis 6 and hypothesis 7 were
supported.

As mentioned, direct relationships were observed from engaged leaders’

behaviors, as evaluated by subordinates, to subordinate related outcomes. However,
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it was possible that these direct relationships disappeared after the involvement of
subordinates’ work engagement as a mediator. The results showed that there was a
significant indirect effect of engaged leaders’ behaviors on all outcome variables via
subordinates’ work engagement with a standardized value of -.17 for turnover
intentions; .21 for task performance; .23 for contextual performance, .21 for job
satisfaction and .18 for subjective well-being. When the direct effects were
examined, after the involvement of subordinates” work engagement as a mediator,
the direct effect of engaged leaders’ behaviors on outcomes became non-significant
for task performance, job satisfaction and subjective well-being. The direct effect
was still significant for turnover intentions and contextual performance with
standardized values of -.14 and .27, respectively. Therefore, it can be said that there
was a full mediation between engaged leaders’ behaviors and task performance, job
satisfaction and subjective well-being; while partial mediation was supported for the
relationship between engaged leaders’ behaviors and turnover intentions and
contextual performance via subordinates” work engagement. Therefore, it can be said
that hypothesis 8 was supported.

The mediation model with subordinate-related moderators was also tested,
because subordinate-related factors including positive affectivity, negative affectivity
and responsibility at work was discussed to moderate the mediation path. All the

variables in the model were gathered from subordinates and the model was presented

in Figure 5.3.
Task Performance
- Contextual Performance
Engaged Leaders’ Subordinates’
Behaviors ' Work Turnover Intention
AN Engagement
! \
| N . - .
137! N 1.63 Subjective Well-Being
1 \\
I \ . .
Negative 1 . Positive Job Satisfaction
Affectivity Responsibility Affectivity

Figure 5.3. The mediation model with subordinate related moderators in time 1.
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The results showed that the relationship between subordinates’ work
engagement and engaged leaders’ behavior was moderated by the level of
subordinates’ positive affectivity (6 = 1.63, p < .001), subordinates’ negative
affectivity (8 = 1.67, p < .001) and lastly subordinates’ responsibility at work (f =
1.37, p < .001). The standardized confidence intervals of the models included zero
for responsibility at work and positive affectivity; but not for negative affectivity.
Therefore, it should be said that the moderating role of subordinates’ negative
affectivity was significant; but the moderating effects were not significant for
subordinates’ positive affectivity and responsibility at work. Therefore, hypothesis
3b was partially supported and it was shown that subordinates’ negative affectivity
moderates the path from engaged leaders’ behaviors, as reported by subordinates, to
subordinates’ work engagement.

The direct crossover from leaders’ work engagement to subordinates’ work
engagement and the indirect crossover between these two via engaged leaders’
behaviors reported by subordinates were also tested by using MPLUS. While
leaders” work engagement was gathered from leaders themselves; all other variables,
including engaged leaders’ behaviors, subordinates’ work engagement and
subordinates’ task and contextual performance, turnover intentions, subjective well-
being and job satisfaction, were gathered from subordinates. The model was

presented in Figure 5.4.

Task Performance

Leaders’ Subordinates’ Contextual Performance
Work 15 Work
Engagement "|  Engagement Turnover Intentions
S ~
004 "< % Subjective Well-Being
~
A 48 - -
Engaged Leaders’ Job Satisfaction
Behaviors

Figure 5.4. The crossover model without moderations in time 1.
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Accordingly, path coefficient from leaders’ work engagement to engaged
leaders’ behaviors was .004; from engaged leaders’ behaviors to subordinates’ work
engagement was .44 and from leaders’ work engagement to subordinates’ work
engagement was .15. The values were .54 from subordinates’ work engagement to
task performance, .55 to contextual performance; -.40 to turnover intentions, .44 to
subjective well-being and .48 to job satisfaction. When p values were examined, the
path from engaged leaders’ behaviors to subordinates’ work engagement and from
leaders’ engagement to subordinates’ work engagement was significant. Also, the
paths from subordinates’ engagement to outcomes were statistically significant. The
findings answered the first research question and showed that there was a direct link
from leaders’ work engagement to subordinates’ work engagement. The indirect path
from leaders’ work engagement to subordinates’ work engagement was also tested
even though one of the direct paths (i.e., from leaders’ work engagement to
subordinates’ work engagement) was non-significant. However, this indirect effect
was non-significant (p > .05). Based on these results it can be said that hypothesis 1a
and hypothesis 2 were not supported.

Lastly, the role of leader related moderators was also tested. While leaders’
engagement and leaders’ negative and positive affectivity were gathered from leaders
themselves; all other variables, including engaged leaders’ behaviors, subordinates’
engagement and subordinates’ task and contextual performance, turnover intentions,
subjective well-being and job satisfaction, were gathered from subordinates. The
model was presented in Figure 5.5.

Task Performance
Leaders’ Subordinates’
Work Work Contextual Performance
Engagement Engagement
Job Satisfaction
Leaders’ PA Engaged Leaders’ Subjective Well-Being
I Behaviors
Leaders’ NA Turnover Intentions

Figure 5.5. The mediation model with leader related moderators in time 1.
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The results showed that the relationship between leaders’ work engagement
and engaged leaders’ behaviors was affected from leaders’ negative affectivity (4 =
2.01, p < .001) and positive affectivity (6 = 1.22, p < .001). However, because
confidence intervals included zero for both effects, it can be said that leaders’
positive affectivity and negative affectivity did not have moderating role in the
presented relationship. Therefore, hypothesis 3a was not supported.

5.3. Summary of the Findings and Discussion (Time 1)

The theoretical model was tested using the data from the first data gathering
process. The results showed that the path from leaders’ work engagement to
subordinates’ work engagement was significant, so the direct crossover worked.
However, the indirect path from leaders’ work engagement to subordinates’ work
engagement via engaged leaders’ behaviors as reported by subordinates was not
significant. Also, leaders’ work engagement did not have direct effect on engaged
leaders’ behaviors;, while engaged leaders’ behaviors had a direct effect on
subordinates’ work engagement. This showed that leaders’ work engagement and
their behaviors had unconnected and direct relationships with subordinates’ work
engagement. Also, leaders’ positive and negative affectivity did not have a
moderating effect in this relationship. Engaged leaders’ behaviors was shown to have
indirect and direct effects on subordinate-related outcomes. To be more specific,
other than the direct effect itself, engaged leaders’ behaviors was shown to be related
to all outcomes with the mediating role of subordinates” work engagement. Also,
engaged leaders’ behaviors had direct effects on subordinates’ turnover intentions
and contextual performance even after the involvement of subordinates’ work
engagement as a mediator. At this point, subordinates’ negative affectivity was
shown to have a moderating role in the mediational path. Therefore, the mediation
model with a moderator (i.e., subordinates’ negative affectivity) was supported.
Lastly, subordinates” work engagement was also shown to be related to all
subordinate-related outcomes directly.

To examine in detail, firstly, the direct effect of leaders’ work engagement on
subordinates’ work engagement was significant and this showed that the direct
crossover worked. This finding on the direct crossover of work engagement from

leaders to subordinates supported the discussions by Westman and Vinokur (1998).
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As related to the empathy between parties, direct crossover was presented as a path
by these researchers and the results supported this idea. On the other hand, the
indirect effect of leaders’ work engagement on subordinates’ work engagement via
engaged leaders’ behaviors as reported by subordinates was not supported. A
previous study had tested the existence of a behavioral path in the crossover of work
engagement from leaders to subordinates and had showed that this path did not exist
(ten Brummelhuis, et al., 2014). In the current study, ten Brummelhuis, et al.’s
(2014) findings had been criticized, because this path did not include a wide range of
leadership behaviors and ignored the role of moderators. However, the findings of
the current study seemed to be supportive for ten Brummelhuis, et al.’s (2014)
findings and showed that there was not an indirect path from leaders’ work
engagement to subordinates’ work engagement via engaged leaders’ behaviors as
reported by subordinates. These findings were tested again by using the data gathered
in the second data gathering process.

Even though the indirect path from leaders’ work engagement to
subordinates’ work engagement via engaged leaders’ behaviors as reported by
subordinates was not supported, the results showed that engaged leaders’ behaviors
were important dynamics in the formation and continuity of subordinates’ work
engagement. In specific, the results showed that there was a direct link from engaged
leaders’ behaviors as reported by subordinates to both subordinates’ work
engagement and subordinate related outcome variables. Even after the involvement
of subordinates” work engagement as a mediator, this significance continued for
subordinates’ contextual performance and turnover intentions. This can be expected
because leadership dynamics were previously discussed to be important for
subordinates’ work engagement (e.g., Breevart, et al., 2015; Hakanen, et al., 2006;
Mauno, et al., 2007; Salanova & Schaufeli, 2008; Tims, et al., 2011). The mediating
role of work engagement in the relationship between leadership dynamics and
organizational outcomes was also supported previously (e.g., Breevart, et al., 2015;
Mazzetti, et al., 2018; Schaufeli, 2015). Therefore, this mediational role of engaged
leaders’ behaviors on subordinate related outcomes was understandable. One of the
most important points here was that engaged leaders’ behaviors predicted contextual
performance and turnover intentions, even after the involvement of subordinates’
work engagement as a mediator. This showed that that the behaviors of leaders who

were engaged at work had significant role on subordinates’ extra-role behaviors and
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intentions to leave and somewhat supportive for the argument that leaders were
powerful parties in the workplaces (Johnson, 2008).

In addition to these findings, it was also shown that the relationship between
engaged leaders’ behaviors and subordinates” work engagement was moderated by
subordinates’ negative affectivity. However, none of the remaining moderating
effects were significant. Because the number of leaders were low and the variation in
leaders’ data was limited in the current study, the moderating role of leader-related
dynamics may not be observed. In terms of subordinate-related factors, even though
the standardized values in the moderating role of positive affectivity, negative
affectivity and responsibility at work were similar, only significant effect was for
subordinates’ negative affectivity. This can be explained with various reasons.
Firstly, the number of participants may not be enough to catch up the role of
moderators. Secondly, because negative emotions, events or things were discussed to
remain longer and be remembered better (Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Finkenauer, &
Vohs, 2001), negative affectivity experienced by subordinates at work may be
remembered better than other variables or it may have a stronger effect on
subordinates. As related, the moderating effect may become significant for
subordinates’ negative affectivity, but not any other moderators. The role of
subordinates’ negative affectivity in this mediated relationship was tested again in
the second data gathering process to understand its role.

As related to all these discussions, it was shown that both leaders’ work
engagement and engaged leaders’ behaviors as reported by subordinates were
important for subordinates” work engagement. Engaged leaders’ behaviors were also
important, because these behaviors contributed to subordinates’ work engagement
and subordinate related outcomes both directly and indirectly. Therefore, researchers
should pay more attention to engaged leaders’ behaviors concept and its relatedness
to not only subordinates’ work engagement, but also other individual related and
organizational outcomes related to subordinates.

In the next phase of the dissertation, same participants were presented the

same questions and the theoretical model was tested again.

5.4. Method (Time 2)

As mentioned, data was gathered from the same participants with the same

scales after three months. The reason for second data gathering process was to
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understand if there was a difference between results that gathered in time 1 and time
2. Also, the long-term role of work engagement on outcomes was aimed to be

gathered by using this methodology.

5.4.1. Participants

The sample for the second data gathering process was 161 participants (i.e.,
25 leaders; 136 subordinates). 42 participants in the first data gathering process were
eliminated from the second data gathering process and all of these participants were
subordinates. Most of the participants (%86) did not respond to the forms in the
second data gathering process; while the remaining data was eliminated because the
matching between leaders and subordinates could not be made or the participants did
not truly complete the survey. The data was collected from the same individuals who
worked in public organizations and the sample was male dominated (%81 males,
%15 females).

For this remaining sample, the mean age of the subordinates was 37.1 (S.D. =
8.05) and the sample was male dominated (80% male, 18% female). Most
participants had high school degrees (4% master’s degrees, 23% bachelor’s, 18%
associate’s, 39% high school, 12% middle school, and 2% primary school). The
mean year was 10.5 in sector; 7 in the current workplace and 2.3 with the current
leader. 37.5% of the participants were security staff, 28.7% were municipal police
officers, 18.4% were firefighters, 8.8% were employees in environmental protection
and stabilization; and 6.6% were employees in public works and engineering.

The demographics for the leaders were same with the first data gathering
process, because no leader was eliminated in the second data gathering process.

5.4.2. Procedure and Materials

Same scales with the first data gathering process were given to both
subordinates (See Appendix 1) and leaders (See Appendix J) and engaged leaders’
behaviors scales were also presented to both parties (see Appendix G). Among
subordinates, the reliability was .96 for work engagement; .87 for positive
affectivity; .72 for negative affectivity; .81 for responsibility at work; .76 for

turnover intentions; .87 for task performance, .79 for contextual performance; .83 for
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job satisfaction, .82 for subjective well-being and .98 for engaged leaders’ behaviors
scales.

As it was in the first data gathering process, both subordinates and leaders
were provided demographic forms (See Appendix | and J). The data was gathered
with paper-pencil format, after three months of the first data gathering process.
Participants were given both informed consent and informed consent after
participation. The coding schema (See Appendix L) was also presented to the
participants in this part of the study and this coding were used to match the responses
between two time points and between leaders and subordinates.

Ethics approval was obtained from the university’s institutional review board

(see Appendix A).
5.5. Results (Time 2)
5.5.1. Preliminary Analysis

As it was in the first data gathering process, before testing the conceptual
model and discussing the results, the data was cleaned up by using methodologies
suggested by Tabachnick and Fidell (2006). Four outliers were removed from further
analyses which left 132 subordinates and 25 leaders and in total 157 participants. The
normality of the distribution was again tested with the same methodology in the first
data gathering process. The results showed that none of the skewness values
exceeded 2. In line with the arguments by researchers (George & Mallery, 2010 as
cited in Muzaffar, 2016; West, et al., 1995), these skewness values accepted as close
to normal. Again, to eliminate any possible effect of the distribution on results, the
research model was tested by using Robust ML estimators in MPLUS as suggested
by Kline (2012). Also, linearity assumption, multicollinearity and homoscedasticity
were tested, and linearity and homoscedasticity were assured by using the same
methodologies in the first data gathering process. Multicollinearity was not also an

issue in this part of the current study.

5.5.2. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

The descriptive statistics and correlations between study variables for

subordinates in the second data gathering process were presented in Table 5.4.
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As seen, all scales had high reliabilities which were larger than .70. Engaged
leaders’ behaviors had the highest reliability followed by work engagement (.98 and
.96, respectively); while negative affectivity had the lowest reliability with a value of
.72. The correlation between variables showed a similar pattern with the first data
gathering process. Accordingly, work engagement showed consistent and high
correlations with all research variables (i.e., all higher than - / + .40 except for
negative affectivity). Engaged leaders’ behaviors also had significant relationship
with most study variables, but somewhat smaller. Specifically, engaged leaders’
behaviors had strong relationships (i.e., around .40s) with work engagement, positive
affectivity, contextual performance and subjective well-being; moderate relationships
(i.e., around .30s) with negative affectivity, responsibility at work, task performance
and job satisfaction; and lastly it showed a medium-low correlation with turnover
intentions with a r of -.29. The results showed that negative affectivity had somewhat
higher correlations with research variables in the second data gathering process when
compared to the first data gathering process.

The descriptive statistics and correlations between study variables for leaders

in the second data gathering process was presented in Table 5.5.

Table 5.5.

Descriptive statistics and correlations between variables for leaders in time 2

Mean sSD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Age 44.9 8.6
2. Months in 2089 1105 79"
Sector
3. Months at - -
Workplace 176.5 122.3 .85 .85
4. Months in
Leadership 92.2 1000 73" 65"  .74”
Position
5. Frequency of
Communication 4.8 .52 11 A1 24 21

w/Subordinates
6. Leader’s Work
Engagement

7. Positive
Affectivity

8. Negative
Affectivity

9. Engaged
Leaders’
Behaviors (self-
rated)

6.04 71 .35 21 22 44731 .93
4.32 .61 .04 -.05 -.08 .35 12 82" .89

1.44 .39 -.04 -01 .09 -11  -05 -54"  -46 .76

461 .39 A1 -.06 -.04 25 -14 49" 44" -69™ .93

Notes. * < .05, ** < .01. Bold numbers reflect the reliability scores. All variables were assessed from leaders.
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As seen from Table 5.5, the reliabilities of the scales were all around .90s,
except from negative affectivity. Also, all study variables were highly related to each
other. The strongest correlation appeared between leaders’ work engagement and
their positive affectivity (r = .82); while the lowest correlation emerged between
engaged leaders’ behaviors and positive affectivity (r = .44). Even this correlation
can be classified as a strong correlation. However, because data was gathered from
low number of leaders, the results should be evaluated in caution.

To test if variables assessed different constructs or the same things, all scales
were again loaded on a single factor. The results showed that this one factor solution
did not fit the data well. Values of selected fit indexes showed that the items in the
model did not load on a single factor for the second data gathering process (y?/ df =
3.07, CFI = .32, TLI= .31). Similar analysis was conducted by putting the variables
on its own factors. Values of selected fit indexes showed that this model fitted the
data better than the first model (y?/ df = 2.21, CFI = .61, TLI=.59). The CFl and TLI
values for the second model was low, because no relationship path was drawn
between the items or scales in order to make two models similar and compare them
against better. Chi-square difference test showed that there was an improvement in
the model when items were loaded into their own factors (A y? (45) = 3443.4). This
showed that the model fitted the data well when each item was loaded into its own
factor rather than a single factor.

Beyond these discussions, the correlations between the same variables
gathered in the first and second data gathering process should be discussed. Table
5.6. showed the descriptive statistics and correlations for subordinate related
variables in time 1 and time 2. As seen in Table 5.6, nearly all correlations between
the variables assessed in time 1 and time 2 was significant. The correlations between
assessments of the same variables ranged from .39 to .71. The highest correlation
was for engaged leaders’ behaviors; while the lowest correlation was for negative
affectivity as assessed from subordinates in time 1 and time 2.

When the results were examined in detail, it seemed that subordinates’
reports about engaged leaders’ behaviors showed somewhat smaller variation. This
showed that subordinates’ observations about the behaviors of their leaders were
somewhat stable. As expected, subordinates’ negative affectivity showed low
correlation, because the moods and emotions of people may change based on the

situation. Also, the scale asked how subordinates felt in the last week at work; thus,

86



Table 5.6.

Descriptive statistics and correlations for subordinate related variables in time 1 and

time 2
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this variable was expected to show more variation. However, subordinates’ positive
affectivity did not show the same pattern. A high correlation was gathered for
positive affectivity between two data gathering processes. Therefore, even though
positive affectivity was assessed with the same method as it was in negative
affectivity, it showed more stability.

The correlation between the same variables gathered in the first and second
phases of the research for leaders should also be discussed for a better understanding.
Table 5.7 shows the descriptive statistics and correlations between study variables

for leaders in the second data gathering process.

Table 5.7.

Descriptive statistics and correlations between study variables for leaders in time 2.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Work Engagement 1 -
2. Positive Affectivity 1 79™ -
3. Negative Affectivity 1 -.30 -.22 -

4. Engaged Leaders’ o o .
.52 .69 -.51 -

Behaviors 1

5. Work Engagement 2 70" 737 -34 517 -

6. Positive Affectivity 2 68" .88"™ -.18 63" 82" -

7. Negative Affectivity 2 -.45™ -.40" T4 -58™  -54™ -.46" -

8. Engaged Leaders’ . - » . . -
i .32 A48 -.54 74 49 44 -.69
Behaviors 2

Notes. * < .05, ** < .01. Bold numbers reflect the correlation between same variables assessed in time 1 and time 2.
***All variables were assessed from leaders.

As seen in Table 5.7, nearly all correlations between the variables assessed in
time 1 and time 2 were significant. The correlations between assessments of the
same variables ranged from .70 to .88. The highest correlation was for positive
affectivity; while the lowest correlation was for leaders’ work engagement. In

general, leader data showed higher correlations in two data gathering processes than
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subordinate data. However, because data was gathered from low number of leaders,
these results should be evaluated in caution.

5.5.3. Conceptual Model Tests

After conducting scale related analyses, the theoretical model was tested by using
MPLUS. While conducting analyses in MPLUS, Robust ML estimators were used as
discussed before. Based on the theoretical model, firstly, the role of engaged leaders’
behaviors, as evaluated by subordinates, on subordinate related outcomes were
tested, as it was in the first data gathering process and the relationship between
engaged leaders’ behaviors and outcomes in time 1 and time 2 were presented in

Figure 5.6.

Task Performance

Contextual Performance

Engaged Leaders’
Behaviors

Turnover Intentions

45(.28)
38(.29)

Subjective Well-Being

Job Satisfaction

Figure 5.6. The relationship between engaged leaders’ behaviors and outcomes in

time 1 and time 2.

Two different models were tested for this. In the first model, data gathered in
time 2 was used for both engaged leaders’ behaviors and subordinate related
outcomes. In the second model, engaged leaders’ behaviors was put into the analyses
with data gathered in the first data gathering process; while for subordinate related
outcomes the data gathered in the second data gathering process were used. The
results for the second model was presented in parentheses. All variables in the model
were assessed from subordinates.

As seen from the figure, path coefficients from engaged leaders’ behaviors to

outcomes were .34(.30) for task performance, .48(.40) for contextual performance, -
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.29(-.18) for turnover intentions, .45(.28) for subjective well-being and .38(.29) for
job satisfaction. When p values were examined, all paths were shown to be
significant for both models, so engaged leaders’ behaviors had a direct effect on
outcomes in time 1 and 2.

The indirect path from engaged leaders’ behaviors, as evaluated by
subordinates, to outcomes via subordinates’ work engagement was tested by using
three models. In the first model, all variables were gathered in time 2 and in the
second model only outcome variables were assessed in time 2; while engaged
leaders’ behaviors and subordinates’ engagement were assessed in time 1. In model
3, engaged leaders’ behaviors were assessed in time 1; while subordinates’
engagement and outcome variables were assessed in time 2. The model was
presented in Figure 5.7 and results of the analyses were presented in Table 5.8. All

variables in the model were assessed from subordinates.

Task Performance

Contextual Performance

Engaged Leaders’ R Subordinates’ ~
Behaviors > Work Turnover Intentions
Engagement

Subjective Well-Being

Job Satisfaction

Figure 5.7. The relationship between subordinates’ engagement and other variables

in time 1 and time 2.

In all three models, the direct paths from engaged leaders’ behaviors to
subordinates’ engagement and from subordinates’ work engagement to subordinate-
related outcomes were significant. The magnitudes of the relationships were similar
across three models. When the direct and indirect effects of engaged leaders’
behaviors on subordinate related outcomes were tested, it can be said that engaged
leaders’ behaviors had a significant direct effect on contextual performance in all
three models. For the indirect effect, engaged leaders’ behaviors seemed to have

indirect effects on all outcome variables and this did not differ across three models.
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Table 5.8.

Model tests for the relationship between engaged leaders’ behaviors, subordinates’

work engagement and outcomes

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
ELB - SWE A4* 50* A1*
SWE - TP 39% 49* 40*
SWE - CP A41* A42% A5*
SWE - TI -.39* -.39% - 45*
g\/LVBE_- SWE - SWB 32* 32* A41*
Outcomes | s\we — Js A43* A45* AT*
ELB-TP IIDnic;ierCetc:t.:1.717* Iljnic;ieriztcit':o.gS* ai(;?r(;tét:l?fﬁ*
ELB-CP | indirect: 8+ | indireet 21 | Indrect: 49
ELB-TI I[?lldrlercetctlzﬂ* I[?lic;?rcetc::t.:o—l.19* ﬁ\ic:?r(;t(::tl:o—(.) fS*
ELB-SWB | jndirecc: 14+ | indireet 16* | Indreot: 47"
ELB-JS I[?lidr?rcetc:t.:liQ* I[?lic;?rcetc::t.:o.gZ* ﬁ\ic:;arc;t(::tl:o.glg*

Notes. * <.05. ELB= Engaged Leaders’ Behaviors, SWE= Subordinates’ Work Engagement, TP=Task
Performance, CP= Contextual Performance, Tl= Turnover Intentions, SWB= Subjective Well-Being, JS= Job
Satisfaction. All variables were assessed from subordinates. ** Model 1: ELB, SWE, TP, CP, Tl, SWB, JS (Time
2); Model 2: ELB, SWE (Time 1) - TP, CP, TI, SWB, JS (Time 2); Model 3: ELB (Time 1) - SWE, TP, CP, TI,
SWB, JS (Time 2).

Therefore, it can be said that engaged leaders’ behaviors were significantly
related to subordinates’ work engagement. It was also related to all outcomes
indirectly; while it was also directly to contextual performance in all three models
even after the involvement of subordinates’ work engagement as a mediator.
Therefore, it can be said that hypothesis 1b, hypothesis 4, hypothesis 5, hypothesis 6,
hypothesis 7, hypothesis 8 was supported.

The role of moderators in the relationship between engaged leaders’
behaviors and subordinates’ work engagement was also tested. Again, three models

were used to test this. In the first model, all variables were gathered in time 2 and in
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the second model, subordinates’ engagement and outcomes were assessed in time 2;
while engaged | leaders’ behaviors and moderators were assessed in time 1. In model
3, engaged leaders’ behaviors were assessed in time 1; while subordinates’
engagement, moderators and outcomes were assessed in time 2. All the variables in
the model were gathered from subordinates and the model for this analysis was
presented in Figure 5.8.

Task Performance
Engaged Leaders’ Subordinates’ Contextual Performance
Behaviors R Work
L 0 ol R Engagement Turnover Intention
P ’ : RN
.7 1 N .. .
e 1 AN Subjective Well Being
g ! s ~
z < : > S
Negative Responsibility Positive Job Satisfaction
Affectivity Affectivity

Figure 5.8. The mediation model with subordinate related moderators in time 1 and

time 2.

For subordinates’ negative affectivity, it was shown that the relationship
between engaged leaders’ behaviors, as reported by subordinates, and subordinates’
work engagement was affected from the level of subordinates’ negative affectivity in
the first (f = 1.57, p <.001), second (# = 1.74, p < .001) and third ( = 1.74, p <
.001) models. However, confidence intervals for all moderating effects included
zero. Therefore, the moderating role of subordinates’ negative affectivity was not
supported for any of the models, as opposed to the findings in the first data gathering
process.

For subordinates’ positive affectivity, it was shown that the relationship
between engaged leaders’ behaviors and subordinates’ work engagement was
affected from the level of subordinates’ positive affectivity in the first (5 = 1.60, p <
.001), second (S = 1.55, p <.001) and third (# = 1.55, p <.001) models. However,
confidence intervals for all moderating effects included zero. Therefore, the
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moderating role of subordinates’ positive affectivity was not supported for any of the
models.

For subordinates’ responsibility at work, it was shown that the relationship
between engaged leaders’ behaviors and subordinates’ work engagement was
affected from the level of subordinates’ responsibility at work in the first (5 = 1.29, p
<.001), second (p = 1.27, p <.001) and third (5 = 1.27, p < .001) models. However,
confidence intervals for all moderating effects included zero. Therefore, the
moderating role of subordinates’ responsibility at work was not supported for any of
the models. Based on these results, hypothesis 3b was rejected.

The crossover effect from leaders’ work engagement to subordinates’ work
engagement was also tested with MPLUS analyses. While leaders’ work engagement
was gathered from leaders themselves; all other variables, including engaged leaders’
behaviors, subordinates’ engagement and subordinates’ task and contextual
performance, turnover intentions, subjective well-being and job satisfaction, were
gathered from subordinates.

The model was presented in Figure 5.9 and the results for this model were

presented in Table 5.9.

Task Performance

Leaders’ Subordinates’ Contextual Performance
Work | _____ N Work
Engagement Engagement Turnover Intentions
h ~

h ~ . . .

So Subjective Well-Being
"
Engaged Leaders’ Job Satisfaction
Behaviors

Figure 5.9. The crossover model without moderations in time 1 and time 2.

The crossover model was tested, again, with three different models. In the
first model, all variables were gathered in time 2 and in the second model,

subordinates’ work engagement and outcomes were assessed in time 2; while
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engaged leaders’ behaviors and leaders’ work engagement were assessed in time 1.
In model 3, engaged leaders’ behaviors, subordinates’ work engagement and

outcomes were assessed in time 2; while leaders’ engagement was assessed in time 1.

Table 5.9.

Model tests for the crossover of work engagement from leaders to subordinates

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
LWE- | \WE_ELB 13 02 08
ELB -
SWE- | ELB-swE 43 40 42
Outcomes
Direct: .02 Direct: .19* Direct: .17*
LWE - SWE Indirect: .05 Indirect: .01 Indirect: .03

Notes. * < .05. LWE= Leaders’ Engagement, ELB= Engaged Leaders’ Behaviors, SWE= Subordinates’ Work
Engagement. LWE was gathered from leaders; ELB, SWE and outcomes were gathered from subordinates.

** Model 1: LWE, ELB, SWE, TP, CP, TI, SWB, JS (Time 2); Model 2: LWE ELB (Time 1) — SWE, TP, CP,
TI, SWB, JS (Time 2); Model 3: LWE (Time 1) - SWE, ELB, TP, CP, Tl, SWB, JS (Time 2).

As seen in Table 5.9, the direct paths from leaders’ work engagement to
subordinates’ work engagement was significant in two models. This supported the
direct crossover process from leaders’ work engagement to subordinates’ work
engagement. However, the indirect path from leaders’ work engagement to
subordinates’ work engagement via engaged leaders’ behaviors was not significant in
any of the models. This showed that the indirect crossover process did not work.
Also, engaged leaders’ behaviors had direct effects on subordinates’ work
engagement across three models. These results showed that leaders’ work
engagement and engaged leaders’ behaviors were two independent variables that
bring positive changes on subordinates’ work engagement rather than being two
variables that interact in the prediction of subordinates’ work engagement. The
results answered the first research question with a direct path from leaders’ work
engagement to subordinates’ work engagement. According to the findings,

hypothesis 1a and hypothesis 2 were not supported; but hypothesis 1b was supported.
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The moderating role of leader-related dynamics, leaders’ negative and
positive affectivity, on the relationship between leaders’ work engagement and
engaged leaders’ behaviors was also tested with MPLUS analysis. While leaders’
work engagement, leaders’ negative and positive affectivity were gathered from
leaders themselves; all other variables, including engaged leaders’ behaviors,
subordinates’ engagement and subordinates’ task and contextual performance,
turnover intentions, subjective well-being and job satisfaction, were gathered from
subordinates. The model for this relationship was presented in Figure 5.10.

To understand this relationship, three models were tested again. In the first
model, all variables were gathered in time 2 and in the second model, subordinates’
work engagement and outcomes were assessed in time 2; while engaged leaders’
behaviors, leaders’ work engagement and moderators were assessed in time 1. In
model 3, leaders’ work engagement was assessed in time 1; while moderators,
engaged leaders’ behaviors, subordinates’ work engagement and outcomes were

assessed in time 2.

Task Performance

Leaders’ Subordinates’ Contextual Performance
Work Work

Engagement / Engagement Job Satisfaction

Subjective Well-Being

Engaged Leaders’
Behaviors

Leaders’ PA
]

Leaders’ NA

Turnover Intentions

Figure 5.10. The mediation model with leader related moderators in time 1 and time
2.

For leaders’ negative affectivity, it was shown that the relationship between
leaders’ work engagement and engaged leaders’ behavior was affected from the level
of leaders’ negative affectivity in the first (f = 1.49, p <.001), second (f = 1.84, p <
.001) and third (# = 1.49, p < .001) models. However, confidence intervals for all
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moderating effects included zero. Therefore, the moderating role of leaders’ negative

affectivity was not supported for any of the models.

For leaders’ positive affectivity, it was shown that the relationship between
leaders’ work engagement and engaged leaders’ behavior was affected from the level
of leaders’ positive affectivity in the first (8 = 1.18, p <.001), second (f = 1.18, p <
.001) and third (# = 1.18, p < .001) models. However, confidence intervals for all
moderating effects included zero. Therefore, the moderating role of leaders’ positive
affectivity was not supported for any of the models. Based on these results, it can be
said that hypothesis 3a was not supported.

In addition to these analyses, the cross-lagged model was tested (see
Appendix M). This model was not hypothesized in the current study; but it was
discussed that the relationship between leaders’ work engagement and subordinates’
work engagement can better understood with this model. The results showed that the
path coefficient from time 1 leaders’ work engagement to time 2 subordinates’ work
engagement was significant with a standardized value of .14. However, the path
coefficient from time 1 subordinates’ work engagement to time 2 leaders’ work
engagement was not significant with a standardized value of -.03. Therefore, these
results were somewhat supportive for the importance of leaders’ work engagement in

the emergence and continuity of subordinates’ work engagement; but not vice versa.

5.6. Summary of the Findings and Discussion (Time 2)

In this part of the study, the theoretical model was tested using the data from
both the first and second data gathering processes. Different research models were
presented and tested to understand the relationship between variables assessed in
time 2 and also the relationship between variables as assessed in time 1 and time 2.

As it was in the first data gathering process, the results showed that leaders’
work engagement had a direct effect on subordinates’ work engagement for two
models. This finding supported Westman and Vinokur (1998) who discussed that
there was a direct path in the crossover process. On the other hand, the indirect effect
of leaders’ work engagement on subordinates’ work engagement via engaged
leaders’ behaviors as reported by subordinates was not significant. This finding was
in line with the first data gathering process and supported ten Brummelhuis, et al.’s
(2014) findings. Therefore, the indirect crossover of work engagement from leaders
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to subordinates did not work for the current study and this finding was examined in
detail in the general discussion section.

In addition to these, engaged leaders’ behaviors as reported by subordinates
was shown to be directly related to subordinates” work engagement in all models.
Engaged leaders’ behaviors as reported by subordinates was an important variable in
the current study, because it did not only show significant relationships with
subordinates’ work engagement but also with subordinate related outcomes. There
were indirect paths from engaged leaders’ behaviors as reported by subordinates to
subordinate related outcomes including task performance, contextual performance,
job satisfaction, turnover intentions and subjective well-being. Engaged leaders’
behaviors even had a significant direct relationship with contextual performance after
the involvement of subordinates’ work engagement as a mediator. This relationship
pattern was similar across three models. Therefore, engaged leaders’ behaviors, by
itself, seem to be effective for both subordinates’ work engagement and outcomes as
reported by subordinates.

The results did not show any moderating role of leader and subordinate
related variables on the related paths. This finding was in line with the first data
gathering process except that subordinates’ negative affectivity was shown to play a
moderating role in the relationship between engaged leaders’ behaviors and
subordinates’ work engagement in the first s data gathering process. The reason for
this can be the decrease in the number of participants in the second data gathering
process. This may eliminate the significant effect of negative affectivity in the
presented relationship. Also, the moderating role of other moderators may not appear
because of the same reason. This is a point that should be referred in the future
studies.

In sum, it can be said that there were significant direct paths from leaders’
work engagement to subordinates’ work engagement; but not an indirect one.
Therefore, the direct crossover process worked as discussed by Westman and
Vinokur (1998); however, no support was provided for the indirect crossover of work
engagement from leaders to subordinates. Also, engaged leaders’ behaviors as
reported by subordinates, by itself, played an important role as a fostering
mechanism for subordinates’ work engagement and subordinate related outcomes.
Engaged leaders’ behaviors as reported by subordinates showed a direct relationship

with subordinates’ work engagement across all models. Also, it was shown that
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engaged leaders’ behaviors were important in the prediction individual related and
organizational outcomes. This was an important finding, because it showed how the
perception of subordinates about their engaged leaders’ behaviors may affect their
outcomes. Even though most of the direct relationships between engaged leaders’
behaviors as reported by subordinates and outcomes as reported by subordinates
were eliminated with the involvement of subordinates’ work engagement as a
mediator, engaged leaders’ behaviors were still effective in the prediction of,
especially, subordinates’ contextual performance. This showed that the behaviors of
the leaders as assessed from the eyes of subordinates seemed to be related to extra-
role behaviors among subordinates.

The moderators in the current study did not work; therefore, it can be said
that the mediation model with some moderators did not yield significant results.
Even though the model fits were good, the confidence intervals included zero which
showed that the results were non-significant. The reason for the can be the small
sample size in the current study. The results should be re-examined especially by
using subordinates’ negative affectivity as a moderator in the presented relationship.
All findings were discussed, and future suggestions were presented in the general
discussion section.

These findings supported some of the hypothesized relationships and
answered research questions. The summary of these findings was presented in Table
5.10. As seen in the table, most of the hypotheses were supported or partially
supported by the research findings.
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Table 5.10.

Hypotheses and research questions across time 1 and time 2

HYPOTHESES / RESEARCH QUESTIONS TIME1 | TIME 2
Hypothesis la. Leaders’ work engagement is positively Not Not
related to engaged leaders’ behaviors. supported | supported
Hypothesis 1b. Engaged leaders’ behaviors are positively
related to subordinates’ work engagement. Supported | Supported
Hypothesis 2. Engaged leaders’ behaviors mediate the
relationship between leaders’ engagement and subordinates’ Not Not

supported | supported
engagement.
Hypothesis 3a. Leaders’ affect moderate the relationship
between leaders’ engagement and engaged leaders’
behaviors; in a way that leaders who have high positive or supl;:g:te q suplzc(::te q
low negative affectivity are more likely to show engaged
leaders’ behaviors as a result of their own engagement.
Hypothesis 3b. Subordinates’ affect moderate the
relationship between engaged leaders’ behaviors and
subordinates’ engagement; in a way that subordinates who | Partially Not
have high positive or low negative affectivity are more | supported | supported
likely to show engagement as a response to their leaders
engaged behaviors.
Hypothesis 4. Subordinates’ work engagement is positively
related to subordinates’ job satisfaction. Supported | Supported
Hypothesis 5. Subordinates” work engagement is positively
related to subordinates’ in-role and extra-role performance. | SuUPPOrted | Supported
Hypothesis 6. Subordinates” work engagement is positively
related to subordinates’ subjective well-being. Supported | Supported
Hypothesis 7. Subordinates’ work engagement is negatively
related to subordinates’ intention to leave. Supported | Supported
Hypothesis 8. Engaged leaders’ behaviors is positively
related to subordinates’ task performance, contextual
performance and job satisfaction and negatively related to | Supported | Supported
subordinates’ subjective well-being and turnover intentions
via subordinates’ work engagement.
Research Question 1. Is leaders’ work engagement directly
related to subordinates’ work engagement within and Yes Yes
between two time frames?
Research Question 2. Do subordinates’ responsibility at
work have a moderating effect on the relationship between
engaged leaders’ behaviors and subordinates’ work No No
engagement?
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CHAPTER 6

GENERAL DISCUSSION

6.1. Summary of the Findings

The aim of the current study was to understand how crossover worked from
leaders to subordinates, in the case of work engagement, to assess the role of
engaged leaders’ behaviors as a mediator and leader-related (i.e., leaders’ negative
and positive affectivity) and subordinate-related (i.e., subordinates’ positive and
negative affectivity and responsibility at work) dynamics as moderators in this
process and, lastly, to gather the role of these processes on individual related and
organizational outcomes. It was discussed that there were certain kinds of behaviors
leaders who were engaged at work showed and these behaviors were related to both
leaders’ and subordinates’ work engagement. In other words, leaders’ work
engagement was discussed to contribute to subordinates’ work engagement with the
mediating role of engaged leaders’ behaviors. It was also argued that the crossover of
work engagement may not work in the same manner for every employee. Therefore,
leader-related dynamics including positive and negative affectivity was discussed to
moderate the relationship between leaders’ work engagement and engaged leaders’
behaviors; while subordinate-related dynamics including responsibility at work,
positive and negative affectivity were presented as moderators in the relationship
between engaged leaders’ behaviors and subordinates’ work engagement. Lastly, the
role of both engaged leaders’ behaviors and subordinates’ work engagement on
subordinate related outcomes was discussed. It was hypothesized that engaged
leaders’ behaviors would be positively related to subordinates’ task and contextual
performance, job satisfaction and subjective well-being; while it would negatively

contribute to subordinates’ turnover intentions via subordinates’ work engagement.
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Also, subordinates’ work engagement was expected to negatively contribute to
subordinates’ turnover intentions; while it would positively contribute to remaining
four outcome variables.

To test the theoretical model, both qualitative and quantitative studies were
conducted. Because there were not so many studies about the crossover of work
engagement from leaders to subordinates, this process was aimed to be clarified with
a qualitative design. Especially, the role of leaders’ work engagement in the
emergence of certain kinds of behaviors should have been understood. With this
purpose, two studies were conducted. Firstly, open-ended questions were presented
to the participants and they were asked to clarify the behaviors of engaged leaders,
expected or actual, and their observations and expectations about the possible leader
and subordinate related factors that would affect the crossover of work engagement
from leaders to subordinates. The answers of the participants were coded by using a
schema formed by subject-matter experts. After this, a second study was conducted
in which interviews were made with working adults to further support the findings in
the open-ended part. The results of these two studies showed that leaders who were
engaged at work showed or expected to show certain kind of behaviors and these
included discipline, better relationship patterns with subordinates, motivating
behaviors, justice and instructiveness. Subordinates’ responsibility, positive feelings
and positive attitudes towards their work and leaders’ positivity was discussed as
important factors that would contribute to the crossover of work engagement.

Based on these findings from open-ended part, a scale was formed, and this
scale was used in the validation study. The validation of the scale was established
with affective commitment, work-related flow, work engagement and supervisor
satisfaction scales and it was shown that engaged leaders’ behaviors scale had
medium to high correlations with all research variables. It also had a high reliability
score with an alpha of .94. However, even though the scale was not designed to be
composed of negative and positive factors, the results showed that somewhat more
negative items formed a different group. When the results were examined in detail by
subject matter experts, it was discussed that these items may not be well understood,
can be open to misunderstandings or may have dual meanings. Also, the number of
the items in the scale was aimed to be reduced, because some items seemed to be
highly related to each other in the scale. Based on all these discussions, some minor

changes were made in the items of engaged leaders’ behaviors scale and the number
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of the items was reduced. These changes included the combination of the items and
change in the wording of them in order to eliminate any misunderstanding. This new
version was used in the main study in which the theoretical model was tested.

In the first data gathering process, the data was gathered from 203
participants, 25 for being leaders. The results of the study showed that the direct
crossover from leaders’ work engagement to subordinates’ work engagement
worked. This showed that leaders’ work engagement, by itself, was important for the
emergence and continuity of subordinates’ work engagement. This supported the
discussions about the existence of a direct path in the crossover processes (Westman
& Vinokur, 1998). Previous studies had shown that there was a direct crossover from
subordinates’ work engagement to leaders’ work engagement (Wirtz, et al., 2017)
and this study showed there may be a dual effect between leaders and subordinates.
Therefore, while making research on the crossover of work engagement between
leaders and subordinates, both paths should be paid attention.

The direct crossover of work engagement from leaders to subordinates was
also an important finding for various reasons. Firstly, it was shown that even though
leaders may not actively support their subordinates to become engaged workers, their
own states and attitudes seem to have an effect on subordinates’ work engagement.
This went beyond the discussions on leadership styles and behaviors. The finding
showed that even though leaders’ behaviors in the working environment may be
important for subordinates, their attitudes towards their own tasks and works, not
subordinates, can be effective mechanisms in the working environment. Subordinates
can become engaged by just observing their leaders and having empathy. Secondly,
this finding was also important for practitioners. It showed that rather than just
focusing on leadership training programs, practitioners can try to foster work
engagement among leaders. Beyond training leaders for becoming engaged at work,
selecting these kinds of people as leaders can contribute to work engagement of
subordinates and increase the productivity at work.

The results did not support the existence of an indirect path and showed that
the behavioral path did not emerge in the model when behaviors were assessed with
engaged leaders’ behaviors scale. The existence of an indirect path in the crossover
of work engagement was previously discussed by researchers (ten Brummelhuis, et
al., 2014) and it was shown that in the crossover of work engagement from leaders to

subordinates, negative and positive affectivity, as an emotional path, played a
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mediating role. However, when leaders’ supportive behaviors were tested as a
behavioral mediator, this behavioral path did not work. Similarly, the current study
showed that behavioral path from leaders’ work engagement to subordinates’ work
engagement did not work and supported this previous finding (ten Brummelhuis, et
al., 2014). There may be different reasons for this finding. Firstly, engaged leaders’
behaviors reported by the subordinates were used in the current analyses, because the
variability of data gathered from low number of leaders may be misleading.
Therefore, even though leaders reported they were engaged at work; their
subordinates may not observe this and in the indirect transmission of work
engagement from leaders to subordinates, the perception of subordinates may play an
important role. Secondly, leaders may not really reflect their work engagement in
their leadership behaviors or there may be some moderators that affect this reflection
of leaders” work engagement on their behaviors. Therefore, different subordinate or
leader related variables should have been tested as mediators or moderators in the
reflection of work engagement on engaged leaders’ behaviors.

Even though engaged leaders’ behaviors did not play a mediating role in the
relationship between leaders’ work engagement and subordinates” work engagement,
it was shown to be significantly related to subordinates’ work engagement. This
showed that the behaviors of leaders who were engaged at work may positively
contribute to subordinates’ work engagement by itself. This was expected, because
positivity and positive behaviors were associated with engagement (e.g., Ariani,
2013; Bailey, et al., 2017; Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Ouweneel, et al., 2012). Also,
this positivity of leaders was expected to contribute subordinates’ work engagement
because positive leadership styles (Tims, et al., 2011) and positive behaviors of
leaders (e.g., Crawford, et al., 2010; Hakanen, et al., 2006; Xanthopoulou, et al.,
2007) were associated with work engagement. Therefore, these findings showed that
engaged leaders’ behaviors, by itself, was important for the emergence and
continuity of subordinates’ work engagement.

Engaged leaders’ behaviors were also shown to be indirectly related to all
subordinate related outcomes including task performance, contextual performance,
job satisfaction, turnover intentions and subjective well-being; while they were also
directly related to contextual performance across different data gathering processes.
This showed that engaged leaders’ behaviors not only important for the prediction of

subordinates’ work engagement but also subordinate related outcomes. The direct
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path from engaged leaders’ behaviors to subordinate related outcomes also showed
how engaged leaders’ behaviors can be important for individual related and
organization outcomes by itself. Therefore, researchers should focus on the behaviors
of engaged leaders in order to better understand the work engagement concept and
the effect of these behaviors on individual related and organizational outcomes,
especially extra-role behaviors.

The moderating role of subordinate and leader related factors on the
presented models was also discussed. The results from the first data gathering
process showed that subordinates’ negative affectivity had a moderating role in the
path from engaged leaders’ behaviors to subordinates’ work engagement. However,
this finding was not supported in the second data gathering process and none of the
subordinate or leader related moderators were shown to have significant effects on
the presented relationships. Therefore, it can be said that these findings provided
limited support to the mediation model with some moderators.

Also even though it was not hypothesized in the current study. the cross-
lagged model in which the direct effects of leaders’ and subordinates’ work
engagement in time 1 on leaders’ and subordinates’ work engagement in time 2
should be mentioned. The results showed that the direct path from leaders’ work
engagement in time 1 to subordinates’ work engagement in time 2 was significant.
However, the direct path from subordinates’ work engagement in time 1 to
subordinates’ work engagement in time 2 was not significant. This showed that the
crossover from leaders’ work engagement to subordinates’ work engagement may be
more probable. The future studies should also refer to this idea and more research is

needed for a better understanding.

6.2. Strengths, Limitations and Implications

As summarized above, the findings of the current study showed that the
crossover of work engagement between leaders and subordinates and the role of
engaged leaders’ behaviors in the prediction of subordinates’ work engagement were
two promising areas for future research. Even though there were many discussions
about the crossover of work engagement between team mates (e.g., Bakker, et al.,
2006), couples (e.g., Bakker, et al., 2005; Bakker, et al., 2011) and coworkers
(Bakker & Xanthopoulou, 2009), the crossover of work engagement between leaders
and subordinates has not been well-established. The results showed that in the
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crossover process, engaged leaders’ behaviors and leaders’ work engagement played
distinct roles and both contributed to subordinates’ work engagement directly. As
mentioned previously, possible discrepancies in the perception of leaders and
subordinates may resulted in insignificant path from leaders’ work engagement to
engaged leaders’ behaviors. While subordinates evaluated their leaders as not
showing engaged leaders’ behaviors, leaders can report themselves as having
engagement. It was also possible that leaders’ work engagement did not turn into
certain kinds of behaviors in the working environment. In other words, leaders may
be engaged at work, but this engagement may not be directly related to the behaviors
they showed at work. Therefore, any possible mediators or moderators in the
relationship between leaders’ work engagement and engaged leaders’ behaviors
should be searched in the future studies.

As related to the above arguments, future studies can also assess and compare
the perceptual differences between leaders and subordinates in terms of leaders’
work engagement. Leaders can be asked to report their own work engagement levels;
while subordinates are asked to report their leaders’ work engagement and the
differences between the reports of these two parties can be gathered. It can be
expected that if the discrepancy between the reports of two parties is high, this
reflects that leaders perceive themselves as different from subordinates in terms of
their work engagement. The possible role of these differences on subordinate related
outcomes should also be assessed. For instance, if a leader reports himself/herself as
highly engaged and subordinates do not report the same thing, then the effect of
leaders” work engagement on subordinates’ work engagement may not be powerful.
However, if two parties report similar levels of work engagement for leaders, then
the crossover of work engagement from leaders to subordinates may be strong.
Therefore, future studies should investigate the reporting differences between
subordinates and leaders in terms of leaders’ work engagement and should assess the
role of this difference on subordinates’ work engagement and individual related and
organizational outcomes.

As mentioned before, both subordinate and leader related moderators did not
show significant effects in the current study, except for the moderating role of
subordinates’ negative affectivity in the first data gathering process. Even though the
model fits in the moderation tests were good, the confidence intervals included zero

which showed that the moderating effects were non-significant. This situation can be
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explained with different reasons. Firstly, the number of the participants was
relatively low, especially in the second data gathering process. A larger sample size
might have yielded better results. Future studies can reach more participants in order
to have a more powerful design and results. As another point, subordinates’ and
leaders’ negative and positive affectivity were not supported as moderators in the
current study. However, some other variables may have moderating roles in the
assigned relationships. For instance, assessing the negativity and positivity of people
with personality characteristics may produce different results. Neuroticism is one of
these variables and its role in the crossover of work engagement between leaders and
subordinates can be assessed in the future studies. Similar things can be said for
conscientiousness as reflecting the responsibility of people. The role of these
variables on the presented paths may be different, because they were expected to be
more enduring as personality traits (Gleitman, Reisberg, & Gross, 2007). The role of
these personality traits in the crossover of work engagement from leaders to
subordinates, especially when the data was gathered in a long-term interval (e.g., 2
years) can be assessed, and also the role of the possible moderation on individual
related and organizational outcomes can be gathered. In this way, better results can
be presented.

In addition to these above discussions, future studies can assess the
relatedness of leaders’ and subordinates’ work engagement and engaged leaders’
behaviors to other outcome variables. The current study used individual related and
organizational outcomes that was reported by subordinates and focused on the
relatedness of crossover of work engagement to these outcomes. However, more
objective outcomes can be used to assess the observable organizational effect. For
instance, absenteeism rates or number of sales can be more objective measures and
the role of leaders’ and subordinates’ work engagement and engaged leaders’
behaviors on these objective outcomes can be assessed. In addition to this, leaders
can be asked to report subordinate related outcomes such as performance. This was
not possible in the current study, because the data was not dyadic and the number of
the leaders in the participated organizations were limited. Also, most outcome
variables in the current study like turnover intentions, contextual performance or
subjective well-being were the variables that are hard to be observed by others.

Therefore, if the dyadic data is gathered and more observable outcomes like task
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performance was used in the future studies, leaders can be asked to report
subordinate related outcomes.

The crossover process and the relatedness of this crossover to subordinate
related outcomes can also be investigated in the other way around. To be more
specific, the role of subordinate related outcomes on subordinates’ work engagement,
engaged leaders’ behaviors and leaders’ work engagement can be assessed. Previous
studies showed that subordinates’ work engagement contributed to leaders’ work
engagement (Wirtz, et al., 2017). Also, in his model, Bakker (2011) discussed that
there can be a direct path from job performance to work engagement and to job and
personal resources. If we evaluate engaged leaders’ behaviors as a resource
contributes to subordinates’ work engagement, then a path can be drawn from
subordinate-related outcomes to not only subordinates’ work engagement but also
engaged leaders’ behaviors This is an important path to be investigated in the future
studies.

In addition to these discussions, the current study presented engaged leaders’
behaviors scale to the literature. Because the scale was developed with qualitative
data gathering processes and the validity of it was tested in the validation study, the
scale was expected to be valid and have high reliability scores, especially, in Turkish
samples. However, for better understanding of the validity and reliability of engaged
leaders’ behaviors scale, it can be tested in different samples with different
backgrounds. Also, because leadership styles and the perception of subordinates
about the effectiveness of these different styles may change based on the cultural
backgrounds (Aycan, 2006; Leong & Fischer, 2011), the scale may show differences
across cultures in terms of its validity and reliability. Therefore, the validation of the
current scale in different cultures form an important area of research. The use of the
scale can only be possible after the validation studies. Therefore, after the validation
of engaged leaders’ behaviors scale, possible differences on the antecedents and
outcomes of engaged leaders’ behaviors can be assessed and comparisons can be
made between cultures.

This study contributed to the literature in various ways. Firstly, as mentioned,
engaged leaders’ behaviors scale was formed and the behaviors of the engaged
leaders were specified by using qualitative data gathering techniques. Secondly, it
was shown that engaged leaders’ behaviors, by itself was an important dynamic for

both subordinates’ work engagement and subordinates’ individual related and
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organizational outcomes. Therefore, in addition to the direct crossover from leaders’
work engagement to subordinates’ work engagement, behaviors that engaged leaders
were expected to show or showed had a role on subordinates’ work engagement and
outcomes in turn. Thirdly, it was shown that engaged leaders’ behaviors can be
important fostering mechanisms in the emergence of extra-role behaviors among
subordinates. Therefore, not only work engagement but also its reflection on leaders’
behaviors should be pointed by researchers and practitioners to gather better results.
Based on these findings, leadership training programs can be designed that aim to
increase leaders’ capability for showing their work engagement at workplaces. These
findings can also be important in the selection processes. Leaders who had high level
of work engagement and also are able to show this in their leadership behaviors can
be selected. In addition to these findings, and for the last point, it was shown that
work engagement scale did not have a three-factor structure. As previously
mentioned, in many studies, UWES was shown to have three-factor structure in both
long (e.g., Bakker, et al., 2008; Salanova, et al., 2005; Salanova & Schaufeli, 2008)
and short (e.g., Breevaart, et al., 2015; Schaufeli, et al., 2006) versions. However, in
some previous studies, one-factor model was also discussed and supported (Shimazu,
et al., 2008; Sonnentag, 2003). The current study supported the later discussion and
showed that work engagement had a one-factor structure with a high reliability score.
Therefore, the researchers who conduct work engagement studies with Turkish
samples should pay attention to this point and test the factor structure of work
engagement. Also, possible reasons for the difference in the factorial structures
across different countries can be referred and the underlying reasons for this can be
investigated in the future studies.

Some limitations can also be presented for the current study. Firstly, as
mentioned, the number of the participants was relatively low, especially for the
second data gathering process. As discussed by Kline (2011), especially SEM may
require large sample sizes for gathering the real effects. This number of participants
may need to be higher for the current study, because the model contains moderators.
Therefore, future studies can test the current model with more participants. Secondly,
the sectors of the participants were limited, and all participants were from public
organizations. However, the results may be different for people who work in private
organizations. The model should also be tested by using participants from private

organizations. Thirdly, both sample and sectors were male dominated. Therefore, the
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current research model can be tested with more female participants or in a less male
dominated sector in the future studies. Similarly, the gender difference between
leaders and subordinates and the role of this difference on the assigned relationships
can be tested. Previous studies (McColl-Kennedy & Anderson, 2005) tested the
interaction between subordinate and leader gender and showed that certain dynamics
of people were shaped with respect to both leaders’ and subordinates’ gender. For
instance, it was shown that female subordinates with female leaders had higher
optimism; while male subordinates with male leaders had higher frustration.
Therefore, the interaction between leaders’ and subordinates’ genders to predict work
engagement and engaged leaders’ behaviors can be assessed in the future studies.
Fourthly, as mentioned, other moderators and outcome variables can be tested in the
presented model. The role of personality traits or the effect of leaders’ and
subordinates’ work engagement on other outcome variables like absenteeism,
productivity and retention can be tested. While doing this, more subjective measures
can be used to assess the outcome variables or team related and organizational
variables can be assessed as outcomes. For instance, team performance, culture and
climate can be assessed in terms of their relatedness to both leaders’ and
subordinates’ work engagement. Fifthly, the time between two data gathering
process can be a little bit longer. This was not possible in the current study for
practical reasons, but future studies can refer to this gap. Lastly, the role of
subordinates’ work engagement on leaders” work engagement and the role of
outcomes on engagement levels of both parties can be hypothesized and tested in the
future studies. In the current study, the role of leaders’ work engagement on
subordinates’ work engagement was discussed, because leaders were seen as the
powerful parties in the work environment (Johnson, 2008) and they can be role
models for their subordinates (Géchter & Renner, 2018). Therefore, a path was
drawn from a more powerful party (i.e., leaders) to a less powerful one (i.e.,
subordinates). However, there was a study that showed the role of subordinates’
engagement on leaders’ engagement (Wirtz, et al., 2017). Therefore, this path can
again be tested by using different mediators, moderators and outcome variables, and
the data can be assessed from different sectors by using different samples.

The current study showed that work engagement was an important dynamic
for better organizational and individual related outcomes. Also, the behaviors of the

leaders who were engaged at work contributed to the prediction of both work
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engagement levels of subordinates and subordinate related outcomes. Therefore, to
reach better individual related and organizational outcomes, work engagement seems
to be the right concept to focus on. Future studies should focus on this concept more

and understand its nomological network better.
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APPENDIX B: FORMS AND QUESTIONS AS USED IN THE
QUALITATIVE STUDY 1

Consent Form

Bu ¢aligma, ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi Biitiinlesik
Doktora Programi tez calismasi kapsaminda boliim 6grencisi Ezgi Demircioglu tarafindan,
ODTU Psikoloji béliimii 6gretim iiyesi Prof. Dr. Reyhan Bilgi¢’in danismanhiginda
yiiritilmektedir. Bu form, sizi arastirma kosullar1 hakkinda bilgilendirmek igin
hazirlanmustir.

Calismamin  Amact  Nedir? Arastirmanin  amaci, ¢alisanlarin  ¢aligmaya
tutkunlugunu etkileyen degiskenleri belirlemektir. Arastirmaya katilmayir kabul ederseniz,
sizden beklenen, sunulan bilgilendirici paragrafi okumaniz ve sorulari cevaplamanizdir. Bu
calismaya katilim ortalama olarak 15 dakika stirmektedir.

Bize Nasil Yardimc1 Olmamz Isteyecegiz? Bu galisma sirasinda sizden beklenen
size yoOneltilen sorular1 sunulan paragrafa bagl kalarak cevaplamanizdir.

Sizden Topladigimiz Bilgileri Nasil Kullanacagiz? Arastirmaya katilimimiz
tamamen goniilliiliik esasina dayanmaktadir. Ankette, sizden kimlik veya kurum belirleyici
hicbir bilgi istenmemektedir. Cevaplarmiz tamamiyla gizli tutulacak, sadece arastirmacilar
tarafindan degerlendirilecektir. Katilimcilardan elde edilecek bilgiler toplu halde
degerlendirilecek ve bilimsel yayimlarda kullanilabilecektir.

Katihmimizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler: Arastirma size zarar verecek oOgeler
icermemektedir. Katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi baska bir nedenden otiirii
kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz cevaplama igini yarida birakabilirsiniz.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz: Bu ¢alismaya katildiginiz
icin simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Arastirma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak igin Psikoloji
Bolimii  6grencilerinden Ezgi Demircioglu (e-posta: ezgi.demircioglu@gmail.com) ile
iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu ¢alismaya tamamen goniillii olarak katiliyyorum.

(Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra uygulayicrya geri veriniz).

Tarih Imza
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Informative Paragraph and Open-Ended Questions

Calisanlar, is yerlerindeki davranislarin1 etkileyebilecek belli ruhsal
durumlara ve tutumlara sahiptirler. Bunlar, dogrudan veya bazi davraniglar aracilig
ile dolayli olarak diger calisanlarin da davranis ve tutumlarini etkilemektedir. Bu
diisiinceye bagh olarak sizden asagidaki paragrafi dikkatlice okumaniz ve sunulan
sorular1 cevaplamaniz beklenmektedir.

Belli ruhsal duruma ve tutuma sahip ¢alisanlar, farkli davraniglar
gosterebilmektedir. Ornegin, c¢alismaya tutkun kisiler, dinglik, adanmishk ve
yogunlagma olarak tanimlanabilecek ii¢ temel ozellige sahiptir. Sahip olduklar
dinglik sebebiyle yiiksek is enerjisi gosteren bu kisiler, isleri ile ilgilenirken
kendilerini giiglii hissederler. Yine aynm 6zellige baglh olarak, islerindeki zorluklara
kars1 direng gosterebilir ve uzun saatler boyunca calisabilirler. Bu kisiler, yiiksek
adanmisliga sahip olduklari i¢in, islerine ¢gok¢a 6nem verir ve islerini istek ve hevesle
yerine getirirler. Islerine yiiksek anlam yiikleyen bu kisiler, yaptiklari isle gurur
duyarlar. Son olarak yogunlasma/kendini verme olarak tanimlayabilecegimiz bir
ozellige sahip bu kisiler, islerine olanca odaklanir ve sahip olduklar1 yogunluktan
dolay1 kendilerini mutlu hissederler.

Yukarida sunulan 6zellikleri goz 6niinde bulundurarak, ¢alismaya tutkunluk
ile ilgili asagidaki sorular1 yanitlayimiz.

1. Calismaya tutkun bir lider/amir/yonetici olsaydiniz, calisma ortaminda ne
tiir tutum ve davraniglar sergilerdiniz?

2. Calismaya tutkun bir lider/amir/y0netici olsaydiniz, astlariniza karsi ne tiir
tutum ve davranislar sergilerdiniz?

3. Liderlik/amirlik/yoneticilik pozisyonunda olup bu o&zelliklere sahip
oldugunuzu diisiiniiyorsaniz, astlariniza karst ne tiir tutum ve davraniglar
gosteriyorsunuz? Liitfen agiklayiniz.

4. Tanimlanan Ozelliklere sahip bir lider/amir/yonetici ile daha Once hig
calistiniz m1? Eger cevabiniz evet ise, bu kisi ne tiir liderlik davraniglar1 gosterdi?
Liitfen ac¢iklaymniz.

5. Liderin/amirin/yéneticinin ¢alismaya tutkunlugunun astlarin ¢alismaya
tutkunluguna olas1 olumlu etkisini, liderin/amirin/ydneticinin hangi tutum ve

davraniglar arttirabilir? Neden?
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6. Liderin/amirin/y0neticinin ¢alismaya tutkunlugunun astlarin c¢alismaya
tutkunluguna olas1 olumlu etkisini, liderin/amirin/yoneticinin hangi tutum ve
davranislar1 azaltabilir? Neden?

7. Liderin/amirin/yoneticinin ¢alismaya tutkunlugunun astlarin c¢alismaya
tutkunluguna olast olumlu etkisini, ¢alisanin hangi tutum ve davranislar1 arttirabilir?
Neden?

8. Liderin/amirin/yoneticinin c¢alismaya tutkunlugunun astlarin caligmaya
tutkunluguna olas1 olumlu etkisini, ¢alisanin hangi tutum ve davraniglar azaltabilir?

Neden?
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Demographic Form

Cinsiyetiniz: o Erkek o Kadin

Yasmz:

Egitim Durumunuz: o ilkokul o Ortaokul o Lise o On lisans
o Lisans o Yiksek Lisans 0 Doktora o Diger

Hangi sektorde ¢alisiyorsunuz?

Ne kadar zamandir bu sektorde ¢alisiyorsunuz? (yil/ay cinsinden)

Su an bulundugunuz is yerinde ne kadar zamandir ¢alisiyorsunuz? (yil/ay cinsinden)
Ne kadar zamandir aymi liderle/amirle/yoneticiyle calistyorsunuz? (yil/ay
cinsinden)

Su anda ¢alistiginizdan farkli liderle/amirle/yoneticiyle ¢alistiniz m1? Evet ise sayist
Siz bir lider/amir/ydnetici pozisyonunda misimiz? o Evet o Hayir
Lider/amir/yonetici  pozisyonunda c¢alistyor iseniz ne kadar siiredir bu

pozisyondasiniz? (yil/ay cinsinden)
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Announcement Text

Asagida ise tutkunlugun lider ve calisan arasinda gecisini arastiran ve agik
uclu sorulardan olusan arastirma sunulmustur. Goniillii katilim gerektiren bu
aragtirmada, hali hazirda is sahibi olup bir liderlik pozisyonunda olan veya bir lider
ile calisan kisilere ulagsmak amaglanmaktadir. Arastirmadaki sorularin, sunulan

paragraftaki bilgilere bagl olarak cevaplandirilmasi beklenmektedir.

Katiliminiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz.
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APPENDIX C: NVIVO WORD CHARTS

1. Word chart for Engaged Leaders’ Behaviors (Questions 1, 2, 3, 4)
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2. Word chart for Leader related Factors that Affect Engagement (Questions 5
and 6)
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3. Word chart for Subordinate related Factors that Affect Engagement
(Questions 7 and 8)

4. Word chart for Coded Engaged Leaders’ Behaviors (Questions 1, 2, 3, 4)
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APPENDIX D: FORMS AND QUESTIONS AS USED IN THE
QUALITATIVE STUDY 2

Consent Form

Bu calisma, ODTU Psikoloji Boéliimii Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi
biitiinlesik Doktora Programi tez c¢alismasi kapsaminda bolim &grencisi Ezgi
Demircioglu tarafindan, ODTU Psikoloji boliimii dgretim iiyesi Prof. Dr. Reyhan
Bilgi¢’in danismanliginda yiiriitilmektedir. Bu form, sizi arastirma kosullar
hakkinda bilgilendirmek i¢in hazirlanmistir.

Calismanin Amaci Nedir? Arastirmanin amaci, calisanlarin c¢alismaya
tutkunlugunu etkileyen degiskenleri belirlemektir. Arastirmaya katilmayir kabul
ederseniz, sizden beklenen, sorulan sorulari kisisel tecriibelerinize ve diisiincelerinize
bagl olarak cevaplamanizdir. Bu galismaya katilim ortalama olarak 20 dakika
stirmektedir.

Bize Nasil Yardime1 Olmamzi Isteyecegiz? Bu calisma sirasinda sizden
beklenen size yoneltilen sorulari cevaplamanizdir.

Sizden Topladigimiz Bilgileri Nasil Kullanacagiz? Arastirmaya katiliminiz
tamamen goniilliiliik esasina dayanmaktadir. Ankette, sizden kimlik veya kurum
belirleyici higbir bilgi istenmemektedir. Cevaplariniz tamamiyla gizli tutulacak,
sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan degerlendirilecektir. Katilimcilardan elde edilecek
bilgiler toplu halde degerlendirilecek ve bilimsel yayimlarda kullanilabilecektir.

Katilimimizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler: Arastirma size zarar verecek dgeler
icermemektedir. Katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi baska bir nedenden
otiirii kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz cevaplama isini yarida birakabilirsiniz.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz: Bu calismaya
katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Arastirma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak
icin  Psikoloji ~ Bolimii  6grencilerinden  Ezgi  Demircioglu  (e-posta:
ezgi.demircioglu@gmail.com) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak Katilyyorum
(Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra uygulayiciya geri veriniz).

Tarih Imza
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Informative Paragraph and Open-Ended Questions

Calisanlar, is yerlerindeki davranislarin1 etkileyebilecek belli ruhsal
durumlara ve tutumlara sahiptirler. Bunlar, dogrudan veya bazi1 davraniglar araciligi
ile dolayli olarak diger calisanlarin da davranmis ve tutumlarini etkilemektedir.
Omegin, kendini isine fazlasiyla veren kisiler, dinglik, adanmishk ve yogunlasma
olarak tanimlanabilecek {i¢ temel 6zellige sahiptir. Sahip olduklar1 dinglik sebebiyle
yiiksek 1is enerjisi gosteren bu kisiler, isleri ile ilgilenirken kendilerini giiclii
hissederler. Yine ayni ozellie bagli olarak, islerindeki zorluklara karsi direng
gosterebilir ve uzun saatler boyunca calisabilirler. Bu kisiler, yiiksek adanmigliga
sahip olduklar1 i¢in, islerine ¢ok¢a Onem verir ve islerini istek ve hevesle yerine
getirirler. Islerine yiiksek anlam yiikleyen bu kisiler, yaptiklari isle gurur duyarlar.
Son olarak yogunlagsma/kendini verme olarak tanimlayabilecegimiz bir 6zellige sahip
bu kisiler, islerine olduk¢a odaklanir ve sahip olduklar1 yogunluktan dolay1
kendilerini mutlu hissederler.

Yukarida sunulan 6zellikleri géz oniinde bulundurarak, sorulacak sorulari

yanitlaymiz.

1. Kendini isine fazlasiyla veren bir kisinin, liderlik roliinii iistlendiginde nasil
davraniglar sergilemesi beklenir? Olasit olumlu ve olumsuz davranislari
nedenleriyle siralayiniz.

2. a) Sizce kendini isine veren liderlerin olumlu sekilde davranmasini, liderin
hangi 6zellikleri belirler? Liitfen agiklaymiz.

b) Sizce kendini isine veren liderlerin olumsuz sekilde davranmasini, liderin
hangi 6zellikleri belirler? Liitfen agiklaymiz.

3. Sizce kendini isine veren liderlerin ¢alisana karsi davranislarini, galisanin
veya liderle ¢alisan arasindaki iligskinin 6zellikleri etkiler mi? Bu ozellikler
nelerdir? Liitfen agiklayiniz.

4. Kendini isine veren bu liderlerde ne tiir davraniglar gozlemlerseniz, siz de
kendinizi isinize daha ¢ok verirsiniz?

5. Kendini isine veren bu liderlerde ne tiir davraniglar gozlemlerseniz, siz
kendinizi isinize odaklamakta/vermekte zorlanirsiniz?

6. Sizce liderin bahsedilen olumlu davraniglarinin ¢alisana yansiyabilmesi igin,

calisan nasil 6zelliklere sahip olmalidir?
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Demografik Bilgi Formu

Cinsiyetiniz: o Erkek o Kadin
Yasmiz:
Egitim Durumunuz: o ilkokul o Ortaokul o Lise o On lisans
o Lisans o Yiksek Lisans 0 Doktora o Diger

Hangi sektorde ¢alistyorsunuz?

Ne kadar zamandir bu sektorde ¢alisiyorsunuz? (yil/ay cinsinden)

Su an bulundugunuz is yerinde ne kadar zamandir ¢alistyorsunuz? (yil/ay cinsinden)
Ne kadar zamandir aymi liderle/amirle/yoneticiyle c¢alistyorsunuz? (yil/ay
cinsinden)

Su anda calistiginizdan farkli liderle/amirle/yoneticiyle ¢alistiniz mi1? Evet ise sayisi
Siz bir lider/amir/y0Onetici pozisyonunda misiniz? o Evet o Hayir
Lider/amir/yonetici  pozisyonunda c¢alistyor iseniz ne kadar siiredir bu

pozisyondasiniz? (yil/ay cinsinden)
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APPENDIX E: FORMS AND QUESTIONS AS USED IN THE SCALE
VALIDATION

Engaged Leaders’ Behaviors Scale

Asagida sunulan ifadelere ne derecede katildiginizi (goriisiiniizii ifade eden

rakami daire i¢ine alarak) belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Biraz Biraz Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum katilmiyorum | katiliyorum katilryorum

LIDERIM:;

1. Calisanlarini ise odaklanmalari igin tegvik eder. 12345 6
2. Is yerinde gosterdigi caba ile ¢alisanlarina drnek olur. 12345 6
3. Calismaya olan sevgisini ¢aliganlarina agilar. 12345 6
4.  Sahip oldugu enerjiyi calisanlarina gegirir. 12345 6
giridililrllkte caligirken zamanin ¢ok hizli gectigini hissettigim 12345 6
Saer.(;ahsanlarlm sorumluluk sahibi olmalar1 konusunda tesvik 12345 6
7. Yapilan tiim isleri denetlemeye/kontrol etmeye meyillidir. 12345 6
8.  Disiplinsiz davranislar karsisinda yaptirim uygular. 12345 6
9. s yerinde baski ortam kurar. 12345 6
10. Caligsanlarina rahat bir ¢caligma ortami saglamak ister. 12345 6
11. Is iliskilerinde anlayishdir. 12345 6
12. Caligmaya tesvik edici climleler kurar. 12345 6
13. Calisan motivasyonunu diigiiren sebepleri ortadan kaldirmaya 12345 6
calisir.

14. Calisanlar arasinda adaleti gozetir. 12345 6
15. s dagilinuin1 adaletli bir sekilde yapar. 12345 6
16. Is problemlerinin ¢dziimiinde aktif rol oynar. 12345 6
17. Sahip oldugu bilgiyi ¢alisanlariyla paylasir. 12345 6
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Work Engagement Scale

Asagida sunulan duyguyu/durumu hangi siklikla yasadigimizi (goriisiiniizii

ifade eden rakami daire i¢ine alarak) belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6
g&l;i; Nadiren %2222 Cogunlukla heﬂ‘?gerrl]er Her zaman
Zaman

1. Isimi yaparken enerji dolu olurum. 12 345 6
2. Isimde kendimi giiclii ve ding hissederim. 123456
3. Isimi hevesle yaparim. 123456
4. Isim bana ilham verir. 123456
5. Sabah uyandigimda ise gitmek i¢in istekli olurum. 123456
6. Yogun calistigim zamanlarda kendimi mutlu hissederim. 123456
7. Yaptigim isle gurur duyarim. 123456
8.  Calisirken yaptigim ise kendimi kaptiririm. 123456
9. Calisirken isime dalip giderim. 123456

* Dimensions — Vigor: Items 1, 2, 5; Absorption: Items 6, 8, 9; Dedication: Items 3, 4, 7
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Affective Commitment Scale

Asagidaki ifadeler, kisilerin ¢alistiklar1 kurumlar hakkinda cesitli duygu ve
diisiincelerini yansitmaktadir. Asagida sunulan ifadelere ne derecede katildiginizi

(goriistiniizii ifade eden rakamu daire igine alarak) belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Kesinlikle Katilmivorum Biraz Biraz Katilivorum Kesinlikle

katilmiyorum y katilmiyorum | katiliyorum Y katiltyorum
1. Bu kurulusun meselelerini gercekten de kendi meselelerim

L . 12345 6

gibi hissediyorum.
2. Bukurulusa kars1 giiclii bir ait olma hissim var. 12345 6
3. Bu kurulusa kendimi duygusal olarak bagli hissediyorum. 12345 6
4.  Bu kurulusun benim igin ¢ok 6zel bir anlami var. 12345 6

5. Kendimi kurulusumda ailenin bir pargasi gibi hissediyorum. 12345 6

6. Buradaki isimi kendi 6zel isim gibi hissediyorum. 12345 6
7.' o Bu kurulusun bir ¢aligan1 olmanin gurur verici oldugunu 12345 6
diisiiniiyorum.

8.  Bu kurulusun amaglarin1 benimsiyorum. 12345 6
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Leader Satisfaction Scale

Lider pozisyonundaki kisiler, calisanlarina karsi, isle ilgili ve is dist
konularda farkli tarzlar benimseyebilmektedir. Asagidaki maddeleri okurken beraber
calistiginiz liderin tarzini diisiiniiniiz ve liderinizin tarzindan ne derece memnun

oldugunuzu 6 noktali derecelendirme 6lgeginde belirtiniz. Ornegin, birinci maddede
belirtilen “isle ilgili sorunlar1 ¢6zme sekli” farkli liderler tarafindan farkli sekillerde
ele alinabilmektedir. Siz her bir madde icin kendi liderinizin tarzimi diisiinerek, var
olan sekilden memnuniyetinizi belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Pek )

Hi¢ memnun Memnun Biraz Cok

memnun Memnunum
degilim degilim . memnunum memnunum
degilim
LIiDERIMIN;

1. Isle ilgili sorunlar1 ¢ozme seklinden 12345 6

2. Isle ilgili konularda karar verme seklinden 12 345 6

3. Calisanlar arasindaki adaleti saglama seklinden 12345 6

4. Calisanlarin is dis1 sorunlara dahil olma seklinden 12345 6

5. Yeni ve farkl1 goriislere yaklagim seklinden 12345 6

6.  Yapilan islere geri bildirim verme tarzindan 12345 6

7. Yapilan hatalara kars1 gosterdigi genel tavrindan 12345 6

8.  Calisanlarla iletisim kurma seklinden 12345 6

Calisanlar yapilacak gorevlere yonlendirme seklinden 12345 6

10. Iste var olan degismeleri ve gelismeleri ¢alisanlara iletme

seklinden 123456
11. Gerek is performansim, gerek bilgi, beceri ve

yeterliliklerim, gerekse kisiligimle ilgili negatif ve pozitif 12 345 6
yonlerimi degerlendirme seklinden

12. Calisanlarin fikirlerine basvurma sikligindan 12345 6
13. Calisanlarin gelisimini destekleme seklinden 12345 6
14. Calisanlar ile kurdugu yakinlik/mesafe seviyesinden 12 345 6
15. Calisanlar1 gézlemleme/denetleme seklinden 12345 6
16. lyi performans gosteren calisanlarini motive etme

seklinje: ) o t23456
17. lsyerinde yarattig1 genel galigma ortamindan 12345 6
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Work Related Flow Scale

Asagidaki ifadeler son iki hafta i¢inde isinizi yaparken hissettiklerinizi
orneklemektedir. Liitfen her bir segenekte verilen duyguyu /durumu hangi siklikta

yasadiginizi (goriisiinlizii ifade eden rakami daire i¢ine alarak) belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6
o Hemen
Higbir . Zaman g
7aman Nadiren 7aman Cogunlukla | hemen her | Her zaman
Zzaman

1.  Calisirken isten baska hicbir sey diisiinmem. 12345 6
2. Isim beni biiyiilenmiscesine kendimden gegirir. 12345 6
3. Calisirken etrafimdaki her seyi unuturum. 12345 6
4.  Kendimi tamamen isime kaptiririm. 12345 6
5.  Isim kendimi iyi hissettirir. 12345 6
6. Isimi biiyiik bir hazla yaparim. 12345 6
7. Calistigim siirece kendimi mutlu hissederim 12345 6
8.  Calisirken keyfim yerindedir. 12345 6
9. Daha az kazansam bile yine de bu iste ¢aligirim. 12345 6
10. Bos zamanlarimda da ¢alismak istedigimi fark ettim. 12345 6
11. Calistyorum ¢iinkii bundan zevk aliyorum. 12345 6
12. Bir sey tizerinde galisirken aslinda bunu kendim igin 12345 6

yaparim.
13. Calisma sevkimi isin kendisinden alirim, bunun

SRR o 12345 6
sonucunda alacagim odiillerden degil.
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Consent Form

Bu calisma, ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi
Biitiinlesik Doktora Programi tez calismasi kapsaminda boliim Ogrencisi Ezgi
Demircioglu tarafindan, ODTU Psikoloji béliimii dgretim iiyesi Prof. Dr. Reyhan
Bilgi¢’in danismanliginda yiiriitilmektedir. Bu form, sizi arastirma kosullar
hakkinda bilgilendirmek i¢in hazirlanmistir.

Calismanin Amaci Nedir? Arastirmanin amaci, c¢alismaya tutkunlugun
liderden calisana gecisini saglayan lider davraniglarim1 belirlemek ve buna bagh
Olcegin gecerlik ve gilivenirlik calismasint yapmaktir. Arastirmaya katilmayr kabul
ederseniz, sizden beklenen sunulan anketi cevaplandirmanizdir. Bu galismaya katilim
ortalama 15 dakika siirmektedir.

Bize Nasil Yardime1 Olmamzi Isteyecegiz? Bu calisma sirasinda sizden
beklenen sunulan anketleri su anda c¢alisti@iniz isinizi g6z Oniline alip
cevaplamanizdir.

Sizden Topladigimiz Bilgileri Nasil Kullanacadiz? Arastirmaya katiliminiz
tamamen goniilliillik esasina dayanmaktadir. Ankette, sizden kimlik veya kurum
belirleyici higbir bilgi istenmemektedir. Cevaplariniz tamamiyla gizli tutulacak,
sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan degerlendirilecektir. Katilimcilardan elde edilecek
bilgiler toplu halde degerlendirilecek ve bilimsel yayimlarda kullanilabilecektir.

Katimimzla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler: Arastirma size zarar verecek dgeler
icermemektedir. Katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi baska bir nedenden
otiirti kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz cevaplama isini yarida birakabilirsiniz.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz: Bu caligmaya
katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Arastirma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak
icin  Psikoloji ~ Bolimii  6grencilerinden  Ezgi  Demircioglu  (e-posta:
ezgi.demircioglu@gmail.com) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu c¢alismaya tamamen goniillii olarak
katiliyorum.

(Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra uygulayiciya geri veriniz).

Tarih Imza
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Demographic Form

Cinsiyetiniz: o Erkek o Kadin
Yasmiz:
Egitim Durumunuz: o ilkokul oOrtaokul oLise o On lisans
o Lisans o Yiksek Lisans o Doktora o Diger

Hangi sektorde ¢alistyorsunuz?

Ne kadar zamandir bu sektorde ¢alistyorsunuz? (yil/ay cinsinden)

Su an bulundugunuz is yerinde ne kadar zamandir ¢alistyorsunuz? (yil/ay cinsinden)
Ne kadar zamandir aymi liderle/amirle/yoneticiyle c¢alistyorsunuz? (yil/ay
cinsinden)

Su anda calistiginiz liderle/amirle/yoneticiyle ne siklikla iletisim kuruyorsunuz?

o Ayda birden az/hi¢ o Aydabirveyaikikez o  Haftada bir veya iki

kez o  Giinde bir veya iki kez o  Her giin bir¢cok kez
Su anda calistiginiz liderle/amirle/yoneticiyle iliskinizden ne kadar memnunsunuz?
0o Hi¢ memnun degilim ©  Memnun degilim o Pek memnun degilim
0 Biraz memnunum 0 Memnunum o Cok memnunum

Su anda calistiginizdan farkli liderle/amirle/yoneticiyle ¢alistiniz mi? Evet ise sayisi

Siz bir lider/amir/ydnetici pozisyonunda misiniz? o Evet o Hayir
Lider/amir/yonetici  pozisyonunda calistyor iseniz ne kadar siiredir bu

pozisyondasiniz? (yil/ay cinsinden)
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Informed Consent After Participation

Oncelikle arastirmamiza katildiginiz igin tesekkiir ederiz.

Bu arastirma, daha once de belirtildigi gibi, ODTU Psikoloji Boliimii
Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi Biitiinlesik Doktora Programi &grencisi Ezgi
Demircioglu tarafindan Prof. Dr. Reyhan Bilgi¢’in danismanligindaki doktora tezi
kapsaminda yiiriitiilmektedir. Aragtirmanin amact c¢alismaya tutkun lider
davraniglarin1 bir araya getiren Ol¢lim aracinin gegerlilik ve glivenirlik ¢alismasini
yiriitmektir. Bu amagla calismaya tutkun lider davraniglar1 ile bu davraniglarla
iligkili oldugu 6ngoriilen duygusal baglilik, calismaya tutkunluk, akis ve lider tatmini
arasindaki iliski test edilecektir.

Bu calismanin sonuglarinin hem arastirma hem de uygulama alanlarinda
faydali olmasi beklenmektedir. Gegerlilik ve giivenirligi test edildikten sonra,
arastirmacilar ilgili 6lgegi liderlik ve calismaya tutkunluk temelli arastirmalarinda
kullanabilecektir. Olusturulan Slgekle bu liderlerin davranislart tek bir dlgek altinda
toparlanabilecek ve c¢alismaya tutkunlugun lider c¢ercevesinden daha dogru
anlasilmas1 saglanacaktir.

Bu c¢alismadan alinacak verilerin Mayis 2018’de elde edilmesi
amaclanmaktadir. Elde edilen bilgiler sadece bilimsel arastirma ve yazilarda
kullanilacaktir. Calismanin sonuglarin1 6grenmek ya da bu aragtirma hakkinda daha
fazla bilgi almak icin Psikoloji Boliimii 6grencilerinden Ezgi Demircioglu (e-posta:

ezgi.demircioglu@gmail.com) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.
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APPENDIX F: ITEMS IN ENGAGED LEADERS’ BEHAVIORS SCALE AND
THEIR FACTOR LOADINGS AS ASSESSED IN THE VALIDATION STUDY

. . 1% Factor 2" Factor
LIDERIM Loadings Loadings
... Calismaya tesvik edici climleler kurar. 91 -

Calisan motivasyonunu diisiiren sebepleri .90 -
ortadan kaldirmaya calisir.
... Calismaya olan sevgisini ¢alisanlarina asilar. .87 -
Caliganlarina rahat bir ¢aligma ortami .84 -
saglamak ister
Calisanlarin1  sorumluluk sahibi olmalar1 .84 -
konusunda tesvik eder.
... Is iligkilerinde anlayighidir. .84 -

. Is yerinde gosterdigi caba ile calisanlarina .83 -

ornek olur.
... Sahip oldugu enerjiyi ¢alisanlarina gegirir. .83 -
... Is dagilimin1 adaletli bir sekilde yapar. .83 -
... Calisanlarini ise odaklanmalar1 igin tesvik eder. .83 -
... Caliganlar arasinda adaleti gozetir. .80 -
.. Sahip oldugu bilgiyi ¢alisanlariyla paylasir. .80 -
... Birlikte ¢alisirken zamanin ¢ok hizli gectigini .78 -
hissettigim biridir.
... Is problemlerinin ¢6ziimiinde aktif rol oynar. 73 -
... Is yerinde baski ortanu kurar. -.67 Sl
Disiplinsiz davraniglar karsisinda yaptirim - 73
uygular.
... Yapilan tiim isleri denetlemeye/kontrol etmeye .26 73
meyillidir.
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APPENDIX G: REVISED ENGAGED LEADERS’ BEHAVIORS SCALE

Engaged Leaders’ Behaviors Scale (Subordinate)

Asagida sunulan ifadelere ne derecede katildiginizi su anda c¢alistiginiz

amirinizi/yoneticinizi diisiinerek ve goriisiiniizii ifade eden rakami daire igine alarak

belirtiniz.
1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Ne katihiyorum Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum ne Katiliyorum
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
katilmiyorum

1. Calisanlarini ise odaklanmalari igin tesvik eder. 1 2 3 4 5

2. s yerinde gosterdigi caba ile calisanlaria 6rnek 1 2 3 4 5
olur.

3. Calismaya olan sevgisini ¢alisanlarina agilar. 1 2 3 4 5

4. Sahip oldugu enerjiyi ¢alisanlarina gegirir. 1 2 3 4 5

5. Calisanlarii sorumluluk sahibi olmalar1 konusunda 1 2 3 4 5
tesvik eder.

6. Is disiplininin saglanmasim tesvik eden davranislar 1 2 3 4 5
sergiler.

7. Islerin zamaninda tamamlanabilmesi igin yapilan 1 2 3 4 5
igleri devamli olarak takip eder.

8. Calisanlarina rahat bir ¢aligma ortami saglar. 1 2 3 4 5

9. Beraber ¢alistigimizda, ¢calismaya tesvik eden 1 2 3 4 5
climleler kurar.

10. Calisan motivasyonunu diigiiren sebepleri ortadan 1 2 3 4 5
kaldirmaya c¢aligir.

11. Calisanlarina kars1 davranislarinda adaleti gozetir. 1 2 3 4 5

12. Is dagilimin1 adaletli bir sekilde yapar. 1 2 3 4 5

13. Is problemlerinin ¢dziimiinde aktif rol oynar. 1 2 3 4 5

14. Is ile ilgili sahip oldugu bilgiyi ¢alisanlartyla 1 2 3 4 5
paylasir.
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Engaged Leaders’ Behaviors Scale (Leader)

Asagida sunulan ifadelere ne derecede katildigimizi (goriisiiniizii ifade eden rakami

daire igine alarak) belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Ne
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum katiliyorum Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum
katilmiyorum
Calisanlarimi ise odaklanmalari igin tesvik ederim. 1 2 3 4 5
Is yerinde gosterdigim caba ile calisanlarima drnek 1 2 3 4 5
olurum.
3. Caligmaya olan sevgimi ¢aliganlarima asilarim. 1 2 3 4 5
4. Sahip oldugum enerjiyi ¢alisanlarima gegiririm. 1 2 3 4 5
5. Calisanlarimi sorumluluk sahibi olmalar1 konusunda 1 2 3 4 5
tesvik ederim.
6. Is disiplininin saglanmasim tesvik eden davranislar 1 2 3 4 5
sergilerim.
7. Islerin zamaninda tamamlanabilmesi igin yapilan isleri 1 2 3 4 5

devaml olarak takip ederim.

8. Calisanlarima rahat bir ¢calisma ortami saglarim.

9. Beraber calistigimizda astlarimi galigmaya tesvik eden 1 2 3 4 5
climleler kurarim.
10. Calisan motivasyonunu diisiiren sebepleri ortadan 1 2 3 4 5
kaldirmaya g¢aligirim.

11. Calisanlarima kars1 davraniglarimda adaleti gozetirim.

12. Is dagilinini adaletli bir sekilde yaparim.

13. Is problemlerinin ¢dziimiinde aktif rol oynarim.
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14. Is ile ilgili sahip oldugum bilgiyi ¢alisanlarimla
paylagirim.
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APPENDIX H: JOB DESCRIPTIONS OF PARTICIPANTS IN THE MAIN

STUDY

Zabita (Municipal Police)

Sihhi kuruluslar ve akaryakit istasyonlar1 gibi isletmelerin ruhsat islemleri
ve denetlenmesi,

11 ve ilgenin diizeninin ve halkin huzurunun saglanmasi,

Insaat islemleri 6ncesinde gerekli incelemelerin yapilmast,

Kurumlardan ve vatandaglardan gelen sikayetlerin denetlenmesi ve
gerektiginde iglem yapilmasi,

Yasa ve yasaklara aykir1 hareket edenler hakkinda gerekli islemlerin
yapilmast,

Kayip mal, satis, isgal, yangin, deprem ve su baskini gibi hallerde gerekli
tedbirlerin alinmasi ve gerektiginde cezai islem uygulanmasi,

Haciz yoluyla yapilacak tahsilatlara yardimer olunmasi,

Dilencilik, giiriiltii kirliligi, kaldirim isgali, 1zinsiz afis, vb. konularda

tedbir ve islem uygulanmasi.

Ttfaiyeci (Firefighters)

Yanginlara miidahale, sondiirme ve gerekli kurtarma calismalarinin
yiiriitiilmesi,

Kaza, c¢cokme, patlama, mahsur kalma, vb. durumlarda miidahale ve
kurtarma ¢aligmalarinin yapilmasi,

Yangin, kaza, deprem, sel gibi afetler ile ilgili tatbikatlarin yapilmasi;
miidahele, sondiirme ve kurtarma ¢alismalarinin yiiriitiilmesi,

Itfaiyenin su alabilecegi acik havuz ve su depolarmin yaptirilmast.

Cevre Koruma ve Kontrol (Environmental Protection and Stabilization)

Kati1 atik depolama islemlerinin gergeklestirilmesi,

Park, bahge ve yesil alanlarin bakim, onarim ve temizliginin yapilmasi,
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e Cevrenin korunmasi ve iyilestirilmesi hususunda gelistirilen plan ve
projelerle ilgili ihale dosyalarinin hazirlanmasi,

e Cevre, hava kirliligi ve giirilti konusunda plan ve projelerin
gerceklestirilmesi,

e (Cevre ve giiriilti kirliligi denetimlerinin gerceklestirilmesi,

e Kirlilik hususunda gerekli denetimlerin gerceklestirilmesi ve onlemlerin
alinmasi,

e Yesil alanlarin bakim, onarim ve temizliginin yapilmasi ve bu alanlar i¢in
proje ve uygulama caligmalarinin gergeklestirilmesi,

e Cocuk parki ve spor alanlariin kurulmasi; agaglandirma c¢alismalarinin

gerceklestirilmesi.

Fen Isleri (Public Works and Engineering)

e Belediyenin yap1 ve ingaat programinin, mimari ve teknik projelerinin
hazirlanmasi,

e Proje maliyetlerinin ve teknik sartnamelerin hazirlanmasi,

e Yeni yol agma ¢aligsmalariin gergeklestirilmesi ve yollarin asfaltlanmasi,

e Parke bakim ve onarimlarinin yapilmasi,

o Karla miicadele ¢aligmalarinin yiiriitiilmesi.

Giivenlik (Security)

e Cevre giivenliginin saglanmast ve gilivenligin saglanmasi i¢in gerekli
tedbirlerin alinmasi,

e Toplanti, gdsteri ve yliriiylis haklarminin yasal olarak kullanilabilmesi
icin gerekli giivenlik tedbirlerinin alinmasi,

e Ulke secimlerinin giivenli bir sekilde gerceklesmesi icin gerekli emniyet
tedbirlerinin alinmasi,

e (alistirilacak personellerle icin gerekli gilivenlik sorusturmasi ve arsiv

aragtirmasinin yapilmasi.
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APPENDIX I: FORMS AND QUESTIONS PRESENTED TO
SUBORDINATES IN THE MAIN STUDY

Work Engagement Scale

Asagida caligsmaya/ise iligkin duygu ve diislinceleri yansitan ifadeler yer almaktadir.
Liitfen ¢alisma/is ile ilgili bu duygu ve diigiinceleri ne siklikla yasadiginizi (gorisiiniizii ifade

eden rakamu daire i¢ine alarak) belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
o Neredeyse
Higbir | "y bir | Nadiren | Bazen | Siksik | Coksik | ¢
Zaman Zaman
Zaman
1. Calisirken kendimi enerji dolu hissederim. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. Yaptigim isi anlaml1 ve amag yiiklii buluyorum. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. Calisirken zaman akip gider, nasil gectigini 1 2 3 4 5 6
anlamam.
4. Isteyken giiclii ve ding hissediyorum. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. Isimle _11g111 konularda sevk duyarim, ¢ok 1 2 3 4 5 ¢ 7
hevesliyimdir.
6. Calisirken isimden bagka her seyi unuturum. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. Isim bana ilham verir. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8. Sabahlan kalktigimda ise severek giderim. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9. Y_ogun o_larak calistigimda kendimi mutlu 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hissederim.
10. Yaptigim isle gurur duyuyorum. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. Kendimi isime kaptiririm. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12. Uzun zaman s.l'i.relerl boyunca araliksiz ¢aligmaya 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
devam edebilirim.
13. Bf:n'l'm igin isim kapasitemi gelismeye zorlayan 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
biiyiik bir ugrastir.
14. Calisirken kendimden gegerim. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
15. Isimde zihnimi ¢abuk ve gii¢lii bir sekilde 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
toparlarim.
16. Kendimi isimden ayirmam zordur. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
17. Isimde baz1 seyler yolunda gitmediginde bile 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
sebatkarimdir-yilmam.
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Positive and Negative Affectivity Scale

Bu 6lgek farkli duygulari tanmimlayan bir takim sdzciikler igermektedir. Is yerinizde

gectigimiz hafta igerisinde nasil hissettiginizi (goriisiiniizii ifade eden rakamu daire icine

alarak) belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5

Cok ﬁizgveya Biraz Ortalama Oldukga Cok fazla

1. llgili 1 2 3 4 5
2. Sikintili 1 2 3 4 5
3. Heyecanl 1 2 3 4 5
4. Mutsuz 1 2 3 4 5
5. Gigli 1 2 3 4 5
6. Suglu 1 2 3 4 5
7. Urkmiis 1 2 3 4 5
8. Diismanca 1 2 3 4 5
9. Hevesli 1 2 3 4 5
10. Gururlu 1 2 3 4 5
11. Asabi 1 2 3 4 5
12. Canh 1 2 3 4 5
13. Utanmig 1 2 3 4 5
14. IThamh 1 2 3 4 5
15. Sinirli 1 2 3 4 5
16. Kararlt 1 2 3 4 5
17. Dikkatli 1 2 3 4 5
18. Tedirgin 1 2 3 4 5
19. Aktif 1 2 3 4 5
20. Korkmus 1 2 3 4 5
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Responsibility at Work Scale

Asagida sunulan ifadelere ne derecede katildiginizi (goriisiiniizii ifade eden rakami

daire igine alarak) belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Ne katiltyorum Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum ne Katiliyorum
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
katilmiyorum
1. Isimdeki tiim gorevlere katilirim. 1 2 3 4 5
2. Isimde elimden gelenin en iyisini yapmaya ¢aligirim. 1 2 3 4 5
3. Isimde kendim i¢in hedefler belirlerim. 1 2 3 4 5
4. Isimdeki bir gdrevden hoglanmasam bile, elimden 1 5 3 4 5
gelenin en iyisini yapmaya calisirim.
5. Isimde kendimi gelistirmek isterim. 1 2 3 4 5
6. Isimdeki gorevlerde iyi bir caba gdsteririm. 1 2 3 4 5
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Performance Scale

Asagidaki ifadeler kisilerin ¢alistiklart kurumda sergiledikleri performans
hakkindaki diislincelerini yansitmaktadir. Sunulan ifadelere ne derecede katildiginiz1

(goriisiiniizii ifade eden rakami daire i¢ine alarak) belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Ne
Kesinlikle katiliyorum Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum Kanlmryorum ne Katilyorum katiliyorum
katilmiyorum
1. Yiiksek kalitede is ortaya koymaktayim. 1 2 3 4 5

2. Isimin esasin1 olusturan ana gérevlerimi basariyla
yerine getirmekteyim.

3. Isimi yaparken zamam verimli bir sekilde
kullanabilmekte ve is planlarina bagl kalmaktayim.

4. Isi basarili bir sekilde yapabilmek igin gerekli teknik
bilgiyi, gorevlerimi yerine getirirken etkili bir sekilde 1 2 3 4 5
kullanabilmekteyim.

5. Gorevlerimi yerine getirirken sozl1ii iletisim becerisini
etkili bir sekilde kullanabilmekteyim.

6. Gorevlerimi yerine getirirken yazili iletisim becerisini
etkili bir sekilde kullanabilmekteyim

7. Kendi isimin bir par¢asi olmayan isleri de yapmak
icin goniilli olmaktayim.

8. Kendi islerimi yaparken biiyiik bir heves ve gayret
igerisindeyim.

9. Gerektiginde galisma arkadaglarima yardim etmekte
ve onlarla igbirligi icerisinde caligmaktayim.

10. Kurum kurallarini ve prosediirlerini onaylamakta ve
bunlara uyum gostermekteyim.

11. Kurum hedeflerini onaylamakta, desteklemekte ve
savunmaktayim.
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Job Satisfaction Scale

Asagida sunulan ifadelere ne derecede katildiginizi (goriisiiniizii ifade eden rakami

daire igine alarak) belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Ne
Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum katiliyorum Katiliyorum Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum ne katiliyorum
katilmiyorum
1. Genel olarak konugmak gerekirse, bu is beni ¢ok 1 5 3 4 5

tatmin ediyor.
2. Buiste yaptigim ¢aligmalar, genel olarak, beni tatmin
. 1 2 3 4 5
ediyor.
3. Buiste calisanlarin ¢ogu islerinden tatmin
1 2 3 4 5
olmaktadirlar.
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Turnover Intentions Scale

Asagidaki ciimleler kisilerin ¢alistiklar kurulus hakkinda ¢esitli duygu ve fikirlerini
yansitmaktadir. Liitfen bu climlelere su anda ¢alistiginiz kurum agisindan ne 6l¢iide

katildiginiz1 (goriisiiniizli ifade eden rakami daire igine alarak) belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Ne katliyorum Kesinlikle
Katilmiyorum ne Katiliyorum
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
katilmiyorum

1. Siklikla bu kurumdaki isimi birakmay1 disiiniiyorum. | 1 2 3 4 5

2. Biiylik bir olasilikla 6niimiizdeki yil i¢inde bu isten 1 2 3 4 5
ayrilacagim (emeklilik vb. disindaki nedenlerle).

3. Bagka bir kurumda bagka bir is artyorum. 1 2 3 4

4. Baska bir ig bulur bulmaz bu kurumdaki isimden 1 2 3 4 5
ayrilacagim.

5. Farkl alternatiflerim olsa bile yine bu kurumda 1 2 3 4 5

caligmak isterim.
6. Emekliligim gelse bile bu kurumda ¢alismayadevam |1 2 3 4 5
etmek isterim.
7. Zaman gegtikce mevcut kurulusumdan ayrilmanin 1 2 3 4 5
gittikee zorlastigini hissediyorum.
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Subijective Well-Being Scale

Asagida yer alan sorulardaki Son birkag haftay: diisiinerek ve goriisiiniizii ifade eden

rakamu daire igine alarak cevaplaymiz.

1 2 3 4
. . Her zamankinden
Higbir zaman Her zamanki kadar sk Cok sik

Yaptiginiz ise dikkatinizi verebiliyor musunuz?

Endiseleriniz nedeni ile uykusuzluk ¢ekiyor musunuz?

Ise yaradigimz1 diisiiniiyor musunuz?

Karar vermekte giicliik ¢ekiyor musunuz?

Kendinizi siirekli zorluk altinda hissediyor musunuz?

Zorluklar1 halledemeyecek gibi hissediyor musunuz?

Giinliik islerinizden zevk alabiliyor musunuz?

Sorunlarinizla ugrasabiliyor musunuz?

Degisik yonlerden baktiginizda kendinizi mutlu hissediyor
musunuz?

10. Kendinize giiveninizi kaybediyor musunuz?

OO NSO ~w NE

11. Kendinizi degersiz biri olarak goriiyor musunuz?

RlRrlRPr| P |RrRPrIRPR|IRPR[RP|(RP|RLR|R
(CHE CRE SR BN CRE N CH N CRE CRECHE CRE CRE RN
Wlwlw| W | wwww|w|w|w|w
I N R N R R R E R

12. Kendinizi keyifsiz ve durgun hissediyor musunuz?
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Demographic Form

Cinsiyetinizz. o Erkek o Kadin

Yasimiz:

Egitim Durumunuz: o llkokul o0 Ortaokul ~ oLise oOnlisans o Lisans
o Yiiksek Lisans o Doktora oDiger

Hangi sektorde calistyorsunuz?
Ne kadar zamandir bu sektdrde calistyorsunuz? (yil/ay cinsinden)
Su an bulundugunuz is yerinde ne kadar zamandir ¢alistyorsunuz? (yil/ay cinsinden)
Ne kadar zamandir ayni liderle/amirle/y6neticiyle ¢alisiyorsunuz? (yil/ay cinsinden)
Su anda calistiginiz liderle/amirle/y6neticiyle ne siklikla iletisim kuruyorsunuz?
o0 Ayda birden az/hi¢ O Ayda bir veya iki kez o0 Haftada bir veya iki kez
o Giinde bir veya iki kez 0 Her giin bir¢ok kez
Su anda calistiginiz liderle/amirle/y6neticiyle iliskinizden ne kadar memnunsunuz?
o Hi¢ memnun degilim o Memnun degilim o Ne memnunum ne degilim
0 Memnunum o Cok memnunum
Su anda ¢alistigimizdan farkli liderle/amirle/yoneticiyle ¢alistiniz mi? Evet ise sayist
Siz bir lider/amir/ydnetici pozisyonunda misiniz? o Evet o Hayir
Lider/amir/ydnetici pozisyonunda g¢alisiyorsaniz ne kadar siiredir bu pozisyondasiniz? (yil/ay
cinsinden)
Olgeklere verdiginiz yanitlar sizi ne derecede yansitmaktadir?
o Kesinlikle yansitmiyor O Yansitmiyor o Biraz yansitmiyor

O Biraz yansitiyor O Yansitiyor o Kesinlikle yansitiyor
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Informed Consent

Bu calisma, ODTU Psikoloji Boliimii Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi
Biitiinlesik Doktora Programi tez calismasi kapsaminda boliim Ogrencisi Ezgi
Demircioglu tarafindan, ODTU Psikoloji béliimii dgretim iiyesi Prof. Dr. Reyhan
Bilgi¢’in danismanliginda yiiriitilmektedir. Bu form, sizi arastirma kosullar
hakkinda bilgilendirmek i¢in hazirlanmistir.

Calismanin Amaci Nedir? Arastirmanin amaci, c¢alismaya tutkunlugun
liderden c¢alisana gecisini saglayan mekanizmalar1 belirlemek ve tutkunlugun
orgiitsel ciktilara etkisini 0lgmektir. Arastirmaya katilmayr kabul ederseniz, sizden
beklenen, sorulan sorulart kigisel tecriibelerinize ve diislincelerinize bagli olarak
cevaplamanizdir. Sizden ayr olarak liderinizden de kendi ¢aligmaya tutkunlugunu ve

kendi davraniglarini raporlamalari istenecek; ancak Sizin onlarin onlarin da sizin

cevaplariniza herhangi bir erisimi olmayacaktir. Bu calismaya katilim ortalama

olarak 20 dakika siirmektedir.

Bize Nasil Yardime1 Olmamzi Isteyecegiz? Bu calisma sirasinda sizden
beklenen size yoneltilen sorular1 su anda calistiginiz is yerinizi géz Oniine alarak
cevaplamanizdir.

Sizden Topladigimiz Bilgileri Nasil Kullanacagiz? Arastirmaya katiliminiz
tamamen goniilliiliik esasina dayanmaktadir. Ankette, sizden kimlik veya kurum
belirleyici hicbir bilgi istenmemektedir. Yalnizca anketler arasinda eslestirme
yapabilmek amaciyla anket Oncesinde sizden bir kod olusturmaniz istenecektir.
Cevaplariiz ise tamamuyla gizli tutulacak, sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan
degerlendirilecektir. ~ Katilimcilardan elde edilecek bilgiler toplu halde
degerlendirilecek ve bilimsel yayimlarda kullanilabilecektir.

Katihmimzla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler: Arastirma size zarar verecek dgeler
icermemektedir. Katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi baska bir nedenden
otiirli kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz cevaplama isini yarida birakabilirsiniz.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz: Bu caligmaya
katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Arastirma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak
icin  Psikoloji ~ Bolimii  6grencilerinden  Ezgi  Demircioglu  (e-posta:
ezgi.demircioglu@gmail.com) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu c¢alismaya tamamen goniillii olarak
katiliyorum.

Tarih:
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APPENDIX J: FORMS AND QUESTIONS PRESENTED TO LEADERS IN
THE MAIN STUDY

Work Engagement Scale

Asagida caligsmaya/ise iligkin duygu ve diislinceleri yansitan ifadeler yer almaktadir.
Liitfen ¢alisma/is ile ilgili bu duygu ve diigiinceleri ne siklikla yasadiginizi (gorisiiniizii ifade

eden rakam daire i¢ine alarak) belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
. Neredeyse
Higbir o . Her
Jaman higbir Nadiren Bazen Sik sik Cok sik aman
Zzaman
1. Calisirken kendimi enerji dolu hissederim. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. Yaptigim isi anlamli ve amag yiiklii buluyorum. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. Calisirken zaman akip gider, nasil gectigini 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
anlamam.
4. Isteyken giiclii ve ding hissediyorum. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. Islmle_llglh konularda sevk duyarim, ¢ok 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hevesliyimdir.
6. Caligirken isimden bagka her seyi unuturum. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. Isim bana ilham verir. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8. Sabahlar kalktigimda ise severek giderim. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9. Y_ogun o_larak calistigtmda kendimi mutlu 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hissederim.
10. Yaptigim isle gurur duyuyorum. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. Kendimi isime kaptiririm. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12. Uzun zaman s_l'i_relerl boyunca araliksiz ¢caligmaya 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
devam edebilirim.
13. B‘c‘en}m i¢in isim kapasitemi gelismeye zorlayan 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
biiyiik bir ugrastir.
14. Calisirken kendimden gegerim. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
15. Isimde zihnimi ¢abuk ve giiclii bir sekilde 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
toparlarim.
16. Kendimi isimden ayirmam zordur. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
17. Isimde baz1 seyler yolunda gitmediginde bile 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
sebatkarimdir-yilmam.
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Positive and Negative Affectivity Scale

Bu 6lgek farkli duygulari tamimlayan bir takim sdzciikler igermektedir. Is yerinizde

gectigimiz hafta igerisinde nasil hissettiginizi (goriisiiniizii ifade eden rakamu daire icine

alarak) belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5

Cok az veya
hig

Biraz Ortalama Olduk¢a Cok fazla

il gili
Sikintil

Heyecanlh

Mutsuz

Gicli

Suclu
Urkmiis

Diismanca
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Demographic Form (Leaders)

Cinsiyetinizz. o Erkek o Kadin

Yasimiz:

Egitim Durumunuz: o Ilkokul o Ortaokul o Lise o On lisans
o Lisans o Yiksek Lisans o Doktora o Diger

Hangi sektorde galisiyorsunuz?

Ne kadar zamandir bu sektdrde ¢alistyorsunuz? (yil/ay cinsinden)

Su an bulundugunuz is yerinde ne kadar zamandir ¢alistyorsunuz? (yil/ay cinsinden)
Ne kadar zamandir lider/amir/yonetici pozisyonunda ¢alistyorsunuz? (yil/ay
cinsinden)

Olgeklere verdiginiz yanitlar sizi ne derecede yansitmaktadir?

o Kesinlikle yansitmiyor O Yansitmiyor O Biraz yansitmryor

o Biraz yansitiyor O Yansitiyor o Kesinlikle yansitryor
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Informed Consent (Leaders)

Bu calisma, ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi
Biitiinlesik Doktora Programi tez calismasi kapsaminda bdéliim Ogrencisi Ezgi
Demircioglu tarafindan, ODTU Psikoloji béliimii dgretim iiyesi Prof. Dr. Reyhan
Bilgi¢’in danismanliginda yiiriitilmektedir. Bu form, sizi arastirma kosullar
hakkinda bilgilendirmek i¢in hazirlanmistir.

Calismanin Amaci Nedir? Arastirmanin amaci, c¢alismaya tutkunlugun
liderden c¢alisana gecisini saglayan mekanizmalar1 belirlemek ve tutkunlugun
orgiitsel ciktilara etkisini 0lgmektir. Arastirmaya katilmayr kabul ederseniz, sizden
beklenen, sorulan sorulart kigisel tecriibelerinize ve diislincelerinize bagli olarak
cevaplamanizdir. Sizden ayri olarak astlarinizdan da kendi ¢aligmaya tutkunlugunu

ve kendi davraniglarini raporlamalari istenecek; ancak sizin onlarin onlarin da sizin

cevaplariniza herhangi bir erisimi olmayacaktir. Bu calismaya katilim ortalama

olarak 10 dakika siirmektedir.

Bize Nasil Yardime1 Olmamzi Isteyecegiz? Bu calisma sirasinda sizden
beklenen size yoneltilen sorular1 su anda calistifiniz is yerinizi gz Oniine alarak
cevaplamanizdir.

Sizden Topladigimiz Bilgileri Nasil Kullanacagiz? Arastirmaya katiliminiz
tamamen goniilliiliik esasina dayanmaktadir. Ankette, sizden kimlik veya kurum
belirleyici higbir bilgi istenmemektedir. Yalnizca anketler arasinda eslestirme
yapabilmek amaciyla anket Oncesinde sizden bir kod olusturmaniz istenecektir.
Cevaplariiz ise tamamuyla gizli tutulacak, sadece arastirmacilar tarafindan
degerlendirilecektir. ~ Katilimcilardan elde edilecek bilgiler toplu halde
degerlendirilecek ve bilimsel yayimlarda kullanilabilecektir.

Katihminizla ilgili bilmeniz gerekenler: Arastirma size zarar verecek ogeler
icermemektedir. Katilim sirasinda sorulardan ya da herhangi baska bir nedenden
otiirli kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz cevaplama isini yarida birakabilirsiniz.

Arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak isterseniz: Bu calismaya
katildiginiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz. Arastirma hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak
icin  Psikoloji ~ Bolimii  6grencilerinden  Ezgi  Demircioglu  (e-posta:
ezgi.demircioglu@gmail.com) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.

Yukaridaki bilgileri okudum ve bu calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak
katiliyorum.

Tarih:
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APPENDIX K: INFORMED CONSENT AFTER PARTICIPATION FOR
LEADERS AND SUBORDINATES

Oncelikle arastirmamiza katildiginiz i¢in tesekkiir ederiz.

Bu arastirma, daha once de belirtildigi gibi, ODTU Psikoloji Boliimii
Endiistri ve Orgiit Psikolojisi Biitiinlesik Doktora Programi &grencisi Ezgi
Demircioglu tarafindan Prof. Dr. Reyhan Bilgi¢’in danismanligindaki doktora tezi
kapsaminda yiiriitiilmektedir. Arastirmanin amaci calismaya tutkunlugun liderden
calisana gecisini saglayan mekanizmalar1i anlamaktir. Bu amagla liderlerin ve
calisanin calismaya tutkunlugu oOlclilmiis ve ilgili gecisi saglayan lider
davraniglarinin bir araya getirilmesi amaglanmistir. Ayrica pozitif duygularinin,
iletisim sikhiginin ve sorumlulugun bu gecise katkisi yine ayni aragtirma ile
Olciilmektedir. Tiim bu mekanizmalarin is yerindeki tutum ve davranislarla iliskisine
de bu arastirma ile ulasilmaktadir.

Bu c¢alismanin sonuglarimin hem arastirma hem de uygulama alanlarinda
faydali olmasi beklenmektedir. Caligmaya tutkun olan liderlerin davranislari
belirlenebilecek; bu davraniglarin  astlarin  ¢alismaya tutkunluguna etkisi
anlasilabilecek ve tiim bunlarin performans ve diger is yeri davranislan ile iligkisi
test edilebilecektir. Bu sayede calismaya tutkunlugun yalnizca ¢alisana degil, lidere
de bagl bir degisken olabilecegi tartismasi yapilacaktir.

Bu ¢alismadan alinacak verilerin 2018 yili Eyliil ve Aralik aylar1 arasinda
elde edilmesi amaclanmaktadir. Elde edilen bilgiler sadece bilimsel arastirma ve
yazilarda kullanilacaktir. Calismanin sonuglarini 6grenmek ya da bu arastirma
hakkinda daha fazla bilgi almak icin Psikoloji Boliimii 6grencilerinden Ezgi

Demircioglu (e-posta: ezgi.demircioglu@gmail.com) ile iletisim kurabilirsiniz.
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APPENDIX L: CODING SCHEMAS FOR LEADERS AND SUBORDINATES

Calisan:

Amirinizin/y6neticinizin adinin ikinci harfi:
Sizin adinizin liglincii harfi:

Dogdugunuz yilin ikinci ve tiglincii rakami:

Soy adimizin ikinci harfi:
Amirinizin/yoneticinizin soy adinin ikinci harfi:

Amirinizin/y6neticinizin adinin son harfi:

Amir/Yonetici:

Adinizin ilk harfi:

Adinizin tiglincii harfi:

Dogdugunuz yilin ikinci ve tigiincii rakami:
Soy adinizin ikinci harfi:

Soy adinizin son harfi:
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APPENDIX M: CROSS-LAGGED MODEL

swel 1.000 (.000)— 654 (.069')7l swe2 [——y-335(.090)

-.025 (.065) 137 (.057)

.103 (.090) -.097 (.086)

twel [F1.000 (.000)— 711 (.067) we2 (%498 (.093)

Notes. swel: Time 1 — Subordinates’ work engagement; lwel: Time 1 — Leaders’ work
engagement; swe2: Time 2 — Subordinates’ work engagement; lwe2: Time 2 —

Leaders’ work engagement
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APPENDIX O: TURKISH SUMMARY/TURKCE OZET

1. Giris

Pozitif psikoloji ve orgiitlerdeki yansimasi 6nemli bir aragtirma alani olup,
arastirmacilarin  dikkatini zihinsel bozukluklardan zihinsel esenlige c¢ekmistir
(Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter, & Taris, 2008; Luthans, 2002; Seligman &
Csikszentmihalyi, 2000). Bu sayede orgiitsel alanda arastirma yapan arastirmacilar
daha iyi orgiitler i¢in yapilmasi gereken seylere daha fazla odaklanabilmis ve negatif
dinamiklerin orgiitlerden elenmesi konusunun otesine gegilebilmistir (Bakker, ve
ark., 2008). Endiistri ve orgiit psikolojisi programlarinin bir amacinin da kisisel ve
orgiitsel ciktilar1  gelistirebilmek oldugu diisiiniiliirse (Dunnette, 1972), bu
odaklanmanin alana saglayacagi fayda net bir sekilde anlasilabilir. Bu tartismalara
bagli olarak mevcut calisma, pozitif psikolojiyle iliskilendirilebilecek ve bu alana
olan ilginin yansimas1 olarak degerlendirilebilecek c¢aligmaya tutkunluk konusuna
odaklanmaktadir.

Calismaya tutkunluk, tiikenmisligin karsit ucu olarak ortaya ¢ikmis
(Schaufeli, Martinez, ve ark., 2002) ve pozitif bir kavram olmasiyla arastirmacilarin
ve daha iyi ise alim ve egitim programlar1 gelistirmek isteyen uygulamacilarin
dikkatini ¢ekmistir (Christian, ve ark., 2011; Saks & Gruman, 2014). En genel
anlamda “dinglik, adanma ve yogunlasmadan olusan pozitif ve tatmin edici ise bagl
ruh durumu” olarak tanimlanan ¢alismaya tutkunluk (Schaufeli, Salanova, ve ark.,
2002, s. 74), igerisinde enerji, ilham, meydan okuma ve konsantrasyon gibi bir¢ok
ogeyi barindirmaktadir ve bu kavramin diger iyi bilinen orgiitsel kavramlardan (6r:
iskoliklik, adanmislik, ise baglh akig) farkli oldugu arastirmacilarca tartisilmis ve
desteklenmistir  (Bakker, Shimazu, Demerouti, Shimada, & Kawakami, 2013;
Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006; Robert & Davenport, 2002; Schaufeli, Martinez, ve ark.,
2002; Schaufeli, ve ark., 2008; Shimazu, ve ark., 2012).

Caligmaya tutkunlugu arttiran ya da azaltan orgiitsel degiskenler ve ¢caligsmaya

tutkunluga bagli olarak ortaya ¢ikan sonu¢ degiskenleri hakkinda bir¢ok calisma
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yirlitiilmistiir (6r: Hakanen, ve ark., 2006; Llorens, ve ark., 2006; Menguc, ve ark.,
2013; Nahrgang, ve ark., 2011; Van den Broeck, ve ark., 2008). Buna gore, ¢alisma
ortaminda bulunan kaynaklarin ¢calismaya tutkunluga pozitif olarak; 6zellikle kisileri
zorlayan degil, engelleyen taleplerin ise ¢alismaya tutkunluga negatif olarak bagh
oldugu desteklenmistir (6rn., Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Crawford, ve ark., 2010;
Hakanen, ve ark., 2006; Wollard & Shuck, 2011; Xanthopoulou, ve ark., 2007;
2009).

Buna ek olarak c¢alismaya tutkunlugun kisiler arasinda gecisini saglayan
mekanizmalar da (6rn., ciftler, calisma arkadaslari) diger bir arastirma alanin
olusturmus ve bu ge¢is i¢in bazi galismalar gerceklestirilmistir (6rn., Bakker,
Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2005; Bakker & Demerouti, 2009; ten Brummelhuis, ve
ark., 2014). Ancak bu aragtirmalar liderler ve astlar arasinda ¢alismaya tutkunluk
gegisinin nasil olduguna yeterince odaklanamamis ve bu alandaki ¢alismalar oldukca
kisith kalmigtir (6rn., Gutermann, ve ark., 2017; Huang, ve ark.,, 2016; ten
Brummelhuis, ve ark., 2014; Wirtz, ve ark., 2017). Buna karsin calismaya
tutkunlugun orgiitsel ¢iktilarla iligkisi aragtirmacilar tarafindan oldukc¢a fazla
arastiritlmis ve calismaya tutkunlugun calisan saghigi (6rn., Bailey, ve ark., 2017,
Freeney & Fellenz, 2013; Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006), is tatmini (6rn., Bailey, ve
ark., 2017; Extremera, ve ark., 2018; Karanika-Murray, ve ark., 2015; Orgambidez-
Ramos & de Almeida, 2017), isten ayrilma niyeti (6rn., Coetzee & van Dyk, 2018;
Oliveira & Rocha, 2017; Marques-Pinto, ve ark., 2018) ve performansi (6rn., Ariani,
2013; Bailey, ve ark., 2017; Bakker & Demerouti, 2009) gibi bir¢ok farkli degisken
ile iliskili oldugu desteklenmistir.

Mevcut calismanin amacit ¢alismaya tutkunlugun liderden asta gecip
gecmedigini ve bu olasi gecisi saglayan mekanizmalar1 anlamak ve bunlarin asta
bagli sonu¢ degiskenleri iizerindeki roliinii ortaya koymaktir. Bu amagla hem nitel
hem de nicel arastirma yontemleri kullanilmis ve calismaya tutkun liderlerin nasil
davraniglar gosterdigi daha iyi anlagilmaya g¢alisilmigtir. Ayrica hem liderlerin
calismaya tutkunlugunun hem de c¢aligmaya tutkun lider davranislarinin astlarin
caligmaya tutkunlugu ve astlara bagli bireysel ve orgiitsel sonu¢ degiskenlerle
iliskisinin bu arastirma yontemleri ile daha iyi anlagilmas1 amag¢lanmistir. Bu iliskide
lidere ve asta bagli 6nemli bazi degiskenlerin ¢aligmaya tutkunlugun liderden asta
gecisini etkileyip etkilemedigi de arastirilmis ve arastirma modeli tiim bu

tartismalara bagl olarak olusturulmustur.
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2. Calismaya Tutkunluk, Teorik Modeller ve Nomolojik Baglantilar

Daha once belirtildigi iizere calismaya tutkunluk “dinglik, adanma ve
yogunlasmadan olusan pozitif ve tatmin edici ise bagli ruh durumu” olarak
tanimlanmistir (Schaufeli, ve ark., 2002, s. 74). Tutkunlugun temeli Kahn (1990;
1992) tarafindan atilmis ve kisisel tutkunluk kisilerin islerinde fiziksel, bilissel ve
duygusal olarak var olmasi seklinde tanimlanmistir. Bir siire ilizerinde ¢ok arastirma
yapilmayan bu kavram, tiikenmislik ¢alismalarinin artmasi ve pozitif psikolojinin
yayilmasiyla beraber, tilkenmisligin pozitif bir yoniiniin de olabilecegi fikriyle tekrar
canlanmistir (Maslach, ve ark., 1996; Maslach & Leiter, 1997, Maslach, ve ark.,
2001). Bu fikre baglh olarak, calismaya tutkunluk bir siire Maslach Tiikenmislik
Olgegi ile dlgiilmiistiir (Maslach & Jackson, 1981). Ancak sonrasinda iki kavramin
birbirinin mitkemmel zitti olamayacagi fikri ortaya atilmig ve ¢aligmaya tutkunluk
alaninda en ¢ok kullanilan tanim ve 6lgek aragtirmacilar tarafindan ortaya konmustur
(UWES; Schaufeli, Salanova, ve ark., 2002).

Calismaya tutkunlugun bircok farkli boyutu bulunmaktadir. Buna gore
dinglik calisanlarin ise gerekli enerjiyi verme istegini vurgularken; adanmiglhik
calisanlarin zorluklara karst direncini ve 0z-degerin bu calisanlar i¢in Gnemini
vurgulamaktadir. Son olarak yogunlasma, konsantrasyonu ve iste zamanin bu
calisanlar i¢in hizli gecisini vurgulamaktadir. Calismaya tutkunlugun, tiikenmisligi
de iceren bircok farkli oOrgiitsel degisken ile iligkisi arastirmacilar tarafindan
incelenmis ve tutkunlugun kavramsal gecerliligi kurulmaya calisiimistir (Bakker, ve
ark., 2013; Gonzalez-Roma, ve ark., 2006; Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006; Joseph, ve
ark., 2010; Macey & Schneider, 2008; Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007). Ornegin,
calismaya tutkunluk iskoliklikten, iskoliklerin sahip oldugu takintili ve asir
diisiinceler sebebiyle ayrilmaktadir (Bakker, ve ark., 2013) ve bu iki kavram
arasindaki iliskinin anlamsiz oldugu Schaufeli, ve ark. (2008) tarafindan
belirtilmistir. Benzer sekilde c¢aligmaya tutkunluk is tatmininden c¢alismaya
tutkunlukta yer alan adanmislik, cosku ve tutku sebebiyle ayrilmaktadir (Macey &
Schneider, 2008).

Bu tartigmalara bagl olarak, calismaya tutkunlugun nomolojik baglantilarini
anlamak ve ortaya koymak, mevcut ¢alismadaki hipotezleri ve tartigmalar1 anlamak
acisindan Onemlidir. Calismaya tutkunlugun diger Orgiitsel degiskenlerle iliskisini

anlamak i¢in aragtirmacilar ¢ogunlukla is talepleri-kaynaklar1 modelini kullanmigtir
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(Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Demerouti, ve ark., 2001; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004).
Bu modele gore, ¢alisma ortaminda bulunan kaynaklar, ¢alisanin ise devami igin
gerekli motivasyonu saglamakta; talepler ise kislerin var olan kaynaklarini olumsuz
yonde etkilemekte ve negatif bireysel ve orgiitsel sonuglar dogurmaktadir. Diger bir
deyisle, is kaynaklar1 ¢alisanlarin sagligimma olumlu katki yapan ve onlar1 besleyen
orgiitsel degiskenler olarak goriilirken; is talepleri calisanlarin saglifina ve
motivasyonuna olumsuz etki yapan Orgiitsel degiskenler olarak tanimlanmaktadir
(Bakker, 2011; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004).

Bu modele bagli olarak otonomi, destek ve kogluk gibi is kaynaklarinin
calismaya tutkunluga olumlu katki yaptig1 (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Menguc, ve
ark., 2013; Saks, 2006; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004); is taleplerinin calismaya
tutkunluk ile iliskisinin ise talebin niteligine gore degistigi ortaya konmustur
(Crawford, ve ark., 2010). Daha ag¢ik anlatmak gerekirse, ¢alisan1 zorlayan, zaman
kisitt ve is karmagikligi gibi meydan okuyucu is talepleri (challenging demands)
calismaya tutkunluk ile pozitif bir iliski icindeyken; calisan1 engelleyen ¢atisma ve
rol belirsizligi gibi is talepleri ¢alismaya tutkunluk ile negatif bir iligski i¢indedir.
Buna bagli olarak denilebilir ki, ¢alismaya tutkunlugun nomolojik baglantilarin
incelerken basite indirgenmis modeller kullanmak, yanlis ¢ikarimlar ve sonuglar
dogurabilir.

Is kaynaklarmin ve taleplerinin birbirleri ile etkilesim iginde olduklar1 ve
calismaya tutkunluga bu sekilde de katki yaptiklar1 arastirmacilar tarafindan
tartisitlmistir (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Bakker, Hakanen, ve ark., 2007; Hakanen,
ve ark., 2005). Buna gore is kaynaklari, is taleplerinin caligmaya tutkunluk
tizerindeki negatif etkisi azaltmakta ve diizenleyici degisken rolii oynamaktadir.
Benzer sekilde is talepleri ise is kaynaklarinin pozitif etkisini daha da giiclendirmekte
ve o da diizenleyici degisken rolii oynayabilmektedir. Bu durum kaynaklarin
korunmasi teorisi ile aciklanabilir (Hobfoll, 1998; 2002). Buna gore, kisiler sahip
olduklar1 kaynaklar1 belli bir seviyede tutmak istemektedir. Bu sebeple herhangi bir
talep ile karsilastiklarinda var olan kaynaklarini daha etkin bir sekilde
kullanabilmekte ve bu taleplerin negatif etkisini azaltmaya ¢aligmaktadir.

Bu modellere ve tartigmalara bagl olarak, calismaya tutkunlugu tahmin eden
bir¢ok farkli degisken arastirmacilarca arastirilmis (6rn., Bakker & Demerouti, 2008;
Christian, ve ark., 2011; Sulea, ve ark., 2012; Xanthopoulou, ve ark., 2007) ve

bireysel, is arkadagsi temelli, aile temelli, lidere bagh ve orgiitsel birgok degiskenin
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caligmaya tutkunluga katki yaptig1 tartisilmistir. Bireysel faktorler olarak 6z yeterlik,
iyimserlik (Xanthopoulou, ve ark., 2007), mutluluk seviyesi (Rodriguez-Muioz, ve
ark., 2014) ve temel 6z degerlendirme (Rich, ve ark., 2010) gibi degiskenler
sunulurken; ¢atisma (Sulea, ve ark., 2012) ve sosyal destek (Christian, ve ark., 2011)
gibi degiskenler hem is arkadashigmma hem de aileye bagli degiskenler olarak
tartigilagelmistir.

Tim bu tartismalara ek olarak, lidere bagli bazi degiskenler ve bunlarin
calismaya tutkunlugun ortaya ¢ikisindaki rolii de arastirmacilar tarafindan
tartisgilmaktadir (6rn., Bakker, Westman, ve ark., 2007; Christian, ve ark., 2011;
Hakanen, ve ark., 2006; Salanova, ve ark., 2005; Tims, ve ark., 2011; Xanthopoulou,
ve ark., 2007). Ornegin, Christian ve arkadaslar1 (2011) meta-analiz calismasinda
dontisiimcii liderligin ve lider-iiye etkilesiminin ¢alismaya tutkunluga pozitif olarak
bagli oldugunu gostermistir. Buna ek olarak, otonomi ve geri bildirimin de ¢aligmaya
tutkunluk i¢in Onemini tartigan Christian ve arkadaslar1 (2011), liderlige bagh
degiskenlerin 6nemini de gostermislerdir. Bir baska meta-analizde Crawford ve
arkadaslar1 (2010) otonomi ve geri bildirime ek olarak, gelisim firsatlari, destek ve
tanimanin ¢alismaya tutkunluk i¢in onemine vurgu yapmistir. Benzer sekilde, lider
destegi ve tanimanin (Hakanen, ve ark., 2006; Xanthopoulou, ve ark., 2007), lider-
tiye etkilesiminin (Breevart, ve ark., 2015; Rodwell, ve ark., 2017), geri bildirimin
(Menguc, ve ark., 2013; Salanova & Schaufeli, 2008), doniistimcii liderligin (Tims,
ve ark., 2011) ve otonominin (Salanova, ve ark., 2005; Xanthopoulou, ve ark., 2007)
calismaya tutkunluk ile pozitif yonde iliskisi de arastirmacilar tarafindan
sunulmustur. Tiim bu g¢alismalar, lidere bagli degiskenlerin ¢aligmaya tutkunlugun
arttrilmasindaki  6nemini gostermektedir. Mevcut calisma da lidere bagh
degiskenlerin astlarin ¢aligmaya tutkunluguna ve yine astlara bagli bireysel ve
orgilitsel degiskenlere etkisine odaklanacaktir.

Yukarida anilan ¢alismalar, literatiirde tizerine ¢alisilmasi gereken bir alan
bulundugunu gostermektedir. Liderlerin ¢alismaya tutkunlugunun ve bu tutkunluk
sonucunda ortaya ¢ikan liderlik davranislarinin astlarin ¢alismaya tutkunluguna etkisi
literatiirde arastirilmamistir. Calismaya tutkun liderlerin davranislarinin, bu 6zelligi
tasimayan lider davramiglarindan farkli olmasi beklenmekte olup, calismaya
tutkunluk pozitiflik ve pozitif davraniglar ile 6zdeslestirildigi icin (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2008; Ouweneel, ve ark., 2012) bu lider davranislarinin da pozitif yonde

olmas1 beklenmektedir. Onceki ¢alismalarda calismaya tutkunluk, calisanlarin
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inovasyonu, bilgi paylasimi ve oOrgiitsel vatandaglik davranisi ile iliskilendirilmistir
(6rn., Ariani, 2013; Bailey, ve ark., 2017; Sulea, ve ark., 2012). Baska bir deyisle
caligmaya tutkunlugun diger ¢alisanlar1 destekleyecek davraniglarla iliskili oldugu
gosterilmisttir. Benzer davranislarin liderler igin de gegerli olmasi, liderlerin
calismaya tutkunlugunun belli ¢aligmaya tutkun lider davranislarini beraberinde
getirmesi ve sonrasinda bu davraniglarin da astlarin ¢alismaya tutkunluguna katki
yapmasi beklenmektedir. Bu beklenti, birazdan detayl bir sekilde agiklanacag iizere,
nitel calismalar ile de test edilmistir.

Tiim bu tartismalara ek olarak, mevcut caligmada caligmaya tutkunlugun
liderden asta gecisi ve bu gegisi saglayan mekanizmalarin da test edilmesi
amaglanmistir. Gegis bir kisiye bagli bir degiskenin diger kisiye yayilmasini saglayan
mekanizmaya verilen addir (Westman, 2001). Gegis ilizerine arastirmalar negatif
degiskenlerin gegisi ile ilgili yapilan caligmalarla baslamis (Bolger, ve ark., 1989;
Westman, 2001), sonrasinda hem negatif hem de pozitif dinamiklerin iki taraf
arasindaki gegisini test etmek icin kullamilmistir (Bakker, ve ark., 2006; Bakker,
Westman, ve ark., 2007). Calismaya tutkunlugun da hem ciftler (6rn., Bakker &
Demerouti, 2009; Bakker, ve ark., 2011), hem calisma arkadaslar1 (6rn., Bakker, ve
ark., 2006) arasinda gegisinin miimkiin olabildigini 6nceki ¢aligsmalar géstermistir.

Caligmaya tutkunlugun gecisinde hem dogrudan hem de dolayh
mekanizmalarin varligi tartisilmakta olup (Bakker, Westman, ve ark., 2007
Westman & Vinokur, 1998); dogrudan ge¢is mekanizmasi empati ve dolayl gecis
mekanizmasi iletisim sekilleri ile aciklanmaktadir. Gegis mekanizmasinin isleyisi
Bandura’nin (1977) sosyal 0grenme kurami ve temsili sartlandirma (Bandura &
Rosenthal, 1966; Berger, 1962) ile de agiklanabilir. Buna gore ogrenme diger
insanlar1 modelleyerek gerceklesmekte ve pozitif sonu¢ veren davranislar kisiler
tarafindan daha olasilikla taklit edilmektedir. Buna uygun olarak gozlem ve empati
yoluyla ¢alismaya tutkunlugun dogrudan gecisi arastirmacilar tarafindan test edilmis
ve ¢alisma arkadaslar1 (6rn., Bakker, ve ark., 2006) ve ¢iftler (6rn., Bakker, ve ark.,
2005; Bakker, ve ark., 2011) arasinda bu gecis desteklenmistir. Ancak, bu dogrudan
gecisin liderler ve astlar arasinda nasil gergeklestigi arastirmacilar tarafindan ¢ok
daha seyrek tartisilmistir (6rn., Wirtz, ve ark., 2017). Bu c¢alisma da astlarin
caligmaya tutkunlugundan liderin c¢aligmaya tutkunluguna dogrudan bir gegis
oldugunu desteklemistir. Liderin ¢aligmaya tutkunlugundan astin calismaya

tutkunluguna ise dogrudan bir ge¢is mekanizmasi, ilgili arastirmada (Wirtz, ve ark.,
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2017) bulunmamistir. Liderlerin ¢alisma ortamlarindaki etkisi (Géchter & Renner,
2018) degerlendirildiginde, bu sonug¢ beklenmedik olarak nitelendirilebilir. Bu
tartismalara ve literatiirdeki arastirma eksikligine bagl olarak ¢alismaya tutkunlugun
liderden asta dogrudan gecisi mevcut ¢alisma ile test edilecektir.

Buna ek olarak, lider davranislarinin bu ge¢is mekanizmasinda araci rol
oynaylp oynamadigi da mevcut calisma ile test edilecektir. Westman ve Vinokur
(1988) tarafindan da tartisildigi gibi, ge¢is mekanizmalarinda iletisim sekilleri araci
bir rol oynayabilmektedir. Lider davraniglarinmi iletisim seklinin bir uzantis1 olarak
disiiniirsek, calismaya tutkun lider davranislarinin da, liderin ve astin ¢alismaya
tutkunlugu arasinda araci bir rol iistlenmesi beklenebilir. Bu araci rol daha 6nce ten
Brummelhuis ve arkadaglar1 (2014) tarafindan test edilmis; liderlerin destekleyici
davraniglarinin ¢alismaya tutkunlugun liderden asta gecisinde aract bir rol
tistlenmedigi gosterilmistir. Ancak, liderlerin destekleyici davraniglarinin otomiye
benzer maddeler ile 6l¢iilmesi ve diger hicbir liderlik davranisinin ¢alismaya dahil
edilmesi sonuclar1 etkilemis olabilir. Bu sebeple mevcut ¢alisma bu bosluga referans
vererek calismaya tutkunlugun liderden asta gecisinde c¢alismaya tutkun lider
davranislarinin araci roliinii test edecektir.

Calismaya tutkunlugun liderden calisana gegisinin, lidere ve asta bagh
ozelliklerden bagimsiz olacagini ve her c¢alisan i¢in ayni sekilde gerceklesecegini
diisiinmek gergekcilikten uzak goriinmektedir. Bu sebeple mevcut ¢aligmada asta ve
lidere bagli degiskenlerin diizenleyici rolii de test edilecektir. Buna bagli olarak
oncelikle pozitif ve negatif duygulanimin hem calisan hem de lider i¢in diizenleyici
roliiniin olup olmadig: test edilecektir. Onceki galismalar hem pozitif hem de negatif
duygulanimin performans ve karar verme (Brief & Weiss, 2002) ve oOrgiitsel
vatandaslik davranist (Lee & Allen, 2002) gibi degiskenler ile iliskili oldugunu
vurgulamistir. Ayrica her iki degiskenin de diizenleyici roller iistlendigi ¢alismalarca
gosterilmistir (0rn., Janssen, ve ark., 2010; Penney & Spector, 2005; Shaw, 1999).
Ornegin, Penney ve Spector (1999) ise bagh stres etkenlerinin iiretkenlik karsit1 is
davraniglar1 iizerindeki etkisinin negatif duygulanim tarafindan ¢ogaltildigim
raporlarken; Vander Elst ve arkadaglari (2013), pozitif duygulanimin calismaya
tutkunluk ile psikolojik stres arasindaki negatif iliskiyi yatistirict rol oynadigim
gostermistir. Buna bagli olarak mevcut g¢alisma liderlerin pozitif ve negatif
duygulaniminin, liderlerin ¢alismaya tutkunlugu ile ¢alismaya tutkun davraniglari

arasindaki iliskide; astlarin pozitif ve negatif duygulaniminin ise ¢alismaya tutkun

180



lider davranislar1 ve astlarin calismaya tutkunlugu arasindaki iliskide diizenleyici rol
oynayip oynamadigini test edecektir.

Buna ek olarak, astlarin isteki sorumluluk davraniglari da ¢alismaya tutkun
lider davranislar1 ve astlarin ¢alismaya tutkunlugu arasinda bir diger diizenleyici
degisken olarak test edilmistir. Isteki sorumluluk kisilerin is ortamindaki gorevleri
tamamlamasi, kendisi i¢in hedefler koymasi ve bu hedeflere ulagabilmek i¢in olanca
caligmasi olarak tanimlanmistir (Li, ve ark., 2008). Literatiirde iste sorumlulugun
caligmaya tutkunluk ile iligkisi sik¢a tatisilmamis ve bu degiskenin ¢alismaya
tutkunlugun liderden ¢alisana gegisindeki etkisi sunulmamistir. Ancak, daha sonra
detayli bir sekilde anlatilacagi lizere, nitel ¢alisma sonuglari calisana bagli bu
degiskenin, c¢alismaya tutkunlugun liderden asta gecisinde onemli bir rol
oynayabilecegini gostermistir. Bu sebeple iste sorumlulugun calismaya tutkun lider
davraniglart ve astlarin ¢alismaya tutkunlugu arasindaki iliskide oynadigi rol, bir
arastirma sorusu ile test edilmistir.

Bu tartigmalara ek olarak, calismaya tutkunlugun astlara bagli bireysel ve
orgiitsel ¢iktilarla iliskisi de mevcut ¢alisma ile test edilmistir. Buna gore ilk olarak
astlarin calismaya tutkunlugunun calisan performans: ile iligkisi aragtirilmistir. Daha
onceki calismalar c¢alismaya tutkunlugun gorev ve is performasi ile pozitif iliski
icinde oldugunu gostermistir (6rn., Bailey, ve ark., 2017; Bakker & Demerouti, 2009;
Idris, ve ark., 2015). Calismaya tutkunlugun is performasi ile iliskisinin gii¢lii olma
nedenleri de arastirmacilar tarafindan tartisilmis (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008) ve
pozitif duygulanim ile bu duygulanimin bedensel saglik itizerindeki etkisinin bu
nedenlerden oldugu vurgulanmistir. Caligmaya tutkunlugun orgiitsel vatandaslik
davranisi ile iliskisi de aragtirtlmig (Ariani, 2013; Bailey, ve ark., 2017; Halbesleben,
ve ark., 2009; Sulea, ve ark., 2012) ve calismaya tutkunlugun bu davranislar ile
pozitif iligski i¢inde oldugu gosterilmistir. Benzer sekilde, mevcut ¢alismada astlarin
calismaya tutkunlugunun yine astlarin performansi ile pozitif yonde bir iliski
gostermesi beklenmektedir.

Astlarin ¢alismaya tutkunlugunun yine onlarin 6znel iyi oluslari ile iligkisi de
mevcut ¢alismada test edilmistir. Calismaya tutkunlugun calisanlarin 6znel iyi
oluslariyla ve sagliklariyla iliskili olup olmadig1r onceki caligmalarda test edilmis
(Bailey, ve ark., 2017; Freeney & Fellenz, 2013; Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006;
Mazzetti, ve ark., 2018; Shimazu, ve ark., 2012) ve sonuglar ¢alismaya tutkunlugun

calisanlarin iyi olusuna katki yaptigini desteklemistir. Ornegin, Hallberg ve Schaufeli
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(2006), galismaya tutkunlugun depresyonla negatif iliskili oldugunu; Freeney ve
Fellenz (2013) ise yine ¢aligmaya tutkunlugun anksiyete ve uyku yoksunlugu ile
negatif yonde iliskili oldugunu raporlamistir. Calismaya tutkunlugun lidere baglh
degiskenler ve iyi olus arasindaki iliskide ara bulucu rol oynadigi da bazi
arastirmacilar tarafindan desteklenmistir (Mazzetti, et al., 2018). Bu tartismalara
bagli olarak mevcut ¢aligmada da astlarin caligmaya tutkunlugu ve yine astlarin 6znel
1yi oluglar1 arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir iliski beklenmektedir.

Astlarin ¢alismaya tutkunlugunun, astlarin is tatmini ile pozitif bir iliski
icinde olmasi da beklenmektedir. Daha 6nceki ¢alismalarda da desteklendigi iizere,
calismaya tutkunluk, is tatminine dogrudan bagli goriinmektedir (Bailey, ve ark.,
2017; Extremera, ve ark., 2018; Karanika-Murray, ve ark., 2015; Orgambidez-Ramos
& de Almeida, 2017; Pujol-Cols & Lazzaro-Salazar, 2018; Saks, 2006). Bu
calismalardan biri (Extremera, ve ark., 2018) ¢alismaya tutkunlugun duygusal zeka
ile ig tatmini arasinda ara bulucu rol oynadigini gosterirken; bir diger ¢aligma
(Karanika-Murray, ve ark., 2015) yine ¢aligmaya tutkunlugun orgiitsel 6zdeslesme ve
is tatmini arasinda ara bulucu bir rol oynadigin1 gostermistir. Bailey ve arkadaslar
(2017) bu tartigmalar1 bir adim 6teye tagimis ve calismaya tutkunlugun is tatmini ile
iligkisinin isten ayrilma niyeti, saglik ve baglilik gibi degiskenlerle olan iligkisinden
daha giiclii oldugunu gostermistir. Buna bagli olarak, mevcut ¢alismada da astlarin
calismaya tutkunlugu ile is tatminleri arasinda gii¢lii ve pozitif bir iliski bulunmasi
beklenmektedir.

Son olarak, calismaya tutkunlugun isten ayrilma niyeti ile iligkisi de mevcut
calismada test edilecektir. Daha Onceki c¢alismalar, ¢alismaya tutkunlugun
calisanlarm isten ayrilma niyetleri ile dogrudan iligkili oldugunu géstermistir (Bailey,
ve ark., 2017; Coetzee & van Dyk, 2018; Oliveira & Rocha, 2017; Marques-Pinto, ve
ark., 2018; Saks, 2006; Zhang, ve ark., 2018). Bu iliskinin yonii negatif olup,
arastirmada calismaya tutkun olan kisilerin isten ayrilmaya daha az niyetli olacaklari
vurgulanmigtir. Bir meta-analiz de (Bailey, ve ark., 2017) bu tartismay1 desteklemis
ve calismaya tutkunluk ile isten ayrilma niyeti arasinda orta biyiikliikte negatif bir
iligski oldugunu gostermistir (r = -.36). Bu sonuglara bagli olarak, benzer bir iliskinin
mevcut caligma i¢in de gegerli olmasi ve astlarin ¢alismaya tutkunlugunun isten
ayrilma niyetleri ile negatif bir iligki igerisinde olmasi beklenmektedir.

Bu tartigmalara ek olarak, ¢aligmaya tutkun lider davraniglarinin da astlara

bagli bireysel ve oOrgiitsel ¢iktilarla iligskili olmasi beklenmektedir. Daha Once
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bahsedildigi gibi is kaynaklarinin ¢alismaya tutkunluga, ¢alismaya tutkunlugun da
orgiitsel ciktilara bagli oldugu arastirmacilar tarafindan tartisitlmistir (Bakker &
Demerouti, 2008; Demerouti, ve ark., 2001; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Lidere bagl
degiskenler de ¢alismaya tutkunlugu tahmin etmede Onemli goriildiigii i¢in (or:
Breevart, ve ark., 2015; Hakanen, ve ark., 2006; Salanova & Schaufeli, 2008;
Xanthopoulou, ve ark., 2007), lider davraniglarinin bir kaynak olarak goriilmesi
beklenmektedir. Onceki ¢alismalar calismaya tutkunlugun bu ara bulucu roliinii
lider-tiye etkilesimi, otonomi, destek ve performans iligskisinde gostermistir (6rn.,
Breevart, ve ark., 2015). Benzer sekilde Mazzetti ve arkadaslar1 (2018) ¢alismaya
tutkunlugun liderlik sekilleri, doniisiimcii liderlik ve iyi olus arasindaki iliskide ara
bulucu rol oynadigini desteklemistir. Bu tartismalara bagli olarak, ¢aligmaya tutkun
lider davraniglar1 ve astlarin performansi, isten ayrilma niyeti, 6znel iyi olusu ve is
tatmini arasindaki iligkide, astlarin ¢aligmaya tutkunlugunun ara bulucu rol oynamasi
beklenmektedir.

Tiim bu tartigmalara bagli olarak, liderlerin calismaya tutkunlugunun,
calismaya tutkun lider davramiglarina ve astlarin c¢aligmaya tutkunluguna bagh
olmast; bu iligkinin de liderin negatif ve pozitif duygulanim ile c¢alisanin iste
sorumlulugu ve negatif ve pozitif duygulanimi tarafindan yonlendirilmesi
beklenmektedir. Sonrasinda astlarin ¢alismaya tutkunlugunun astlarin performansi,
isten ayrilma niyeti, 6znel iyi olusu ve is tatmini ile dogrudan iligkili olmasi;
caligmaya tutkun lider davraniglarinin ise yine bu sonug¢ degiskenlerine astlarin
calismaya tutkunlugunun ara bulucu rolii ile bagli olmas1 beklenmektedir. Bu amacla
mevcut calismada hem nitel hem de nicel arastirma yontemleri kullanilmistir.
Asagida 6zetlenecek acik uclu soru analizleri ve miilakatlar ile hem calismaya tutkun
lider davranislarinin hem de diizenleyici rollerin belirlenmesi amaglanmigtir. Nitel
yonteme bagli olarak olusturulan ¢alismaya tutkun lider davraniglar 6lgegi, gegerlik
ve glivenirlik ¢alismasi ile test edilmis ve en sonunda arastirma modeli ayr1 bir
calisma ile incelenmistir. Bu test i¢in veriler ii¢ ay ara ile ayni katilimcilardan bir
araya getirilmistir. Bu sayede hem kisa hem de daha uzun vadeli sonuglar ve roller

test edilmistir.
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3. A¢ik Uclu Soru ve Miilakat Calismalan ve Ilgili Bulgular

[k calisma olarak sekiz acik uglu sorudan olusan nitel bir arastirma yontemi
tercih edilmistir. Daha Once calismaya tutkun liderlerin davraniglarii ve bu
davraniglarin sonuglarini test eden calisma bulunmadigi i¢in bu arastirma yontemi
secilmistir. Arastirmacilar tarafindan da tartisildigr gibi (Bailey, ve ark., 2017), bu
sayede ilgili davraniglar ve konu hakkinda daha iyi ve derinlemesine bilginin bir
araya getirilmesi amacglanmistir. Bu amacla oncelikle 51 calisanin yer aldigi ve
katilimcilara acik uglu sorularin sunuldugu bir ¢alisma yiiriitiilmiistiir. Bu sorularda,
calismaya tutkun liderlerin gergek ya da olasi davranislari, katilimcilara sorulmus ve
buna bagl bir davranis modeli olusturulmaya calisilmistir. Calismaya tutkun lider
davraniglar1 ilk dort soru ile elde edilirken, asta ve lidere bagli degiskenlerin sunulan
arastirma modeli i¢indeki diizenleyici rolii de katilimcilara sorulmus ve onlardan
hangi dinamiklerin c¢aligmaya tutkunlugun liderden asta gecisinde rol
oynayabilecegini sormustur. Katilimcilarin verdigi yanitlar hem arastirmaci hem de
konusunda uzman bir endiistri Orgiit psikolojisi doktora Ogrencisi tarafindan
kodlanmustir. ki tarafin kod semas1 birbirine yakin oldugu igin ve arastirmacinin
Oznelliginin olas1 etkisini sonuglardan elemek amaciyla konu uzmaninin semast,
katilimc1 cevaplarint kodlamak i¢in kullamilmistir. Bu semada, lidere ve lider
davraniglarina bagh olarak 12 kategori; asta ve astin davranislarina bagl olarak ise
alt1 kategori olusturulmustur.

Veri toplama siirecinde c¢alisanlara Oncelikle onam formu sunulmus ve
goniilli katilm saglanmistir. Sonrasinda hem bilgilendirici paragrafin hem de
arastirma sorularmin yer aldigi form katilimcilara verilmistir. Son olarak da
demografik form katilimcilara sunulmustur. Calisma ic¢in etik izin alinmis olup,
yukarida sunulan tiim formlara Ek B’den ulasilabilir.

Yapilan kodlamalar sonucunda c¢aligmaya tutkun liderlerin, calisanlarla iyi
yonde ve olumlu iligkiler kurmasi, disipline 6nem vermesi, adaleti gdzetmesi,
calisanlarini  motive etmesi ve c¢alisanlarina karst egitici rol oynamasi
beklenmektedir. Bunlar beklenen ve gerceklesen davranislar olarak ayri ayri
degerlendirildiginde de herhangi bir farklilik raporlanamamistir. Buna ek olarak
calisanlar liderleri ile aralarindaki iliskinin calismaya tutkunlugun liderden asta

gecisi igin Onemli oldugunu vurgulamistir. Son olarak, katilimcilar astlarin
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sorumluluk seviyelerinin yiiksek olmasinin ve iste pozitif duygular gostermesinin
caligsmaya tutkunlugun liderden asta geg¢isini kolaylastiracagini vurgulamistir.

Kodlamaya ek olarak katilimci yanitlart NVivo programu ile test edilmis ve
benzer sonuglar bulunmustur. Buna gore calismaya tutkun liderlerin saygiya,
disipline, motivasyona ve adalete bagl davranislar gostermesi ve astlar ile olumlu
iligkiler kurmas1 beklenmektedir. Diizenleyici etki olarak, liderlerin pozitif tutumlari
ve motivasyonlar1 ile astlarin pozitif tutumlari, motivasyonlar1 ve sorumluluklarinin,
liderlerin ¢alismaya tutkunlugunun astlarin ¢calismaya tutkunluguna gecisinde 6nemli
faktorler oldugu vurgulanmaistir.

Yukarida detaylar1 verilen ¢alismada katilimcilar tarafindan sunulan
calismaya tutkun lider davranislari, pozitif liderlik davranislarina benzedigi icin
sonuclarin gecerliligi sorgulanmis ve yeni bir grup katilimci ile sorularda bazi
degisiklikler yapilarak miilakat gergeklestirilmesine karar verilmistir. Bu sayede
katilimcilar miilakatlarda daha detayli bilgiye ulasabilecek ve katilimcilar tarafindan
sunulan cevaplar da arastirmaci tarafindan daha detayli bir sekilde
sorgulanabilecektir. Bu amagla 11 katilimcinin yer aldigi ve her biri 15-20 dakika
siiren bir dizi miilakat gerceklestirilmistir. Miilakatlarda kullanilan tiim 6l¢eklere ve
formlara Ek D’den ulasilabilir.

Katilimcilarin cevaplarin1 kodlamak amaciyla, agik uglu sorularda kullanilan
semalar kullanilmistir. Sonuglar lider disiplininin, pozitifliginin ve adalet
davraniglarinin, c¢alismaya tutkun lider davramislar1 arasinda sayilabilecegini
gostermistir.  Ayrica liderlerin  pozitifliginin  ve empatisinin ve astlarin
sorumlulugunun, disiplinin ve pozitifliginin, ¢aligmaya tutkunlugun liderden asta
gecisinde diizenleyici rol oynayacag: katilimcilar tarafindan vurgulanmistir. Daha
tarafsiz sonuglar elde edebilmek amaciyla, miilakatlarda verilen yanitlar da NVivo
programi ile analiz edilmis ve benzer sonuclar hem lider davraniglart hem de lidere
ve asta bagl degiskenler olarak raporlanmustir.

Acik uglu sorularin ve miilakatlarin sonuglart belli davraniglarin ¢alismaya
tutkun lider davranisi olarak raporlandigini géstermektedir. Verilen yanitlara ve yanit
sikliklarina bakilarak, bes dinamigin yer aldigi ¢alismaya tutkun lider davraniglari
Olcegi olusturulmustur. Bu 6lgegin oncelikle disipline bagli davraniglari yansitmasi
istenmistir. Ayrica bu liderlerin astlar ile iyi iligkiler kuracagi beklendiginden, iliski
dinamikleri ile ilgili maddeler de dlgege konulmustur. Buna ek olarak motive edici,

adaleti yansitan ve egitici olan davramislarin da, nitel ¢alismada raporladig: iizere,
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Olcege konulmasi uygun goriilmiistiir. Sonrasinda 6l¢ek alaninda uzman kisiler
tarafindan degerlendirilmis ve ufak degisikliklerden sonra giivenirlik-gecerlik
calismasinda kullanilmistir.  Gelistirilen ve  giivenirlik-gecerlik  ¢alismasinda

kullanilan 6l¢gege Ek E’den ulasilabilir.
4. Giivenirlik-Gecerlik Calismasi ve Ilgili Bulgular

Calismaya tutkun lider davranislart 6lgeginin gecerligini test etmek amaciyla
calismaya tutkunluk, duygusal baghlik, lider tatmini ve ise bagh akis degiskenleri
mevecut calismaya dahil edilmistir. Calismaya tutkun lider davraniglarinin ve
calismaya tutkunlugun birbirini beslemesi bekleniyorsa, aralarindaki iliski de pozitif
ve anlamli bir iligki olmalidir. Caligmaya tutkunlukta oldugu gibi, ¢alismaya tutkun
lider davramiglarinin da tatmin, duygusal baghlik ve akis ile iligkili olmasi
beklenmektedir. Ozellikle mevcut arastirmada lider tatmini degerlendirmeye alidig
icin, bu degiskenin liderin degerlendirildigi bir bagka degisken olan ¢alismaya tutkun
lider davraniglari ile iligkili olmas1 beklenmektedir.

Bu iligkileri test etmek amaciyla 129 g¢alisanin yer aldigi bir gecerlik ve
giivenirlik ¢alismas1 gerceklestirilmistir. Olgekler katilimcilara online olarak
sunulmus ve sonuclar kartopu orneklemi ile bir araya getirilmistir. Katilimcilara
oncelikle goniillii kathm formu; sonrasinda ise dlgekler ve demografik bilgi formu
sunulmustur. Calismanin etik izinleri alinmis olup; kullanilan tiim Olgekler ve
formlar EK E’de bulunabilir.

Sonuglart test etmek amaciyla Principle Axis Factoring, Direct Oblimin ile
kullanilmistir. Sonuglar 6l¢ek i¢in iki faktdrlii bir yapmin var olabilecegini ve bu
yapinin toplam varyansin %73’{inli agikladigin1 gostermistir. Faktor yiikleri .48 ile
.92 arasinda degismektedir ve Ek F’de sunulmustur. Tiim 6lgekler i¢in Cronbach alfa
degerleri .90’nin iizerinde olup, calismaya tutkun lider davramislari 6lgeginin
giivenirliginin .94 oldugu gosterilmistir. Ayrica ¢aligmaya tutkun lider davranislari
calismaya tutkunluk (r = .34), duygusal baglilik (r = .50), lider tatmini (r = .79) ve
ise bagh akig (r = .32) ile istatistiksel olarak anlamli iliskiler gostermistir. Bu da
Olcegin gecerliginin desteklendigini gdstermektedir.

Gegerligi ve giivenirligi kurulmasina ragmen, calismaya tutkun lider
davraniglart 6lceginin faktor yiikleri incelendiginde Olgekte bazi sorunlar oldugu

goriilebilir. Oncelikle bazi maddeler, her iki faktére de yiiklenme egilimi
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gostermektedir. Ayrica iki faktorlii yapr Olgekte daha negatif algilanabilecek
maddelerin ayr1 bir grup olusturdugunu gostermektedir. Buna bagli olarak dlgek
maddelerin katilimcilar tarafindan tam anlasilmamis olabilecegi tartisilmis ve dlgek
maddelerinde ufak revizyonlara gidilmistir. Ayrica madde sayis1 da, olgegin
uygulanabilirligini arttirmak amaciyla, azaltilmistir. Olusturulan yeni dlgek ana

calismada kullanilmis olup, dlgege ve tiim maddelerine Ek G’den ulasilabilir.
5. Ana Cahsma ve Ilgili Bulgular

Arastirma modelini test etmek amaciyla gerceklestirilen calisma, iki ayri
zaman diliminden olusmaktadir. Buna gore ilk veri toplama donemine katilan
katilimcilara ayni anketler ii¢ ay sonra tekrar sunulmustur. Asagida oncelikle ilk veri
toplama doneminin sonuglari; sonrasinda ise hem ikinci veri toplama doneminin
sonuglar1 hem de birinci ve ikinci veri toplama doneminden elde edilen sonuglarin
karsilagtirmali analizleri sunulacaktir. Bu arastirmada da amag liderlerin galismaya
tutkunlugunun c¢aligmaya tutkun lider davraniglar1 ve astlarin ¢alismaya tutkunlugu
ile iligkisini test etmek; bu iliskide lidere ve asta bagli degiskenlerin diizenleyici
etkisine erismek ve sonrasinda tiim bunlarin asta bagli bireysel ve Orgiitsel

degiskenler ile iliskisini incelemektir.

5.1. ik Veri Toplama Dénemi ve Ilgili Bulgular

Ik veri toplama dénemi igin 25°i lider, 178’1 ast toplam 203 katilimcinin
verisi analiz edilmistir. Veri kamu sektoriinde ¢alisan ve sektorleri birbirlerine gorece
yakin katilimecilardan, kagit-kalem yontemi kullanilarak bir araya getirilmistir.
Katilimcilar zabita, itfaiye, ¢evre koruma ve kontrol, fen isleri ve giivenlikte
caligmaktadir ve bu alanlar ile ilgili ayrintili agiklamalar Ek H’de sunulmustur.

Calismada liderlere ve astlara yanitlamalari i¢in farkli 6l¢ekler sunulmustur.
Buna gore astlarin liderlerinin ¢alismaya tutkun lider davranislarini; kendilerinin ise
caligmaya tutkunlugunu, pozitif ve negatif duygulanimini, is yerinde sorumluluk
davraniglarini, performanslarini, isten ayrilma niyetlerini, 6znel iyi oluslari ve is
tatminlerini raporlamasi istenmistir. Liderlerin ise kendi ¢aligmaya tutkunluklarini,
calismaya tutkun lider davramiglarin1 ve kendi pozitif ve negatif duygulanimini
raporlamasi istenmistir. Her iki tarafa da oOlg¢eklerin yani sira, goniilli katilim,

demografik bilgi ve katilim sonrasi bilgilendirme formlar1 sunulmustur. Yukarida
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sunulan diger c¢alismalarda oldugu gibi, goniillii katilim garanti edildikten sonra
calisanlara Olcekler ulagtirilmis ve veri toplama siireci sonrasinda da katilimcilara
katilim sonrasi bilgilendirme formu verilmistir. Diger ¢alismalardan farkli olarak
katilimcilara bir kodlama semasi sunulmus ve bazi sorularla harflerden ve
rakamlardan olusan bir kod olusturmalari istenmistir. Bu sayede hem lider-ast
arasindaki hem de birinci ve ikinci veri toplama siirecindeki veriler
eslestirilebilecektir. Bu kodlama semalar1 EK L’de sunulmustur.

Modeli test etmeden Once verideki sorunlar giderilmis ve aykiri degerler
yapilacak olan analizlerden elenmistir. Ayrica verinin dagilimi, arastirmacilarin
tartigmalarini (West, ve ark., 1995) agsmayacak derecede normal bir dagilim gosterse
de, MPLUS’ta Robust ML ile gercelestirilen analizlerle, Kline (2012) tarafindan da
Onerildigi lizere, dagilimin sonuglar ilizerindeki etkisi elenmeye calisilmistir. Ayrica
Tabachnick ve Fidell (2006) tarafindan sunulan varsayimlar da analizlerden Once test
edilmis ve sonuglar verinin dogrusal oldugunu; es degiskenligin varsayildigint ve
coklu esdogrusalligin mevcut ¢alisma i¢in sorun olmadigini gosterilmistir.

Sonuglar liderler ve astlar i¢in ayr1 ayr1 degerlendirilmis olup, bu sekilde
sunulmustur. Astlardan elde edilen verilere gore dlgekler yiiksek giivenirlige sahiptir.
En yiiksek giivenirlik .97 ile astlar tarafindan degerlendirilen ¢alismaya tutkun lider
davraniglarinda gozlemlenirken; en diigiik giivenirlik ise .70 deger ile yine astlar
tarafindan degerlendirilen negatif duygulanim &lgeginde bulunmustur. Degiskenler
arast iliskiler incelendigindeyse, astlarin ¢alismaya tutkunlugunun astlardan alinan
diger tiim degiskenlerle .40 diizeyinden yiiksek koralasyonlara sahip oldugu; yine
astlardan alinan caligmaya tutkun lider davranislarinin da ¢alismaya tutkunluk ile
benzer korelasyonlar gosterdigini desteklemistir. Buna gore caligmaya tutkun lider
davraniglar1 en yiiksek korelasyonu .50 civarinda bir deger ile yine astlar tarafindan
raporlanan baglamsal performansla gosterirken; bunu .30 civarinda korelasyonlarla
astlar tarafindan raporlanan pozitif duygulanim, isteki sorumluluk davranislari, isten
ayrilma niyeti ve gorev performansi takip etmektedir. Calismaya tutkun lider
davraniglar ile en diisiikk korelasyonu ise ¢alisanlarin raporladigi is tatmini ve 6znel
iyi olus .20 civarinda degerler ile gostermistir. Liderler tarafindan raporlanan
calismaya tutkun lider davranislariin ise liderlerin hem pozitif hem de negatif
duygulanim ile iliskili oldugu raporlanmistir. Ancak veri ¢ok az liderden bir araya

getirildigi i¢in, bu sonuglara ihtiyatl yaklasmak gerekmektedir.
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Lidere ve asta bagh degiskenler arasindaki iliski de mevcut ¢alisma ile test
edilmistir. Sonuglar liderlerin pozitif duygularinin, ¢alisanlarin pozitif duygulanimiu,
calisanlarin ¢alismaya tutkunlugu ve calisanlarin 6znel iyi oluslar ile iliskili oldugu
gostermistir. Bunun disindaki korelasyonlar istatistiksel olarak anlamli olmayip;
istatiksel olarak anlamli olan ve yukarida sunulan korelasyonlar da .10 ile .20
arasindaki degerlerle anlamli bulunabilmistir.

Buna ek olarak, calismaya tutkun lider davraniglar 6l¢egi icin dogrulayici
faktor analizi gerceklestirilmis ve sonuglar bu 6lg¢ek igin tek faktorlii yapinin gegerli
oldugunu desteklemistir. Buna ek olarak tiim dlgekler tek bir faktore baglanmis ve
sonuglar her lgegin kendi faktoriine baglandigr model ile kiyaslanmistir. Analizler,
ikinci modelin veriyi ilk modelden daha cok destekledigini ortaya ¢ikarmistir (A 2
(46) = 9966.2).

Kavramsal model testleri, daha 6nce de belirtildigi gibi, MPLUS kullanilarak
gerceklestirilmistir. Oncelikle astlar tarafindan degerlendirilen ¢alismaya tutkun lider
davraniglarinin yine astlar tarafindan degerlendirilen orgiitsel ¢iktilar ile iliskisi test
edilmistir. Sonuglar, calismaya tutkun lider davranigindan performans, isten ayrilma
niyeti, 0znel iyi olus ve is tatminine olan tiim standardize edilmis katsayilarin
istatistiksel olarak anlamli oldugunu gostermistir. En yiiksek katsayr .50 ile
caligmaya tutkun lider davraniglar1 ve baglamsal performans arasinda belirirken; en
diisiik katsayr calismaya tutkun lider davraniglar1 ve is tatmini arasinda ortaya
cikmigtir. Yine astlar tarafindan raporlanan ¢alismaya tutkunluk modele araci
degisken olarak eklendiginde, ¢alismaya tutkun lider davramislarinin astlarin
caligmaya tutkunlugu; astlarin ¢aligmaya tutkunlugunun ise astlara bagl degiskenler
tizerinde istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir iliskiye sahip oldugu gosterilmistir. Bu
iligkiler icin standardize degerler .39 ile .52 arasinda degismekte olup; en yiiksek
deger calismaya tutkun lider davranislari ile yine baglamsal performans arasinda
ortaya ¢ikmistir. Ayrica calismaya tutkun lider davraniglari ile ¢iktilar arasinda
astlarin ¢alismaya tutkunlugu aracilifiyla dolayl bir iliski eklendiginde, ¢alismaya
tutkun lider davraniglarinin gérev performansi, is tatmini ve 6znel iyi olus lizerindeki
dogrudan etkisinin elendigi goriilmiistiir. Dolayl iligkilerinin tiimiiniin ise istatiksel
olarak anlamli oldugu raporlanmistir.

Astlara baglh pozitif ve negatif etki ile iste sorumlulugun calismaya tutkun
lider davraniglar1 ve astlarin ¢aligmaya tutkunlugu arasindaki iliskide diizenleyici

degisken rolii oynayip oynamadigi da test edilmistir. Sonuglar negatif duygunim (f =
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1.67, p < .001) disidaki diger degiskenlerin diizenleyici degisken olmadiklarini
gostermistir. Benzer sekilde liderlerin negatif ve pozitif duygulaniminin, lider
tarafindan raporlanan ¢alismaya tutkunluk ile astlar tarafindan raporlanan ¢alismaya
tutkun lider davranislar1 arasinda diizenleyici degisken olup olmadig: da test edilmis
ve sonuclar boyle bir iliskinin olmadigini gostermistir.

Son olarak liderin caligmaya tutkunlugunun astin ¢aligmaya tutkunluguna
gecisi; ast tarafindan raporlanan ¢alismaya tutkun lider davraniglari ile test edilmistir.
Sonuglar liderlerin ¢alismaya tutkunlugundan astlarin calismaya tutkunluguna
dogrudan bir etki bulmus; ancak, liderlerin ¢calismaya tutkunlugu ile astlar tarafindan
raporlanan calismaya tutkun lider davraniglar1 arasinda bir iliski bulunamamustir.
Diger yandan, ¢alismaya tutkun lider davranislar1 astlarin ¢alismaya tutkunlugu ile
iligkili goriinmektedir. Liderlerin calismaya tutkunlugundan astlarin calismaya
tutkunluguna ¢aligmaya tutkun lider davraniglar1 araciligiyla olmasi beklenen dolayli
etki de test edilmis; ancak istatistiksel olarak anlamli sonuglar bulunamamustir.

Bu sonuglar gostermektedir ki, liderlerin ¢aligmaya tutkunlugundan astlarin
calismaya tutkunluguna dogrudan bir gecis bulunmaktadir. Ayrica calismaya tutkun
lider davramiglart da astlarin calismaya tutkunlugunun tahmininde 6nemli rol
oynamaktadir. Hem bu davraniglar hem de astlarin calismaya tutkunlugu, yine
astlarin performansini, igten ayrilma niyetini, is tatminini ve 6znel iyi olusunu igeren
sonu¢ degiskenleri ile istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir iligki gostermektedir. Calisanin
negatif duygulanimi disinda higbir diizenleyici degiskenin ise istatistiksel olarak
anlamli bir etkisi bulunamamustir.

Bu modelleri tekrar test edebilmek ve veri farkli zamanlarda bir araya
getildiginde iliskilerde bir farklilasma oluyor mu anlayabilmek i¢in, aym

katilimcilardan {i¢ ay sonra tekrar veri toplanmig olup, sonuglar asagida sunulmustur.
5.2. ikinci Veri Toplama Dénemi ve flgili Bulgular

Ikinci veri toplama dénemi igin, ilk veri toplama dénemine katilan liderlerin
tiimiinden; astlarin ise 136’sindan veri toplanabilmistir. Ik veri toplama déneminde
kullanilan &lgekler, bu dénemde de kullanilmig ve veri toplama asamasinda ayni
prosediir izlenmistir. Ilk veritoplama doénemine benzer sekilde aykir1 degerler
analizlerden elenmis ve arastirma modelleri MPLUS’ta Robust ML kullailarak test

edilmistir.
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Sonuglar, liderler ve astlar i¢in ayr1 ayr1 degerlendirilmistir. Astlarin datasi
incelendiginde, ilk veri toplama doneminde oldugu gibi, tiim Olgeklerin yiiksek
giivenirlik degerlerine sahip oldugunu gosterilmistir. Degiskenler arasindaki
korelasyon incelendiginde yine ¢alismaya tutkunlugun negatif duygulanim harig tim
degiskenlerle .40’tan yiliksek bir iliskide oldugunu gostermistir. Calismaya tutkun
lider davraniglar da arastirma degiskenleri ile ¢calismaya tutkunluga benzer oOriintiide,
yalnizca biraz daha az kuvvetli iligskiler gostermistir. Yiiksek ve benzer giivenirlik
degerleri ve korelasyonlar, lider verisi i¢in de bir araya getirilmistir. Ancak
calismada yer alan liderlerin sayis1 az oldugundan, sonuglar1 ihtiyatlh degerlendirmek
gerekmektedir.

Ik veri toplama déneminde oldugu gibi, bu veri toplama déneminde de tiim
Olcekler tek bir faktore baglanmis ve sonuglar her 6l¢egin kendi faktoriine baglandigi
model ile kiyaslanmistir. Sonuglar ikinci modelin veriyi ilk modelden daha ¢ok
destekledigini ortaya cikarmustir (A x? (45) = 3443.4).

Buna ek olarak, birinci ve ikinci veri toplama déneminde test edilen ayni
degiskenlerin arasindaki iliski de hem astlar hem de liderler icin test edilmistir.
Sonuglar korelasyonlarin astlar icin .39 ile .71 arasinda degistigini gdsterirken, en
yiiksek korelasyon calismaya tutkun lider davranislari; en diisiik korelasyon ise
astlarin negatif duygulanimi i¢in raporlanmistir. Liderler i¢in ise korelasyonlar .70 ile
.88 arasinda degismekte olup, en yiiksek korelasyon pozitif duygulanim; en diisiik
korelasyon ise liderlerin ¢alismaya tutkunlugu arasinda goriilmiistiir.

Kavramsal model testleri, daha once de belirtildigi gibi, MPLUS kullanilarak
gerceklestirilmistir. kinci veri toplama déneminden elde edilen bilgiler hem kendi
arasinda hem de birinci veri toplama doneminden elde edilen verilerle kiyaslanarak
raporlanmistir. Buna gore Oncelikle astlar tarafindan degerlendirilen c¢alismaya
tutkun lider davraniglarinin, yine astlar tarafindan degerlendirilen orgiitsel ¢iktilar ile
iliskisi test edilmistir. Sonuglar, astlar tarafindan raporlanan caligmaya tutkun lider
davranigindan performans, isten ayrilma niyeti, 6znel iyi olus ve is tatminine olan
tim standardize edilmis katsayilarin istatistiksel olarak anlamli oldugunu
gostermistir. Yine astlar tarafindan raporlanan g¢alismaya tutkunluk modele araci
degisken olarak eklendiginde, c¢alismaya tutkun lider davranmiglarinin astlarin
caligmaya tutkunlugu; astlarin ¢alismaya tutkunlugunun ise astlara baglh degiskenler
tizerinde istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir etkiye sahip oldugu gosterilmistir. Ayrica

caligmaya tutkun lider davraniglari ile ¢iktilar arasinda astlarin ¢alismaya tutkunlugu
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araciligiyla dolayli bir iligki eklendiginde, ¢alismaya tutkun lider davraniglarinin
gorev performansi, is tatmini, isten ayrilma niyeti ve Oznel iyi olus iizerindeki
dogrudan etkisinin birgok modelde elendigi goriilmiistiir.

Astlara bagl pozitif ve negatif etki ile iste sorumlulugun calismaya tutkun
lider davranislar1 ve astlarin ¢alismaya tutkunlugu arasindaki iliskide diizenleyici
degisken rolii oynaylp oynamadigi da test edilmistir. Sonuglar diizenleyici
degiskenlerin ilgili iliskide higbir etkisinin olmadigini gostermistir. Benzer sekilde
liderlerin negatif ve pozitif duygulaniminin, lider tarafindan raporlanan ¢alismaya
tutkunluk ile calisan tarafindan raporlanan caligmaya tutkun lider davraniglari
arasinda diizenleyici degisken olup olmadigi da test edilmis ve sonuglar, her iki
degiskenin de boyle bir etkisinin olmadigini gostermistir. Bu sonuglar, ikinci veri
toplamadan elde edilen bilgiler hem kendi arasinda hem de birinci veri toplama
doneminden elde edilen verilerle kiyaslandiginda degigsmemistir.

Son olarak liderin ¢alismaya tutkunlugunun astin ¢alismaya tutkunluguna
gecis mekanizmalari; ast tarafindan raporlanan ¢aligsmaya tutkun lider davranislari ile
test edilmistir. Sonuglar liderlerin ¢alismaya tutkunlugundan astlarin g¢aligmaya
tutkunluguna olan dogrudan etkiyi birgok model i¢in desteklemis; ancak, liderlerin
caligmaya tutkunlugu ile astlar tarafindan raporlanan c¢alismaya tutkun lider
davraniglar1 arasinda bir iligki bulunamamistir. Diger yandan, ¢aligmaya tutkun lider
davraniglar1 astlarin ¢aligmaya tutkunlugu ile iliskili goriinmektedir. Liderlerin
calismaya tutkunlugundan astlarin calismaya tutkunluguna caligmaya tutkun lider
davraniglar1 aracilifiyla olmasi beklenen dolayli etki de test edilmis; ancak
istatistiksel olarak anlamli sonuglar bulunamamustir. Bu sonuglar, ikinci veri
toplamadan elde edilen bilgiler hem kendi arasinda hem de birinci veri toplama
doneminden elde edilen verilerle kiyaslandiginda degigsmemistir.

Bu sonuglar ilk ¢alismanin bulgularini desteklemekte ve gostermektedir ki,
liderlerin c¢alismaya tutkunlugundan astlarin ¢aligmaya tutkunluguna dogrudan bir
gecis bulunmaktadir. Ayrica ¢alismaya tutkun lider davranislar da astlarin calismaya
tutkunlugunun tahmininde 6nemli rol oynamaktadir. Hem bu davraniglar hem de
astlarin ¢aligsmaya tutkunlugu, yine astlarin performansini, isten ayrilma niyetini, is
tatminini ve Oznel iyi olusunu igeren sonu¢ degiskenleri ile istatistiksel olarak
anlamli bir iliski gdstermektedir. Ilk c¢alismadan farkli olarak hicbir diizenleyici

degiskenin istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir etkisi bulunamamastir.
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6. Genel Ozet, Tartisma ve Gelecekteki Arastirmalar icin Oneriler

Aragtirma sonuclar1 géstermektedir ki, liderlerin calismaya tutkunlugundan
astlarin ¢aligmaya tutkunluguna dogrudan bir gecis bulunmaktadir; ancak calismaya
tutkun lider davraniglari araciligiyla dolayli bir geg¢is desteklenmemistir. Bunun
yaninda astlar tarafindan raporlanan ¢alismaya tutkun lider davraniglari, hem astlarin
calismaya tutkunlugu ile hem de astlara bagli bireysel ve orgiitsel ¢iktilar ile iliskili
goriilmektedir. Bu iliski genellikle astlarin ¢alismaya tutkunlugu araciligiyla dolayl
bir iliskiyi desteklerken, calismaya tutkun lider davraniglar1 ve baglamsal performans
arasinda dogrudan bir iliski oldugu tiim analiz sonuglar ile desteklenmistir. Son
olarak, diizenleyici degiskenler igin destek, ilk veri toplama donemindeki caliganin
negatif duygulanimi haricinde, bulunamamustir.

Oncelikle mevcut ¢aligma, hem liderlerin ¢aligmaya tutkunlugunun hem de
calismaya tutkun lider davraniglarinin astlarin ¢aligmaya tutkunlugu icin Onemli
oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu sebeple gelecekteki calismalar bu degiskenlere ve bu
degiskenlerin sadece ¢aligmaya tutkunlukla degil; hem astlara hem de liderlere bagh
sonug degiskenleri ile iliskisini incelemelidir. Yine bu amaca bagl olarak, liderlerin
calismaya tutkunlugu ile ilgili 6l¢iim hem ¢alisandan hem de liderden alinabilir ve iki
taraf arasindaki farklar ve bu farklarin yine astin tutkunluguna ve orgiitsel ¢iktilara
etkisine de bakilabilir. Bu sayede algisal farkin fazla ya da az olmasinin sonuglara
etkisi anlasilabilir. Bu algisal farkliliklar da arastirma modelini daha iyi anlamak i¢in
Oonemli goriinmektedir.

Mevcut calisma, diizenleyici degiskenler icin istatistiksel olarak anlaml
sonuclar bulamamistir. Bunun nedeni mevcut ¢alismanin katilimci sayisi olabilecegi
gibi, secilen diizenleyici degiskenler de olabilir. Gelecekteki c¢alismalar hem
katilimc1 sayisimi arttirarak hem de farkli diizenleyici degiskenleri modele dahil
ederek, sonuclar1 gézlemleyebilir. Ornegin, sorumluluk duygusu (conscientiousness)
ve nevrotiklik gibi kisilik 6zelliklerinin, mevcut modeldeki etkisi gelecekteki
caligmalarla test edilebilir. Sorumluluk duygusu ve nevrotiklik daha kalict kisilik
degiskenleri oldugu i¢in (Gleitman, ve ark., 2007), mevcut modeldeki etkileri farkli
olabilir. Ozellikle iki veri toplama dénemi arasindaki zaman arttirilirsa, daha saglikl
ve daha genellenebilir arastirma sonuglar1 elde edilebilir.

Bu tartigmalara ek olarak, gelecekteki caligmalar daha objektif sonug

degiskenlerini calismaya dahil edebilir ve ¢alismaya tutkunlugun bu degiskenlerle
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iliskisi test edilebilir. Ornegin, calisanlarin devamsizlik oranlar1 ya da satis
personelillerin aylik satis miktar1 ve bu degiskenlerin calismaya tutkunluk ile iligkisi
gelecekteki caligmalarla test edilebilir. Ayrica liderlerden ¢alisanlara bagli orgiitsel
sonu¢ degiskenlerini raporlamalari istenebilir. Ayrica, astlara bagl degiskenlerin ve
astlarin ¢alismaya tutkunlugunun da liderin tutkunluguna etkisi ilerideki ¢calismalarda
tartisilabilir.

Mevcut c¢alisma, caligmaya tutkun lider davraniglart Olgegini literatiire
kazandirmis ve caligmaya tutkunlugun liderden asta dogrudan gegisini desteklemistir.
Ayrica calismaya tutkun lider davraniglarinin hem astlarin ¢alismaya tutkunlugunu
hem de yine astlarin orgiitsel ¢iktilarina etkisi oldugunu mevcut ¢aligsma gostermistir.
Bu sebeple daha iyi bireysel ve orglitsel sonuclara ulagabilmek i¢in hem lider hem de
astlarin ¢aligmaya tutkunluguna odaklanmak Onemli goriilmektedir. Gelecekteki
caligmalar ¢alismaya tutkunluk konusuna, bunun liderler ile astlar arasinda gegisine
ve ayni zamanda caligmaya tutkunlugun lider davranislarinin orgiitsel ciktilar ile

iligkisini arastirmaya odaklanmalidir.
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