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ABSTRACT
In response to the evolving dynamics of the workplace in 21st century organisations,
organisational leaders have attempted to harness the emerging concept of employee
engagement as a competitive business strategy. However, the development of a precise
definition of the employee engagement construct, a theoretical framework that explains its
formation and a valid and reliable process by which to measure the concept has lagged
behind its uptake in organisational practice. To respond to this situation, a model based on
social cognitive theory that explains the formation of a construct related to employee
engagement termed “employee work passion” has been proposed. The conceptual foundation
of employee work passion is that the work experience of employees is shaped by cognitive
perceptions and affective inferences stemming from ongoing appraisals of various
organisational, job and interpersonal factors in the work environment. Research on employee
work passion is evolving. However, the role that antecedents play in its formation remains
unclear. Prior to this study, research on employee work passion using organisational samples
in countries other than the United States of America had not been conducted.

Research over many decades in numerous organisational contexts has demonstrated that
leadership behaviour and the individual values of leaders have significant effects on leaderfollower relationships and on a range of positive organisational outcomes. However, little
research attention has been given to the roles that leadership behaviour and leader values play
in the formation of employee work passion. This study tested the hypothesis that employee
cognitive perceptions of leadership behaviour and leader values are linked to employee
emotional states or employee affect, which, in turn, predict employee behavioural intentions
that are indicative of employees who are passionate about their work.
An internet-based self-report questionnaire survey was administered to all employees,
representing multiple organisational levels, within three medium-sized Australian private
sector organisations. The data was subjected to empirical scrutiny, in particular, multivariate
analysis. The results of structural equation modelling indicated significant and meaningful
relationships among a majority of the variables in the study’s hypothesised model.
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The study’s major findings follow. First, cognition and affect are inextricably linked in the
individual’s appraisal of his/her leader’s behaviour. Second, the affective aspect of an
employee’s appraisal of his/her leader’s behaviour is central to shaping an employee’s
subsequent behavioural intentions. This finding was particularly true for work environments
where an employee perceived his/her leader to use supportive leadership behaviours or
demonstrated other-focussed values or displayed self-focussed values. Third, employee
positive affect was found to be a stronger predictor of employee work intentions than was
employee negative affect. Fourth, this study confirmed the conceptual validity of the
employee work passion appraisal process in an Australian organisational context.
Implications for theory and practice and recommendations for future research complete this
study.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
In organisations of the 21st century, many leaders believe engaged employees provide an
organisation with a competitive advantage. Organisational leaders have been drawn to the
concept of employee engagement because research, first conducted by business consultancies
and later within the academic community, has reported correlations between engaged
employees and outcomes that organisational leaders seek including reduced absenteeism,
innovation, organisational citizenship behaviours (OCB), employee well-being, retention and
productivity. To date, much of this research has focussed on the relationship between
employee engagement and performance-related outcomes (Albrecht, 2010; Macey &
Schneider, 2008). Presently, questions remain over definition, underlying theory and there is
an absence of a conceptual framework that explains how employee engagement is formed
(Shuck, Ghosh, Zigarmi, & Nimon, 2013).

To help provide clarity to the concept of employee engagement a related but different
construct, employee wok passion, has been proposed (Zigarmi, Nimon, Houson, Witt, &
Diehl, 2009). While research is emerging around the employee wok passion construct,
evolution is in early stages of development (Shuck et al., 2013) Currently, a gap in the
employee work passion literature relates to the role of antecedents in the formation of
employee work passion. Consequently, the purpose of this study is to examine the empirical
relationship between employee cognitive perceptions of their interpersonal work experience
of their leader, employee affect and the impact these two constructs have on employee work
intentions in an Australian organisational context. Put simply, this study seeks to explore
employee perceptions of the role leadership plays in creating an environment in which
employees can be passionate about their work.

1.1

Background to the Problem

1.1.1 Organisational Change

In recent decades numerous external forces have impacted on organisations including the
globalisation of business, major advances in technology, the growth of significant consumer
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populations in Asia, Eastern Europe and South America, environmental and ecological
pressures, and geopolitical and societal turbulence. Consequently, organisations, particularly
those within western, industrialised nations, have adapted in five key ways in order to remain
viable and competitive. First, the majority of low-skill, low-wage manufacturing work has
been transferred to developing economies, while advanced economies of western nations
focus on knowledge work and services (Sweet & Meiksins, 2012). Second, production has
been decentralised and this has provided a catalyst for the development of global supply
chains where multiple organisations, geographically dispersed, all contribute to the design,
production and delivery of a product (Schrank, 2004). Third, a more global marketplace has
created unprecedented economic and marketing competition and many organisations are now
responding to the needs and expectations of a global consumer base (Friedman, 2006).
Fourth, technology has taken new forms such as automation of work processes, robotics and
computerisation and, more recently, digitalisation of the workplace. These developments
have resulted in significant job redesign (Friedman, 2006). Fifth, the advent of the internet
has enabled individuals and organisations to rapidly transmit information between countries
(Society for Human Resource Management, 2010). Such organisational change has been so
profound that some authors such as Bell (1973), Carnoy (2000) and Darling and Chalofsky
(2004) have referred to the current global business environment as a “post-industrial
economy” or the “new economy” or “global economy.”

During this same period of time, organisations have experimented with new internal
contextual factors including structures, systems, processes and job designs. Structures have
evolved from organising business in vertical silos and separate divisions to more horizontal
and matrix structures in order to improve decision making, information sharing and
communication among a globally dispersed workforce (Friedman, 2006). Effective
knowledge management and continuous learning are now considered by many organisations
as strategic imperatives driven by the assumption that those organisations that learn faster
will be able to adapt, innovate and transform and therefore achieve a strategic advantage over
their competitors (Marquardt, 1996). Thinking within organisations has evolved from a local
and national focus, to systems thinking and a global focus (Senge, 2006). Resource
management strategies have been redefined from traditional measures of capital and facilities
to include information, ideas and people (Marquardt, 1996).
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Some authors (for example, Burke & Ng, 2006; Schohat & Vigoda-Gadot, 2010; Sweet &
Meiksins, 2012) argued that such organisational change is related to the evolution that has
occurred in the implied understandings between organisations and employees, frequently
referred to as the “psychological contract”. Specifically, during the period since 1990 there
has been a widespread reduction of loyalty demonstrated by both employers and employees
and a decrease in employee commitment to both work and organisations. Schohat and
Vigoda-Gadot (2010) argued that this shift can be attributed to two major trends. The first is a
change in the employment paradigm within modern organisations, that is, a need of
organisations for greater flexibility to increase and decrease workforce size according to
strategic and operational needs that are driven by market requirements. Consequently,
employees today are hired and made redundant with much greater regularity compared with
previous generations and part-time jobs, contract based work, job sharing and temporary jobs
are commonplace (Beechler & Woodward, 2009). The second trend is a change in the value
systems that employees exhibit in contemporary organisations. Specifically, employees are
demonstrating less reliance on the organisational institutions for security and stability of
employment and are showing greater self-reliance in terms of managing their career
aspirations which increasingly include multiple role and multiple employer experiences.
Schohat and Vigoda-Gadot (2010) argued that the commitment demonstrated by employees
to organisations and of organisations to employees in corporations of the 21st century “is not
lesser in its intensity, but rather shorter in duration” (p. 102).

Numerous other authors have identified recent changes in employee attitudes and
expectations in relation to various other aspects of organisational life. These changes can be
classified as follows. First, employees, at all organisational levels and across a wide range of
industries, are expressing greater needs for workplace flexibility, mobility and work/life
balance (Beechler & Woodward, 2009). Second, employees are looking for workplace
cultures to be characterised by ethical decision making and practices (O’Donohue & Nelson,
2009), individual-organisation values alignment, leadership that is committed to peoplecentred values and a structure that maximises collaboration, communication and employee
ownership (Chalofsky, 2004). Third, employees at both ends of the demographic spectrum –
baby boomers and their children (Generation X and Y) – are increasingly seeking purpose
and meaning in their work (Chalofsky, 2003; Pink, 2009). Fourth, employees are increasingly
adopting the view that corporations need not only serve the interests of their shareholders but
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must also demonstrate corporate responsibility for employee well-being, communities and the
environment (Kochan & Shulman, 2007).

In the context of the combined forces of such recent and transformational workplace change
coupled with evolving employee attitudes and expectations, human resource management
(HRM) professionals and organisational leaders have demonstrated a renewed interest in an
age-old concern of employers, that is, how to develop and maintain employee effectiveness
as a source of competitive advantage (Shuck & Herd, 2012). Thus, the emergent challenge
for HRM professionals is to develop strategies to attract, engage and retain a highly skilled,
flexible and productive workforce (Beechler & Woodward, 2009).

The focus of this research study is to examine employee perceptions of how specific
environmental factors, such as, leadership behaviour, impact the formation of employee work
passion. If HRM professionals can develop a greater understanding of the role such
antecedents play in the development of employee passion, they will be able to develop more
targeted and effective strategies to develop a workplace environment that encourages
employees to be passionate in their work. In turn, a highly passionate workforce may deliver
the positive performance related outcomes such as increased organisational commitment,
increased organisational citizenship behaviours (OCB), increased retention and increased
productivity that organisations are seeking in a highly competitive and changing business
landscape.

1.1.2 Human Resource Strategies and Employee Engagement
Jackson and Schuler (1995) suggested that HRM could be considered an “umbrella” term that
encompasses specific human resource practices (such as recruitment, selection and
performance management), formal human resource policies (such as training and
development, compensation and career development) and overarching human resource
philosophies which specify the values that inform an organisation’s practices, culture and
policies. They contended that an organisation’s human resource strategies are influenced by
both external and internal contextual influences such as those outlined in 1.1.1
Organisational Change. This perspective has resulted in HRM professionals revisiting all
aspects of human resource management and their relationship to performance outcomes. One
aspect of HRM that has received much attention from HRM professionals, particularly during
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the last decade, has been developing understanding of those job and organisational
characteristics that contribute to creating a workplace culture and environment where
employees are fully engaged in their work (see Albrecht, 2010; Macey & Schneider, 2008;
Serrano & Reichard, 2011; Shuck, 2011; Shuck & Wollard, 2010; Zigarmi et al., 2009).

The belief that to retain a competitive advantage employers are dependent upon a committed
and productive workforce has been prevalent amongst academics and organisational leaders
for many decades (see Barney, 1991; Huselid, 1995; Pfeffer, 1994). Over the last century,
various HRM strategies, methods and movements have risen to and fallen from prominence
within organisations in the search for ways to maximise the commitment and performance of
workers. In the early decades of the 20th century, Scientific Management, that is, the reorganisation of the workplace (and workers) based on scientific methods and measurement
was popular and widely adopted in western industrialised countries (Sweet & Meiksins,
2012). The Human Relations Movement of the 1930s, 1940s and 1950s followed and urged
organisations to pay attention to the motivational forces acting “within the employee”, that is,
to place an emphasis on the individual and the social structures of organisations. Proponents
of this movement theorised that individuals are motivated to act based on fulfilling needs
inherent in all humans such as growth, independence and self-actualisation (Chalofsky,
2003). They also believed in the importance of employee motivation and satisfaction when
considering workplace and job design, that is, a satisfied worker would be a productive
worker. The behavioural science theorists came to prominence in the middle decades of the
20th century and engaged in objective research of human behaviour in organisations. They
sought to establish and build a science of organisational behaviour based on “personenvironment interaction” theories and made contributions in areas including employee
motivation, leadership and job design (Robbins, 1991). The Contingency Approach of the
1960s and 1970s put forward the idea that consideration of the relative importance of
environmental variables such as organisation size, environmental uncertainty, routineness of
task, technology and individual differences of workers was important in creating a productive
workplace. In the 1980s and 1990s organisations began to adopt values-based and
transformational strategies that attempted to tap into long held beliefs and values of workers
and align them with organisational values in an effort to inspire employees to develop in
certain ways, to express their personal values and to flourish independently so that workers’
commitment to their job and the organisation would be high and productivity outcomes
would follow (Fairholm, 2002).
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In the context of the significant changes that have occurred in recent decades in the global
economy, organisations and individuals, HRM professionals have reviewed their strategies
for developing and harnessing workers’ individual and collective knowledge, creativity,
problem-solving abilities and energy as sources of competitive advantage. Subsequently,
there has been much interest in the role that a number of latent, intrinsic and emotional
factors play as drivers of employee behaviour. Areas of interest have included a renewed
inquiry into more traditional aspects of employee behaviour including employee motivation
(Deci & Ryan, 2008) and employee organisation commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997). In
addition, much interest has been shown in the relatively new field of Positive Psychology,
that is, the study of human psychology which focuses on human strengths, resilience and
optimism as opposed to the traditional focus of psychology which has been on mental illness,
damage, disorder and healing (Seligman, 2002). Related concepts such as purpose and
meaning in work (Chalofsky & Krishna, 2009), passion (Vallerand, Blanchard, Mageau,
Koestner, Ratelle, Leonard, Gagne, & Marsolais, 2003) and employee engagement (Macey &
Schneider, 2008; Saks, 2006; Shuck, Reio, & Rocco, 2011) have received recent attention
from HRM professionals and research focus from academics.

The concept of employee engagement has received much research attention (Macey &
Schneider, 2008) and has stemmed from evidence suggesting that workplace environments
that encourage employees to be engaged and passionate about their work provide beneficial
outcomes for both organisations and employees. Specifically, engaged workers have been
reported to provide benefits to the organisation such as increased organisational commitment
(Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006), and increased discretionary effort and organisational
citizenship (Saks, 2006) which have been found to be related to increased retention (Shuck et
al., 2011) and effective performance (Harter, Schmidt, & Hayes, 2002) and therefore provide
a competitive advantage. Additionally, there is growing awareness that employees who are
engaged in their work report high levels of psychological well-being (Robertson & Cooper,
2010) and physical health (Christian & Slaughter, 2007). The relationship between
psychological well-being and important individual outcomes, including a range of mental and
physical health issues, is well documented (see Cartwright & Cooper, 2008). In general, such
research has concluded that higher levels of engagement are directly beneficial to employees
and indirectly to their employer organisations.
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1.1.3 Employee Engagement

Since 1999, there has been significant interest in the employee engagement concept. Initially
it came from the practitioner community – commercial consulting firms, professional
industry associations, HRM professionals and organisational leaders. In 1990, there was some
development of the theory of personal engagement at work within the academic community –
scholars from the disciplines of business and management, organisational behaviour and
psychology (see Kahn, 1990). However, significant interest and research attention was not
given to the employee engagement concept by academics until 2005.

The employee engagement concept was first popularised by business consultants as a strategy
for organisations which were seeking a competitive advantage. In 1999, Buckingham and
Coffman (1999) published data gathered by the Gallup Organisation that conceptualised
employee engagement as a positive psychological state of work-related motivation and
suggested that the concept was correlated with organisational outcomes such as performance
and productivity. During the subsequent decade, numerous business consulting firms, for
example, the Gallup Organisation (Harter et al., 2002) and Towers Perrin (2003, 2007), and
industry professional associations, for example, the Corporate Leadership Council (2004), the
American Society for Training and Development (Czarnowsky, 2008; Ketter, 2008) and the
Australian Institute of Management (Sardo, 2006), marketed the idea that 21st century
organisations were increasingly dependent on intangible assets such as brand, intellectual
property and the quality of its employees compared to organisations from the previous
century which relied more on tangible assets such as machinery, facilities and products to
maintain a competitive advantage. Further, they contended that organisations could maintain
a competitive advantage by implementing strategies that promoted employee engagement
because engaged workers were more likely to have less absenteeism (Wellins, Bernthal, &
Phelps, 2005), would remain with the organisation for longer periods, that is, increased
retention (Buchanan, 2004; Corporate Leadership Council, 2004), and deliver productivity
gains (Czarnowsky, 2008; Ketter, 2008; Towers Perrin, 2003, 2007). The concept of
employee engagement resonated strongly with HRM professionals and organisational leaders
who were striving to do more with fewer resources in an increasingly global and competitive
business landscape (Meyer, Gagne, & Parfyonova, 2010). In addition, Shuck and Wollard
(2010) contend that the employee engagement concept captured so much attention within the
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practitioner community because it “suggests that it is possible, desirable, and attainable for
workplaces to be positive, energizing places” (p. 107).

The academic community initially showed less interest in the employee engagement concept
(Macey & Schneider, 2008) although foundational theory and concepts were established by
Kahn (1990) who studied personal role engagement, Maslach, Schaufeli, and Leiter (2001)
who focussed on engagement and burnout, Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, and Bakker
(2002) who investigated work engagement and employee well-being, and Saks (2006) who
built on the tenets of Social Exchange Theory (SET) to explain antecedents to and
consequences of job and organisational engagement. Since 2005, there has been a notable
increase in discussion and research of the employee engagement concept within the academic
community. Academic research has found the employee engagement construct to be
positively related to employee behaviours such as discretionary effort and organisational
citizenship (Saks, 2006), increased employee organisational commitment (Hallberg &
Schaufeli, 2006), organisational retention (Shuck et al., 2011), psychological well-being of
employees (Robertson & Birch, 2010), physical health of employees (Christian & Slaughter,
2007) and performance and productivity (Harter et al., 2002). Recently, Shuck, Zigarmi, and
Owen (2015) empirically demonstrated a positive association between self-determination
theory and employee engagement.

These correlations are exactly those which organisational leaders are seeking. Yet as
Czarnowsky (2008) reported, 85% of employees doubt their leader’s knowledge of how to
develop employee engagement in the workplace. So important questions for HRM
professionals and organisational leaders have become: What are the key drivers of employee
engagement? How can employee engagement be measured? What workplace strategies create
and maintain employee engagement? In their efforts to uncover and understand the factors
that contribute to creating an engaged workforce, HRM professionals and organisational
leaders are turning to the academic community for robust conceptual frameworks, reliable
and valid instrumentation, and strategies to develop the construct in the workplace (Shuck &
Wollard, 2010). However, between and within the practitioner and academic communities
much debate and discussion surrounds the concept of employee engagement (Macey &
Schneider, 2008; Shuck, 2011; Shuck et al., 2013; Zigarmi et al., 2009).
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The reasons for much of the debate and discussion about employee engagement are two-fold.
First, there is no universally agreed definition of the employee engagement construct and
hence practitioners and academic researchers have interpreted it in different ways and have
used different terms to describe it. Second, there is no agreed theoretical framework or model
that explains how employee engagement is formed and delineates antecedents to and
consequences of the construct. The absence of an agreed and widely accepted definition and
conceptual framework has led to three significant implications for research and for practice.

First, it is unclear if the employee engagement construct is an individual or group level
phenomenon, that is, it lacks clarity as to the level of analysis it represents (Little & Little,
2006). The academic community mostly defines the concept at the individual or job level.
This individual level of analysis stems from the theoretical base established by Kahn (1990)
and Maslach et al. (2001). The practitioner community mostly defines employee engagement
at the organisational level of analysis and uses the term engagement in conjunction with
concepts like organisational commitment. Many academic researchers have questioned the
validity of the claims made within the practitioner community because the academics
perceive the employee engagement construct as a psychological connection with the
performance of work tasks not a group or organisational level phenomenon (see Christian,
Garza, & Slaughter, 2011; Little & Little, 2006; Macey & Schneider, 2008; Shuck &
Wollard, 2010; Sparrow & Balain, 2010).

Second, the relationship between the employee engagement construct and other established
constructs such as job involvement, job satisfaction and organisational commitment is unclear
(Shuck et al., 2013). Blurring of the employee engagement construct has contributed to
debate about whether employee engagement is conceptually and empirically different from
other established constructs (see Little & Little, 2006; Newman & Harrison, 2008). Also,
there is confusion between the employee engagement construct and antecedents to and
consequences of the construct (Albrecht, 2010; Macey & Schneider, 2008).

Third, a wide variety of instrumentation has been used to measure the various engagement
constructs and the deficiencies of these instruments have been documented (see Dalal,
Brummel, Wee, & Thomas, 2008; Little & Little, 2006; Macey & Schneider, 2008; Zigarmi
et al., 2009). For example, academic researchers repeatedly criticise practitioner community
research methods and instrumentation because they believe most of the practitioner
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engagement survey-based research infers causality in a way that suggests that it is the
answers to the survey items that can be presumed to cause employee performance not just
correlate to it (Sparrow & Balain, 2010).

Given the employee engagement construct is relatively new and evolving, associated debate
and discussion is understandable (Shuck et al., 2013; Zigarmi et al., 2009). Overall, however,
confusion over definition and underlying theory and the absence of a conceptual framework
that explains how employee engagement is formed has made it difficult for HRM
professionals and organisational leaders to interpret and apply much of the practitioner and
academic research findings. Consequently, efforts to impact employee engagement in an
applied organisational setting have been limited (Albrecht, 2010; Macey & Schneider, 2008).

1.1.4 Employee Work Passion

In response to the existing lack of clarity that surrounds the employee engagement concept,
Zigarmi et al. (2009) conducted an exhaustive review of the engagement literature and then
offered a new term to describe a conceptually related but distinct construct. The new term is
“employee work passion”. In addition, they offered an all-encompassing definition of the
employee work passion construct and a theoretical framework to explain or account for how
it is formed. These contributions will be discussed next.
Zigarmi et al. (2009) proposed the term “employee work passion” because the word
“engagement” had already been established in academic studies on job involvement and
burnout. They felt a new term was needed to make a clean break from the term engagement.
There were four main reasons behind this decision: (a) the term engagement was too closely
associated with the concepts of burnout and job involvement; (b) the term engagement was
too closely associated with practitioner studies of organisational commitment and much
blurring of the constructs had occurred; (c) the engagement literature usually described three
states – engaged, disengaged and actively disengaged – and lacked a positive upper state of
passionate commitment; and (d) the term “engagement” was not descriptive enough of the
construct’s underlying conceptual components – cognition (mental descriptions and
valuations formed through interaction with the work experience being appraised [James &
James, 1989]); affect (the emotional reactions generated in the appraisal process resulting
from perceptions that the work environment is either threatening or enhancing to the
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appraiser [James & James, 1989]); well-being (a positive, fulfilling, work related state of
mind characterised by vigour, dedication and absorption [Schaufeli et al., 2002]); and
intention (a mental representation of behaviour an individual might or will use [Bagozzi,
1992]).

Zigarmi et al. (2009) reported that engagement is a multi-dimensional construct and the
engagement literature manifested common conceptual components in all of the definitions of
engagement. So in order to differentiate the construct from the confusion associated with
employee engagement but to include many aspects of that concept found in the literature,
they defined “employee work passion” as “an individual’s persistent, emotionally positive,
meaning-based, state of well-being stemming from reoccurring cognitive and affective
appraisals of various job and organizational situations that result in consistent, constructive
work intentions and behaviors” (p. 310).

Zigarmi et al. (2009) noted that the both the academic and practitioner literature did not
include a clear psychological model to explain the formation of an employee’s sense of
engagement. Consequently, Zigarmi, Nimon, Houson, Witt, and Diehl (2011) proposed and
tested a cognitive, process model, the Employee Work Passion Appraisal (EWPA) model (see
Figure 1.1), to serve as a theoretical framework for explaining how employee work passion is
formed, that is, the internal process by which employees become passionate about their work.

Figure 1.1: The Employee Work Passion Appraisal Model.

Source: Zigarmi et al. (2011). A preliminary field test of an employee work passion model. Human Resource Development
Quarterly, 22(2), 195-221.
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The EWPA model is based on social cognitive theory (see Bandura, 1986; Lazarus &
Folkman, 1984) and uses an appraisal process involving four distinct but related latent
elements, that is, cognition, affect, well-being and intention that explain the formation of an
individual’s sense of engagement (Zigarmi et al., 2011). The premise of the model is that all
employees are constantly appraising their work environment. Specifically, there are two
phases of the appraisal process. First, employees appraise their job and organisational
environment, for example, perceptions of autonomy, feedback, work-load balance, justice
and opportunities to collaborate. Feelings generated from this phase determine an employee’s
sense of well-being. These cognitive and affective perceptions of both job and organisational
factors are identified as antecedents in the EWPA model. In the second phase, individuals
make judgements about forming conscious intentions that lead to subsequent behaviour in
order to cope with cognitive perceptions and affective inferences stemming from the
environment. There are five intentions included in the EWPA model and these are: intent to
use discretionary effort, intent to perform, intent to endorse the organisation, intent to stay in
the organisation and intent to use OCB. These intentions lead to outcomes or behavioural
consequences within the EWPA model.

A number of studies have investigated various relationships between latent constructs of the
EWPA model (see Nimon, Zigarmi, Houson, Witt, & Diehl, 2011; Roberts & Zigarmi, 2014;
Zigarmi, Galloway, & Roberts, 2014; Zigarmi et al., 2011; Zigarmi, Nimon, Houson, Witt, &
Diehl, 2012; Zigarmi & Roberts, 2012; Zigarmi, Roberts, & Randolph, 2015). From a
theoretical perspective, such research has shown promise because it offers clear and precise
definition of employee work passion that differentiates that concept from associated concepts
in the academic literature such as burnout and job involvement. In addition, the EWPA model
explains the psychological process which underpins how employee work passion is formed
which is important when considering employee work passion in an organisational setting.
From a practical perspective, research on the EWPA model provides organisational
practitioners with a greater understanding of the connections between latent aspects of the
employee work passion appraisal process, that is, cognition, affect, well-being and intention.
Thus, HRM professionals can measure the concept more accurately and consequently
develop appropriate interventions which can create lasting, behaviour and systemic
organisational change that promote employee work passion and, in turn, improve
performance. For these reasons, the EWPA model provides the theoretical foundation of this
research study.
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1.1.5 Antecedents to Employee Work Passion
As the leaders of organisations of the 21st century strive to create workplace environments
that encourage employees to be passionate about their work, a search for evidence relating to
which factors contribute to the creation of employee passion has begun. To date, much of the
research on the employee engagement construct has focussed on its relationship with
performance-related outcomes or consequences (Albrecht, 2010) and antecedents have not
received adequate academic scrutiny (Albrecht, 2010; Macey & Schneider, 2008; Saks, 2006;
Shuck et al., 2011). In addition, Chalofsky and Krishna (2009) stated: “very little empirical
research exists that explains the processes through which engagement develops” (p. 190).
Similarly, Shuck et al. (2011) commented: “Research supporting the importance of employee
engagement is clear; yet practical and theoretical contributions about how to create employee
engagement...are remarkably underdeveloped” (p. 432).

In relation to antecedents within the EWPA model, two broad groups are identified: (1)
personal characteristics of the appraiser and (2) organisational and job characteristics that are
external to the appraiser (see Figure 1.1). Limited research has been conducted on the role of
personal antecedents in the EWPA model. In relation to those characteristics of the work
environment that are appraised by the employee, three broad construct separations
encapsulate the possible environmental influencers on which employee cognitions and affect
are formed and employee intentions developed (Nimon et al., 2011; Nimon & Zigarmi,
2015a). These three constructs are perceptions of: (1) organisational experience (for example,
performance expectations, procedural justice, distributive justice, growth); (2) job experience
(for example, meaningful work, autonomy, workload balance, task variety); and (3) people
experience (for example, connectedness with leader, connectedness with colleagues,
feedback, collaboration). Nimon et al. (2011) and Nimon and Zigarmi (2015a) reported
evidence of reliability and validity associated with these environmental constructs.

Currently, there is a gap in the employee work passion literature in relation to understanding
the role of antecedents in the formation of employee work passion. Specifically, little
research attention has been given to understanding the role of each of the environmental
antecedents reported by Nimon et al. (2011) and Nimon and Zigarmi (2015a) in the employee
work passion appraisal process. For example, the role of leadership behaviour in the
employee work passion appraisal process has not been investigated thoroughly. Developing a
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greater understanding of the role leadership plays in the creation of employee work passion
could be of benefit to HRM professionals and organisational leaders who are seeking to
identify and operationalise the drivers of employee work passion. An overview of dyadic
leader-employee models and theories will be discussed next.

1.1.6 Leadership Behaviour

The dyadic relationship between leader and employee and its connection with employee
effectiveness outcomes has been the subject of much academic scrutiny and research since
the systematic, scientific study of leadership began in the 1930s (House & Aditya, 1997).
During the following eighty years, various models of leadership evolved to explain leader and
employee relations and the impact of leadership on employee motivation, thinking, behaviour
and performance. Popular leadership models and theories have included Trait Theory
(Stogdill, 1948); the Leader Behaviour Paradigm (Ohio State and University of Michigan
Studies); Contingency Theory (Fiedler, 1967; Hersey & Blanchard, 1969; House, 1971);
Leader-Member Exchange theory (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975); Servant Leadership
(Greenleaf, 1977); Transactional and Transformational Leadership (Bass, 1985; Burns,
1978); Charismatic Leadership Theory (Conger & Kanungo, 1987); Full-range Leadership
(Avolio, 1999); and more recently, Authentic Leadership (Luthans & Avolio, 2003).

The leadership theories and models belonging to the period from the 1930s to the mid-1970s
have been termed “Traditional Leadership” models. Such theories were typified by leaderfollower exchange relationships. For example, a leader would provide combinations of taskrelated behaviours and relationship-focussed behaviours and reinforcement of desired
behaviours. Accumulated research has reported that Traditional Leadership models, for
example, Initiating Structure and Consideration, are supported by both past research (see
Fleishman & Peters, 1962; Fleishman & Simmons, 1970; Halpin, 1954) and recent research
(see Dale & Fox, 2008; Judge, Piccolo, & Ilies, 2004; Yukl, Gordon, & Taber, 2002).

A paradigm shift occurred in the mid-1970s where approaches to leadership shifted to an
emphasis on symbolic leader behaviour, vision, charisma, inspiration, feelings and emotions,
values, empowerment, role modelling and individualised consideration with a particular
emphasis on determining how leaders could influence employees to perform beyond
expectations (House & Aditya, 1997). Bryman (1992) referred to this class of theories as
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“New Leadership”. Since the 1980s, the New Leadership theories of transactional and
transformational leadership and full-range leadership have dominated leadership research and
literature (Avolio, 1999; Bass, 1985, Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Yukl, 1999a, 1999b).
Within the full-range leadership framework the “transformational” construct has attracted an
immense amount of research interest. For example, transformational leadership has been
found to be effective in a wide variety of settings including business, military, industrial,
health and educational institutions and at various levels of leadership (Bass, 1999; Lowe,
Kroeck, & Sivasubramaniam, 1996). Transformational leadership was found to be positively
related to subordinate job performance (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Bommer, 1996) and
organisational performance and leader effectiveness (Judge & Piccolo, 2004). It has been
reported that transformational leadership behaviours are positively correlated with numerous
leader effectiveness and subordinate satisfaction measures (see Bass, 1997).

Despite immense popularity amongst leadership researchers in recent decades, aspects of the
full-range leadership model have not escaped criticism on both conceptual and
methodological grounds. For example, Antonakis, Avolio, and Sivasubramaniam (2003)
suggested that the impact of context on the choice of leadership style should be examined
rather than assuming the universality of transformational leadership. Yukl (1999b) argued
that Bass’s full-range leadership theory is too leader centred and overstates the universality of
leader attributes, includes ambiguous constructs and omits other relevant leadership
behaviours. Additionally, in recent years many researchers including Bycio, Hackett, and
Allen (1995), Michel et al. (2010) and Rafferty and Griffin (2004) have all proposed that
other leadership behaviours that are not included in the full-range leadership model,
particularly those relating to the transactional construct (for example, goal setting, action
planning, role clarity, performance evaluation, consulting, empowering and recognising),
need to be explored more fully.

It is important to note that many of these behaviours were included in early leader behaviour
models such as Initiating Structure and Consideration (Fleishman, 1953), House’s Path-Goal
Theory (1971), and Hersey and Blanchard’s Life Cycle Theory (1969). Further, Initiating
Structure and Consideration were the focus of much research on leadership (see Stogdill,
1974) until the advent of the Contingency theories of the 1970s. Although Initiating Structure
and Consideration are supported by both past and recent research, there has been a distinct
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lack of research into these two proven, impactful and follower-centred leader behaviours in
recent decades (Judge et al., 2004).

In recent years, writers such as van Dierendonck (2011) within the relatively new field of
Positive Psychology and Luthans (2012) in the field of Positive Organisational Behaviour
have contributed to the latest evolution of leadership; that is, beyond the principles of agency
theory – with its assumption of leaders who are individualistic, opportunistic and self-serving
– to leadership that is fully employee-centred. This approach called for leadership behaviour
to be based on the premise that followers are trustworthy, self-actualising and proorganisational.

Literature findings over the past 70 years have indicated that in the context of dyadic leaderfollower relations, leader effectiveness has been proven to be empirically related to numerous
positive employee and organisational outcomes. For example, charismatic/transformational
leadership was reported to be positively associated with leadership effectiveness and
organisational performance across different organisations, levels of analysis and cultures (see
Judge & Piccolo, 2004), and employee outcomes including intrinsic motivation, self-efficacy,
creativity, justice perceptions, positive psychological capital and job performance (see
Michel, Lyons, & Cho, 2010). Servant Leadership was reported to have a positive influence
on employee job satisfaction, organisational commitment, empowerment and engagement
and team effectiveness (see van Dierendonck, 2011). Furthermore, a recent meta-analysis of
200 studies found that leadership interventions increased the probability of yielding positive
affective, behavioural and work outcomes significantly (Avolio, Reichard, Hannah,
Walumbwa, & Chan, 2009a). Based on such evidence, it is clear that leadership is a
necessary ingredient to create the context in which employees can be fully present, motivated
and engaged in their job setting. However, authors such as Judge et al. (2004) argued that the
role of mediators in explaining how leadership behaviours affect desirable employee
outcomes had remained largely unexplored. Also, some scholars (see Barsade & Gibson,
2007; George, 2000; Gooty, Connelly, Griffith, & Gupta, 2010) argued that the role of
emotion within dyadic leader-follower relations is significant, yet this hypothesis has
received little research attention.
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1.1.7 Leadership and Employee Work Passion

As discussed, there have been numerous dyadic leadership models that have proven to be
effective in the workplace. Given the dynamic nature of workplaces of the 21st century and a
new psychological contract that has evolved between organisations and employees where
employees are increasingly expressing a desire to work in employee-centred organisations,
leadership styles that are follower-centred may prove critical to the creation of employee
work passion.

Some research examining the role of leadership as an antecedent in the development of the
Schaufeli et al. (2002) conceptualisation of work engagement has begun (see De Clerq,
Bouckenooghe, Raja, & Matsyborska, 2014; Papalexandris & Galanaki, 2009; Timms,
Brough, & Bauld, 2009; Tuckey, Bakker, & Dollard, 2012; Zeng, Zhou, & Cope, 2010).
Scholars have hypothesised that leadership is an impactful antecedent in the development of
employee engagement (see Macey & Schneider, 2008; Serrano & Reichard, 2011; Shuck &
Herd, 2012; Wollard & Shuck, 2011). However, research examining the relationship between
leadership behaviour and employee engagement construct is sparse (Segers, De Prins, &
Brouwers, 2010). Saks’s (2006) investigation of antecedents to employee engagement (one of
which was supervisor support) is an exception.

The role leadership plays as an antecedent in the employee work passion appraisal process
has received little research attention to date (Nimon et al., 2011; Zigarmi & Roberts, 2012).
Consequently, questions relating to how leadership behaviours impact on employee work
passion intentions remain unanswered. It is clear, however, that an emerging theme in the
employee work passion literature relates to the central and mediating role of employee
emotional states in the appraisal process (see Roberts & Zigarmi, 2014; Zigarmi et al., 2011,
2015; Zigarmi & Roberts, 2012). Gooty et al. (2010) argued that leadership had a positive
impact on follower outcomes via its effect on follower affective reactions. Accordingly,
exploration of the relationship between leadership and employee affect in the context of the
EWPA model may provide a greater understanding of how leadership behaviours are linked
to desirable employee behaviours.
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1.1.8 Leader Values

The hypothesis that the individual values held by a leader drive much of his/her behaviour
and are related to his/her effectiveness is not new. For example, numerous authors (see
Burns, 1978; Fairholm, 1991; Kouzes & Posner, 1993) have posited that a leader’s values and
his/her leadership behaviour are significantly correlated. Nirenburg (1998) went so far as to
state: “Ultimately, leadership is the expression of values” (p. 95). Research over many
decades in many different organisational contexts has shown that the personal values of
leaders have significant effects on leader-employee relationships (see Bass, 1985; Burns,
1978; England & Lee, 1974; Kouzes & Posner, 1993) and on a range of important
organisational

variables

including

decision

making

(England,

1967),

managerial

performance, employee extra effort and OCB (Sosik, 2005), organisational commitment
(Posner & Schmidt, 1992) and satisfaction with leader (Meglino, Ravlin, & Adkins, 1991).

Notwithstanding these findings there are a number of reasons that suggest research
investigating the role leader values as an antecedent in the employee work passion appraisal
process is warranted. First, comprehensive reviews of the values literature (for example, Agle
& Caldwell, 1999; Hitlin & Piliavin, 2004) have called for further examination of individual
values associated with behavioural and performance outcomes in business settings,
particularly using other-reported data. Second, Meglino and Ravlin (1998) reported that
research examining individual values as independent variables is sparse. Third, evidence
suggests that self-sacrificing leader behaviour has a significant positive impact on employee
emotions and motivation to work with the leader (De Cremer, 2006), leader effectiveness (De
Cremer & van Knippenberg, 2004) and follower performance (van Knippenberg & van
Knippenberg, 2005), yet research on the role that leader values play as an antecedent to
employee work passion is undeveloped (Zigarmi et al., 2011). Fourth, the current trend of
employees expressing a desire to work for value-based organisations (Kochan & Shulman,
2007) suggests that organisational leaders may benefit from understanding the relationship
between leader values and concepts such as employee work passion. Considering these
distinct but related themes, a key focus of this study is to examine the role leader values play
in the employee work passion appraisal process.
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1.2

Statement of the Problem

The workplace of the 21st century has been forced to adapt and evolve in response to
significant external environmental forces as well as changing attitudes and expectations of
employees who desire to work in organisations that provide flexible working conditions,
roles that offer autonomy and empowerment, leadership that is based on a shared and
relational perspective where the interaction between leader and follower is of prime
importance and employers who create ethical and values driven workplace cultures. In this
changing organisational environment, HRM professionals and organisational leaders have
been focussing on employee engagement as a strategy because both the applied business and
academic communities have demonstrated that it predicts positive outcomes for both
employees and organisations.

The interest in the employee engagement topic by business practitioners, however, has led to
gaps between theory, scholarship and practice. Employee engagement has proven to be a
difficult construct to define and there is no universally accepted definition (Albrecht, 2010).
Further, there is lack of understanding about the mental process through which employee
engagement is formed and there is an absence of an agreed conceptual framework that
underpins the construct (Shuck et al., 2013; Zigarmi et al., 2009). To help provide clarity to
the concept of employee engagement and using social cognitive theory of appraisal, Zigarmi
et al. (2009) proposed a definition and model of employee work passion that describes what it
is and how it is formed. Initial research using the EWPA model has proved promising but is
yet to mature. Questions relating to how the factors that contribute to the creation of
employee work passion interact remain and antecedents to the work passion appraisal process
have received preliminary research attention only.

The accumulated research has demonstrated that both effective leadership behaviour and
leader values positively impact on dyadic leader-employee relations, contribute to positive
perceptions of leader effectiveness and positively impact on follower performance. However,
little research has been conducted on the role that leadership behaviours and leader values
play as antecedents in the creation of employee work passion. In addition, the research that
has been conducted on the EWPA model has only occurred in the United States of America
(USA). Thus, the generalisability of the factor structure that underpins the EWPA model is
yet to be confirmed for organisations outside the USA.
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Currently, these gaps in knowledge are problematic for HRM professionals and
organisational leaders who are seeking to identify the drivers of employee work passion in
order to build and sustain the trust and long-term commitment of their organisation’s human
capital so it can be leveraged as a competitive business strategy in a global marketplace. With
a greater understanding of the drivers of employee work passion, precise metrics could be
used to measure the concept and more impactful business strategies, policies and training
interventions could be developed and implemented to build and foster a work environment
that will encourage employees to be passionate about their work. Consequently, organisations
may reap the positive individual and organisational outcomes that are associated with
employee work passion.

1.3

Aims of the Study

The primary aim of this study is to examine the empirical relationship between employee
cognitive perceptions of their interpersonal work experience with their leader (that is,
leadership behaviour and leader values) and employee affect and the impact these constructs
have on employee work intentions in Australian organisations. The question of how leaders
influence the behavioural intentions of their followers within the context of the employee
work passion appraisal process is central to this study.

The secondary aim of this study is to revisit the leader behaviours described by Judge et al.
(2004) as the “forgotten ones”, namely, Initiating Structure (now known as directive
behaviour) and Consideration (now known as supportive behaviour) which were the focus of
much of the leadership literature in the middle decades of the 20th century. If significant
correlations between employee cognitive perceptions of leadership behaviour, employee
affect and resultant work intentions are found, the evidence may suggest that directive and
supportive behaviours could be included in the definition of transactional leadership, a key
construct in the widely researched and accepted full-range leadership model.

Zigarmi et al. (2011) reported that correlations between the four latent constructs of the
EWPA model (that is, cognition, affect, well-being and intentions) were differentially
important. However, given that the viability of the complete EWPA model has already been
tested and in keeping with the broader literature that asserts cognition, emotion and coping
are the three central constructs in appraisal theory (Fugate, Harrison, & Kinicki, 2011;
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Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), the focus of this study is on the relationships between cognition,
affect and intentions. The mediating variable of well-being was not assessed.

1.4

Significance of the Study

Research on the relationships between leadership behaviour, leader values, affect and
intentions from the perspective of employees is limited as is research into the phenomenon of
employee work passion in Australian organisations generally. In this context, the contribution
of this study in both theoretical and practical terms is as follows:

(1) It extends and builds on previous employee work passion research by focusing on and
examining the linkages between leadership behaviours, leader values, employee affect and
employee work intentions. For example, this research builds on the theoretical framework of
employee work passion and the EWPA model proposed by Zigarmi et al. (2011).

(2) It revisits proven leadership behaviours, that is, Initiating Structure (directive behaviour)
and Consideration (supportive behaviour), in order to investigate whether these two
leadership behaviours can add to and support the definition of transactional leadership, a key
construct in the widely accepted full-range leadership model.

(3) It contributes to the overall body of research on employee work passion by using
Australian organisations as a research setting. Research on employee work passion has not
been conducted in an Australian organisational context at all.

(4) It contributes to the overall body of research on leadership by using Australian
organisations as a research setting. Research on directive behaviour and supportive behaviour
has not been conducted in an Australian organisational context at all.

(5) By measuring employee perceptions of their interpersonal work experience with their
leader as well as affect and levels of intent, it provides organisational leaders with a greater
understanding of the behaviours that contribute to employee work passion. This
understanding could serve as a basis for the design of individual training, coaching and
development programmes that aim to increase leadership skills needed to build workplace
environments where employees can be passionate about their work. Consequently, leaders
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could be more impactful in their partnerships with employees which may lead to improved
effectiveness measures such as employee retention and performance.

1.5

Overview of the Thesis

This thesis is organised in ten chapters and appendices. Chapter 1 provides an introduction to
the research study including background information relating to the research problem, an
introduction to the theoretical model of interest (that is, the EWPA model), the statement of
the problem, aims of the study and a list of the key theoretical and practical contributions that
this thesis aims to make.

Through an exploration of the international academic and practitioner literature, Chapter 2
provides a critical review of theoretical and practical issues related to the research topic
which is, employee work passion, and forms the study’s first information gathering process
(see 3.10 Research Methodology). There are four distinct areas covered in the literature
review. These are employee engagement, employee work passion, dyadic leadership theory
and individual values. In this chapter the argument is made that employee work passion
theory is beginning to evolve. The literature maintains that both leadership behaviours and
leader values have positive effects for followers and, subsequently, organisations. However,
limited research has explored the role of environmental antecedents, such as leadership
behaviour and leader values, within the employee work passion appraisal process.
Furthermore, questions relating to how such behaviours encourage or inhibit behavioural
intentions that are indicative of employees who are passionate about their work remain
unanswered. Chapter 2 concludes with a review of relevant literature relating to the
constructs that comprise this study’s hypothesised model that emerged from this literature
review.

Chapter 3 describes the research design and methodology used in this study. Specifically, this
chapter details the design of the study, articulates the study’s research questions and the
research hypotheses are formulated. A key aspect of this chapter is a discussion of the study’s
second information gathering process, that is, the deployment of an internet-based self-report
questionnaire survey (see 3.10 Research Methodology). Associated topics including the
study’s measuring instruments, procedures for sample selection, sample size and data
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collection are discussed. The data analysis process is outlined, the overall research
methodology is presented and limitations on the scope of the study are discussed.
Chapter 4 discussed the results of Stage 1 of the data analysis process – the preparation of the
data for multivariate statistical analysis. In this chapter, statistical software including the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) and Analysis of Moment Structures
(AMOS) were used to examine the data in order to ascertain the accuracy of data entry, to
identify missing values and univariate and multivariate outliers, to test the data for departures
from normality and to determine the study’s final sample size.
Chapter 5 details the results of Stage 2 of the data analysis process – an exploratory analysis
of the research data. The results of this exploratory analysis of the data include determination
of the survey response rate and development of a profile of the sample by conducting
univariate analysis of categorical variables. Furthermore, univariate analysis of the
hypothesised model variables was conducted and bivariate correlational analyses were
performed between all possible pairings of hypothesised model variables.

Chapters 6, 7 and 8 all involve the sequential examination of the data using multivariate
analytical techniques. Chapter 6 investigates the latent factor structure within the data using
factor analysis. A three-phase exploratory factor analysis (EFA) process was deployed.
Chapter 7 discusses the results of subjecting the data to the step 1 of the structural equation
modelling (SEM) process; that is, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The CFA process
included: development of the EWPA measurement model and analysis of the 11 latent
constructs for construct validity; assessment of the overall EWPA measurement model for
evidence of construct validity; and assessment of the EWPA measurement model for
evidence of common method variance. Chapter 8 discusses the results of subjecting the data
to the step 2 of the SEM process; that is, structural analysis. Structural analysis included
specification of the EWPA structural model and assessment of structural model fit and
validity; examination of direct and indirect effects; and interpretation of the EWPA structural
model. Overall, two key tests, one measurement and one structural, were used to assess the
construct validity of the hypothesised model.

In Chapter 9, key results from different stages of the data analysis process are synthesised in
order to facilitate a discussion of the results in light of the study’s research questions and
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hypotheses. In the context of the study’s aims, key findings are presented and discussed.
Chapter 10 concludes the thesis. It includes a summary of the overall research study, a
detailed set of theoretical and practical contributions and directions for future research are
presented.

1.6

Chapter Summary

This chapter has laid the conceptual and theoretical foundation for the thesis. The concept of
employee engagement was overviewed in the context of recent workplace change and
evolving employee attitudes and expectations. In recent years, employee engagement is a
topic that has garnered much interest from organisation leaders because both the applied
business and academic communities have demonstrated that it predicts positive outcomes for
both employees and organisations. However, to date, the impact of strategies designed to
leverage the employee engagement construct in applied organisational settings has been
limited.

Employee work passion is a concept that emerged in 2009 in an attempt to bring clarity to the
employee engagement concept and to provide a conceptual model which frames the causality
of how employee passion is formed. Research on employee work passion theory is
developing but is yet to mature. Currently, there are gaps in knowledge related to the role of
antecedents in the employee work passion appraisal process, particularly environmental
antecedents, for example, leadership behaviours and leadership values. Given that there is a
rich history of academic research demonstrating that both effective leadership behaviour and
leader values positively impact on leader-employee relations and contribute to favourable
employee and organisational outcomes, the focus of this research is to examine employee
perceptions of how leadership behaviour and leader values impact the formation of employee
work passion.

In addition to the conceptual framework that has been articulated as the foundation of this
research study (that is, the EWPA model), this chapter has outlined the research problem, this
study’s aims and theoretical and practical contributions this study seeks to make. Lastly, the
chapter layout of the thesis has been described. A critique of the international academic and
practitioner literature relating to the aims of the study is presented next.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1

Introduction

Within the context of recent organisation change (see 1.1.1 Organisational Change),
research to date suggests that the dynamics of the employee-employer relationship have
evolved and in organisations of the 21st century, employees are seeking workplace cultures
characterised by ethical decision making and practices (O’Donohue & Nelson, 2009), respect
and fairness (Burke & Ng, 2006), and leadership that is committed to people-centred values
(Chalofsky, 2004) and based on a shared and relational perspective (Shuck & Herd, 2012).
Concurrently, organisational leaders have focussed on emerging concepts such as employee
work passion as a competitive business strategy because both the applied business and
academic communities have demonstrated that creating a workplace environment that
encourages employees to be passionate in their work provides beneficial outcomes for both
organisations and employees. In this chapter, the constructs of employee engagement and
employee work passion are explored through an examination of the relevant international
literature.

Chapter 1 (see 1.1.6 Leadership Behaviour) highlighted that research on dyadic leaderfollower relations has a long lineage in the social science literature dating back to the 1940s
(Bass, 2008). Accumulated findings indicate that leader effectiveness is related to numerous
employee outcomes such as employee satisfaction and performance (Avolio et al., 2009a).
Further, the scientific study of individual managerial values has evolved over recent decades
through the recognition of their influence upon organisational vitality (Agle & Caldwell,
1999; Westwood & Posner, 1997). However, questions relating to how leadership behaviours
and leader values foster or discourage employee work passion remain unanswered. This issue
is central to this thesis. In this chapter, a critical review of the literature relating to dyadic
leadership and, separately, individual values is presented.
In order to develop this study’s hypothesised model, to formulate the research questions and
to generate the research hypotheses for testing, this literature review comprises five areas of
focus. First, a critique of the literature relating to employee engagement is presented. Second,
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a critique of the literature relating to employee work passion is presented. This section also
includes an examination of the EWPA model, that is, the conceptual model that forms the
theoretical basis of this study. Third, attention is given to literature relating to dyadic
leadership theories in the context of the EWPA model. Fourth, focus is given to literature
relating to individual values in the context of the EWPA model. Fifth, the hypothesised
model that emerged from this literature review and was tested in this study is presented.
Literature relating to the individual constructs that comprise the hypothesised model is
critiqued. The chapter concludes with a summary of the key findings stemming from the
literature review.

SECTION 1 – EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT
2.2

Overview of Employee Engagement

Since the early 1990s the concept of employee engagement in the workplace has been the
focus of significant attention and research. The literature on employee engagement reveals
two schools of thought. One school, the practitioner community, has been researching the
employee engagement concept and implementing findings in an applied or business context.
The practitioner community mostly defines employee engagement at the organisational level
and uses the term engagement in conjunction with concepts such as organisational
commitment (Shuck & Wollard, 2010; Zigarmi et al., 2009). This macro level of focus has
occurred primarily because the practitioner community has been concerned with the practical
implications of the employee engagement construct for the organisation including increased
employee discretionary effort and measurable outcomes such as employee retention and
increased productivity (see Buckingham & Coffman, 1999; Czarnowsky, 2008; Harter et al.,
2002; Sardo, 2006; Towers Perrin, 2003, 2007; Wellins, Bernthal, & Phelps, 2005).

The other school consists of researchers within the academic community who have conducted
research and written about the topic of employee engagement. In contrast to the practitioner
community, the academic community mostly uses the term “engagement” in conjunction with
concepts like job involvement and job commitment (Shuck & Wollard, 2010; Zigarmi et al.,
2009). This more micro level of focus is a result of the theoretical foundation established by
Kahn (1990) and Maslach et al. (2001) who believed employee engagement to be an
individual-role phenomenon or psychological connection with the performance of work tasks,
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rather than an attitude towards features of the job or organisation (Maslach et al., 2001). It
also stems from the academic community’s need for rigorous research in the examination of
the psychological concept itself and the process through which it is formed within an
individual and an empirical understanding of antecedents to and consequences of the
employee engagement construct (see Albrecht, 2010; Christian & Slaughter, 2007; Kahn,
1990; Maslach et al., 2001; May, Gilson, & Harter, 2004; Saks, 2006; Schaufeli et al., 2002;
Shuck et al., 2011; Zigarmi et al., 2009, 2011).

Controversy between academic and practitioner communities in terms of definition,
conceptualisation, measurement approach and strategies for building the employee
engagement construct in the workplace is evident. Zigarmi et al. (2009) illustrated the gap
between the practitioner and academic communities when they stated: “practitioners and
researchers are quite a distance apart on this topic [employee engagement]” (p. 301) and
“…there is a lack of clarity between consulting firms and the academic community…in
regard to the term engagement” (p. 302).

In addition, within the academic community much conversation, commentary and debate
surrounds the concept of employee engagement (see Bakker, Albrecht, & Leiter, 2011;
Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Dalal et al., 2008; Macey & Schneider, 2008; Meyer & Gagne,
2008; Newman & Harrison, 2008; Newman, Joseph, Sparkman, & Carpenter, 2011; Saks,
2008; Schaufeli & Salanova, 2011; Shuck, 2011; Schuck et al., 2013; Zigarmi et al., 2009).
Specifically, researchers have proposed different definitions, conceptualisations and
theoretical frameworks to describe the employee engagement construct. Consequently,
different approaches to measuring the construct have been taken. Also, researchers hold
different views on key antecedents to and consequences of the engagement construct. Dalal et
al. (2008) commented: “Both the applied and the academic literature on employee
engagement are unfortunately in a state of disarray” (p. 52).

In order to understand the origins of the major points of debate and disagreement within and
between these two communities, a review of the evolution and historical developments of the
employee engagement concept follows. However, as the focus of this research is scholarly,
this review of the literature is focussed primarily on academic work, that is, seminal
publications that inform and relate to the focus of this study.
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2.3

The Academic Community

During the period 1990-2006 there were three main conceptualisations of engagement that
developed within the academic community: (a) Job involvement (Kahn, 1990); (b) Burnout
(Maslach et al., 2001) and Well-being (Schaufeli et al., 2002); and (c) Social Exchange
Theory (Saks, 2006).

2.3.1 Job Involvement

Kahn (1990) is thought to be the first to apply the use of engagement theory to the workplace
in his widely cited ethnographic study where he wrote that “personal engagement is the
simultaneous employment and expression of a person’s ‘preferred self’ in task behaviours
that promote connections to work and to others, personal presence (physical, cognitive and
emotional), and active full role performances” (p. 700). Kahn was interested in exploring why
people use varying degrees of their selves, physically, cognitively, and emotionally, in the
roles they perform and how their work contexts influence moments of personal engagement
and disengagement (Kahn, 1990). He suggested three states – physical, cognitive and
emotional – that directly influence the willingness of individuals to personally engage in
work roles. In turn, these three states are affected by three psychological conditions: (a)
meaningfulness, that is, feeling one’s work is worthwhile, valuable and makes a difference;
(b) safety, conceptualised as “feeling able to show and employ one’s self without fear of
consequences to self-image, status or career” (Kahn, 1990, p. 708); and (3) availability –
meaning a sense of having the physical, emotional or psychological resources to personally
engage in work. This general causal flow is similar to Hackman and Oldham’s (1980) notion
that job characteristics influence critical psychological states that, in turn, impact on an
individual’s internal work motivation (Kahn, 1990; Rich, Lepine, & Crawford, 2010). An
early and significant study by May et al. (2004) examined Kahn’s 1990 conceptualisation of
engagement and found that all three of Kahn’s psychological conditions were necessary to
develop engagement in one’s role.
Kahn’s work was influential because of his conceptual foundation of engagement; that is, that
employee engagement is an internal state of being affected by forces external to the employee
and consists of three separate facets (cognitive, emotional and behavioural). Kahn’s study
formed the basis of many contemporary definitions of employee engagement (Macey &
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Schneider, 2008; Rich et al., 2010; Saks, 2006). Much of subsequent research on employee
engagement from a job involvement perspective has also used Kahn’s (1990)
conceptualisation as a foundation (see May et al., 2004; Rich et al., 2010; Rothbard, 2001;
Shuck et al., 2011).

2.3.2 Burnout and Well-Being

The next significant piece of academic research on the engagement construct was not
conducted until 11 years later when Maslach et al. (2001) conceptualised it as the positive
antithesis of burnout. Maslach was a social psychologist and was interested in the study of
emotions in the workplace and focussed his research on burnout. He was influenced by the
emerging Positive Psychology Movement with its emphasis on human strengths and optimal
functioning as opposed to the traditional focus of psychology on deficits, disorder and
damage. Maslach and Leiter (1997) rephrased burnout as an erosion of engagement within a
job: “What started out as important, meaningful, and challenging work becomes unpleasant,
unfulfilling, and meaningless” (Maslach et al., 2001, p. 416). According to Maslach et al.
(2001), engagement is characterised by energy, involvement and efficacy, the direct opposite
of the three burnout dimensions of the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI): exhaustion,
cynicism and inefficacy. Research conducted by González-Romá, Schaufeli, Bakker, and
Lloret (2006) confirmed that the core dimensions of burnout (exhaustion and cynicism) and
engagement (vigour and dedication) are opposites of each other.

The Schaufeli et al. (2002) research of work-related well-being was the next significant
research contribution when they challenged the idea that engagement was merely the opposite
of burnout. They suggested burnout and engagement were conceptually distinct constructs
that should be measured independently with different instruments. Schaufeli et al. (2002)
renamed Kahn’s (1990) state of engagement “work engagement” and defined it as:
…a positive, fulfilling work-related state of mind that is characterized by
vigor, dedication, and absorption. Rather than a momentary and specific
state, engagement refers to a more persistent and pervasive affectivecognitive state that is not focussed on any particular object, event,
individual, or behavior. (p. 74)
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Schaufeli et al. (2002) suggested that vigour is characterised by high levels of energy, mental
resilience and persistence. Dedication is being strongly involved in one’s work and
experiencing a sense of significance, enthusiasm and challenge. Absorption is characterised
by focus, concentration and being happily engrossed in one’s work. The Schaufeli et al.
(2002) study found support for their hypothesis that a significant and negative relationship
between burnout and engagement exists. Building on this research, Schaufeli and Bakker
(2003) developed the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) which has since been used
widely as a measure of work engagement, particularly in European research contexts.

Despite the contributions of the Maslach et al. (2001) and Schaufeli et al. (2002) to
conceptualisations of the engagement construct, their definitions have not escaped criticism.
For example, Rich et al. (2010) contended that the Maslach et al. (2001) and Schaufeli et al.
(2002) models do not include the cognitive processes conceptualised by Kahn (1990) and that
they focus only on emotional and physical absences of burnout. Newman and Harrison
(2008) and Rich et al. (2010) argued that the UWES items do not fully reflect Kahn’s (1990)
conceptualisation as the degree to which individuals invest their physical, cognitive and
emotional energies into their work roles. Rich et al. (2010) stated the UWES “includes items
that confound engagement with the antecedent conditions suggested by Kahn” (p. 623).
Although both Kahn’s (1990) and Maslach et al.’s (2001) conceptualisations of the
engagement construct indicate the psychological conditions that are necessary for
engagement, more recent researchers such as Saks (2006) argued that they do not fully
explain why individuals will respond to these conditions with varying degrees of
engagement.

2.3.3 Social Exchange Theory

The third significant conceptualisation of the engagement construct was proposed by Saks in
2006. The purpose of Saks’ (2006) research on engagement was to test a model of the
antecedents and consequences of job and organisational engagement based on existing
models and theory, that is, those of Kahn (1990), Maslach et al. (2001) and Social Exchange
Theory (SET). In SET, obligations are generated from interactions between two parties that
are in a state of reciprocal dependence (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Furthermore, SET
posits that relationships evolve over time into trusting, loyal and mutual commitments as long
as the parties abide by certain rules of exchange (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Saks (2006)
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contended that the amount of cognitive, emotional and physical resources, that is,
engagement, an individual is willing to devote to his/her work role is dependent upon the
economic and socio-emotional resources received from the organisation.
Saks’ (2006) work was significant for a number of reasons. First, his research expanded the
concept of engagement to encompass both “job” and “organisational” types of engagement
and found that they are related but distinct constructs. Second, it was one of the first
empirical tests of antecedents and consequences of employee engagement. Third, it
demonstrated that employee engagement could be understood in terms of SET. For example,
employees who have higher perceptions of procedural justice issues within an organisation
are more likely to reciprocate with greater organisational engagement; employees who are
provided with jobs that they perceive to be high on job characteristics, such as autonomy,
feedback, skill variety, task identity and task significance, are more likely to reciprocate with
greater job engagement. Fourth, the results of this research indicated that job and
organisational engagement are related to employee attitudes, intentions and behaviours. Fifth,
Saks demonstrated that the concept of employee engagement could be taken seriously as a
social-scientific concept within the academic community and may well have inspired much
subsequent scholarly research.

In summary, integrated reviews of the literature (see Shuck, 2011; Shuck et al., 2013;
Zigarmi et al., 2009) have found no single approach dominates the field of employee
engagement in definition or methodology. While each approach offers a different conceptual
perspective, many scholars agree that the development of employee engagement within
organisations has the potential to significantly impact on important organisational outcomes
(Macey & Schneider, 2008; Maslach et al., 2001; Schaufeli et al., 2002; Shuck et al., 2013).

2.4

The Practitioner Community

Notwithstanding the contributions of Kahn (1990), Maslach et al. (2001), Schaufeli et al.
(2002) and Saks (2006), the academic community paid minimal attention to the concept of
engagement in the workplace during the period 1990-2005. However, during this same
period, particularly from 1999 onwards, the practitioner community embraced employee
engagement wholeheartedly and attempted to operationalise the concept in the workplace.
One early example was the best-selling book First Break All the Rules (Buckingham &
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Coffman, 1999). This book was based on workplace data gathered by the Gallup
Organisation and provided a catalyst for organisational interest in the employee engagementprofit link. Buckingham and Coffman (1999) reported that employee engagement was
positively linked to employee retention, customer service and productivity and claimed that
“engaged employees drive customer loyalty” (p. 247), and “the right people in the right roles
with the right managers drive employee engagement” (p. 247). The Gallup Organisation
provided further evidence when, in 2002, Harter et al. used meta-analysis of nearly 8000
business units of 36 companies and reported significant, generalisable relationships between
employee engagement and the business-unit outcomes of customer satisfaction, customer
loyalty, safety, productivity, profitability and employee turnover. Harter et al.’s (2002) article
was influential in business circles because it provided the first strong business case for the
employee engagement concept.
In the decade following Harter et al.’s (2002) findings, numerous commercial consulting
firms, for example, Development Dimensions International (Wellins, Bernthal, & Phelps,
2005), the Corporate Leadership Council (2004), Towers Perrin (2003, 2007) and Right
Management (2009), developed diagnostic tools and surveys to measure employee
engagement, conducted research, and promoted solutions and strategies to industry and
government on how to engage a workforce. In addition, professional societies and industry
associations, for example, the Australian Institute of Management (Sardo, 2006), the
American Society for Training and Development (Czarnowsky, 2008; Ketter, 2008), the
Institute of Employment Studies (Robinson, Perryman, & Hayday, 2004; Robinson, Hooker,
& Hayday, 2007) and the Chartered Institute of Personnel Development (Truss, Soane,
Edwards, Wisdom, Croll, & Burnett, 2006) conducted research on employee engagement.
These organisations published claims in the commercial literature that employee engagement
is positively related to organisational outcome variables such as discretionary effort, reduced
turnover intentions, positive organisational citizen behaviours and improved performance and
therefore provided an organisation with a source of competitive advantage. The implications
have been that the term “employee engagement” rapidly entered the mainstream of the
language of HRM professionals and business consultants and an increasing number of
organisations have been conducting engagement studies and deploying engagement surveys
(Ketter, 2008; Sparrow & Balain, 2010). Furthermore, HRM professionals are being asked by
organisational leaders to assist in the development of strategies and training programmes
aimed at developing a more engaged workforce (Shuck & Reio, 2011).
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By 2005, the academic community had become increasingly aware of a gap between the
claims of the practitioner community and employee engagement theory and academic
research of the construct (Fleck & Inceoglu, 2010; Macey & Schneider, 2008; Shuck & Reio,
2011; Torraco, 2005). It also became clear that much of the research in the practitioner
community lacked robust academic scrutiny. For example, there was no common definition
of employee engagement, no common theoretical framework, and many studies lacked a
rigorous and standardised measurement approach and cited unpublished correlations (Dalal et
al., 2008; Little & Little, 2006; Ludwig & Frazier, 2012; Macey & Schneider, 2008; Zigarmi
et al., 2009). Shuck and Wollard (2010) summarised a persistent theme throughout the
academic literature when they stated: “Although seemingly voluminous, most of the existing
[practitioner] literature is opinion, rather than evidence-based scholarship” (p. 91). Sparrow
and Balain (2010) captured perhaps the most significant criticism of the claims made
commonly within the practitioner community when they wrote: “Most [practitioner] surveybased research tends to infer causality in a way that suggests that it is the answers to the
engagement survey items that can be presumed to ‘cause’ performance, not merely correlate
with it” (p. 285).

Since 2005, some academic research has sought to close the gap between theory and practice
with specific efforts to demonstrate empirically that employee engagement is positively
related to job performance (see Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; May et al., 2004; Saks, 2006;
Shuck et al., 2011). Also, some within the academic community have been researching the
engagement concept from an employee psychological well-being perspective (see Robertson
& Birch, 2010; Robertson & Cooper, 2010; Wright & Cropanzano, 2000) and an employee
physical health perspective (see Christian & Slaughter, 2007) as their interest is focussed
directly on individual employee outcomes and indirectly on organisational outcomes.
Presently, academic discussion and debate of the employee engagement concept abounds (see
Albrecht, 2010; Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Dalal et al., 2008; Macey & Schneider, 2008;
Newman & Harrison, 2008; Shuck, 2011; Shuck & Wollard, 2010; Shuck et al., 2011, 2013,
2015; Zigarmi et al., 2009). In Albrecht’s (2010) Handbook of Employee Engagement:
Perspectives, Issues, Research and Practice, a comprehensive compilation and review of the
engagement literature, he wrote: “Despite the proliferation in engagement-related research,
and despite enormous advances having been made about how best to understand and manage
engagement, a number of fundamental issues remain unresolved” (p. 3).

Chapter 2 – Literature Review

Page 33

Employee Work Passion: Leadership Behaviour, Employee Affect and Work Intentions

2.5

Debate and Discussion

There is much debate and discussion of the employee engagement construct within and
between practitioner and academic communities. Such debate is based on the following two
areas. First, there is no universally agreed and accepted definition of the employee
engagement construct and therefore several definitions of employee engagement exist (Little
& Little, 2006; Shuck et al., 2013). Different authors have defined it as a trait, a state, a set of
behaviours, characteristics of the work environment or a combination of these (Macey &
Schneider, 2008). Second, although it is clear from the literature that engagement is a multidimensional construct and common conceptual components emerge in all of the definitions of
engagement (that is, cognition, affect, well-being and intention), little empirical research has
set forth a common, theoretical model or framework that explains the psychological process
through which employee engagement forms and the relationships among antecedents to and
consequences of the construct (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Macey & Schneider, 2008;
Meyer & Gagne, 2008; Sparrow & Balain, 2010; Zigarmi et al., 2009).

There are two main reasons why there is no broadly accepted definition or conceptual
framework for the employee engagement construct. First, the concept of employee
engagement is one that is still emerging. Given the incremental nature of the evolution of an
applied psychological construct, different definitions and conceptual frameworks relating to
the construct are common (Macey & Schneider, 2008; Rich et al., 2010; Zigarmi et al., 2009).
Christian et al. (2011) summarised this aspect of the engagement literature by stating it “has
undergone growing pains” (p. 125). Second, as Meyer et al. (2010) noted: “HR consulting
firms typically offer definitions that are compatible with the development strategies they are
attempting to promote. Academic researchers are also influenced by their own disciplines and
theoretical orientations” (p. 63).

2.6

Theoretical and Practical Implications

The absence of an agreed definition of employee engagement and an underlying conceptual
framework has led to three significant negative implications for research and for practice:

First, the employee engagement construct lacks clarity as to the level of analysis it represents.
Users have interpreted the construct in different ways and therefore adopted different levels
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of analysis within organisations. Consequently, it is unclear if employee engagement is an
individual or group level phenomenon. The academic community, whether approaching the
engagement construct from the perspective of job involvement (Kahn, 1990), burnout
(Maslach et al., 2001) or well-being (Schaufeli et al., 2002), mostly defines it as a personal
experience at the job level, that is, a worker’s key responsibilities (Rothbard, 2001; Saks,
2006) or performance of work tasks (Kahn, 1990; Rich et al., 2010). This job involvement
focus stems from the theoretical foundation established by Kahn (1990) and Maslach et al.
(2001) and emphasises the concepts of meaningfulness and well-being as conditions of
engagement.

The practitioner community mostly defines employee engagement at the organisational level.
This has led to two major criticisms from academic researchers. It has led to a tendency to
aggregate employee engagement data to the group level which, in turn, has the effect of
inferring a direct and causal relationship between employee engagement and organisational
factors such as organisational commitment, productivity, profitability, customer service and
employee retention (for examples, see Buckingham & Coffman, 1999; Crabtree, 2005;
Czarnowsky, 2008). Such aggregation of data to the group level without employing
appropriate within-group and between-group tests of variance has been criticised (see Little
& Little, 2006). Numerous authors (James & James, 1989; Kahn, 1990; Saks, 2006; Zigarmi
et al., 2009) have contended that both individual and organisational factors influence the
psychological experience at work and this experience drives work behaviour. Zigarmi et al.
(2009) made an insightful comment: “It is not so much a question of whether the constructs
of job involvement and organisational commitment are separate but rather how these
constructs interact to explain the variance of the construct of employee engagement” (p. 309).

Second, many definitions of employee engagement invoke existing, established and accepted
constructs such as job satisfaction (Locke, 1976), job involvement (Kanungo, 1979), OCB
(Podsakoff et al., 1996) and organisational commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997). However,
the relationship between the employee engagement construct and these other established
constructs has become unclear (see Shuck et al., 2013 for a comprehensive discussion). This
has led to two significant implications. One concerns the debate as to whether employee
engagement is conceptually and empirically different from other constructs (Christian et al.,
2011; Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006; Shuck et al., 2013; Wefald & Downey, 2009).
Consequently, some researchers such as Dalal et al. (2008) and Newman and Harrison (2008)
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have questioned whether engagement is a unique concept or a repackaging of other, older
constructs, that is, what Macey and Schneider (2008) termed “Old Wine in New Bottles”.
The other implication is confusion between the employee engagement construct and other
constructs that would be better described as antecedents of engagement, for example, job
characteristics, organisational characteristics and personal characteristics (for example, selfefficacy, optimism) (Albrecht, 2010). Furthermore, there is confusion between employee
engagement as a construct and other constructs that would be better conceptualised as
outcomes of engagement (for example, task performance, job satisfaction, organisational
commitment and turnover intentions) (Albrecht, 2010; Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006; Shuck et
al., 2013).

Third, because there is no common definition of employee engagement or agreed theoretical
model that explains the latent psychological steps or phases an employee might experience in
the process of becoming engaged, there has been a wide variety of instrumentation used to
measure the construct. Measures of employee engagement include, but not limited to, the
Gallup Workplace Audit (Harter et al., 2002), the Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach &
Leiter, 2008), the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006)
and numerous surveys used within the practitioner community. Academic researchers have
identified deficiencies of some of these instruments, particularly those developed and used in
the practitioner community. Perceived deficiencies include: (a) Use of single items to
measure employee engagement (a multi-dimensional construct) which has raised questions
about construct validity (Solinger, van Olffen, & Roe, 2008; Sparrow & Balain, 2010;
Zigarmi et al., 2009). For example, survey items such as “My company is socially
responsive” or “The cultural values of my company align with my own” (Sardo, 2006, p. 7)
or “In my work group meetings are focussed and efficient” (Wellins et al., 2005, p. 28)
measure only a respondent’s cognitive conclusions about the conditions under which he or
she works. Other components of the engagement construct such as affect or intention are
seldom measured. Christian et al. (2011) criticised practitioner research methods for
gathering data about the employee engagement construct (that is, a perceived individual role
or work task construct) by using items that refer to work conditions not the work task.
Responses to such items are then used to infer a state of engagement that is then sometimes
seen as a statement of employee intention (Dalal et al., 2008; Macey & Schneider, 2008;
Zigarmi et al., 2009). (b) Some instruments do not distinguish attitudinal and behaviourally
orientated items, and responses are clumped together to infer a state of engagement (Little &
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Little, 2006). (c) Items used to measure employee engagement are not embedded in any
validated theory so it is unclear exactly how the items relate to desirable behaviour (Sparrow
& Balain, 2010). Macey & Schneider (2008) captured the essence of the implications
stemming from some employee engagement measures when they wrote: “…if one does not
know what one is measuring, the action implications will be, at best, vague and, at worst, a
leap of faith” (p. 4).

Notwithstanding such challenges, there is some evidence of empirical merit related to the
employee engagement construct. For example, Rich et al., (2010) reported empirical evidence
that engagement exceeded job involvement, job satisfaction and intrinsic motivation in
predicting performance-related outcomes. Shuck et al. (2011) found the predictive utility of
engagement exceeded that of other antecedents such as job fit and psychological climate. In
one of the first studies to link self determination theory and employee engagement, Shuck et
al. (2015) reported empirical evidence that demonstrated as employees experienced higher
levels of autonomy, relatedness and competence, they also reported experiencing high levels
of engagement. Such findings are encouraging as they offer preliminary evidence of the
practical value that stems from opertationalising the employee engagement construct in
organisational settings. However, after conducting a recent and comprehensive review of the
employee engagement literature Shuck et al. (2013) concluded: “While its use in practice
gains momentum, little is known about how, or even if, employee engagement adds
uniqueness of any kind to the utility of HRD practice.” (p. 5)

2.7

Summary – Employee Engagement

Research relating to employee engagement is emerging but in its early stages of development
Much debate surrounds the employee engagement construct within and between practitioner
and academic communities. Specifically, there remains widespread confusion relating to the
level of analysis it represents, there is an absence of an agreed definition and conceptual
framework that explains how the employee engagement construct is formed and there is a
lack of statistical evidence that demonstrates its independence from other well researched
constructs such as job satisfaction, job involvement and organisational commitment.

To help guide theory and practice, scholars including Albrecht (2010), Macey & Schneider
(2008) and Shuck et al. (2013) have called for agreement on a common definition of the
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employee engagement construct in order to distinguish it from related constructs such as job
satisfaction, job involvement and organisation commitment, a strong unifying theory which
frames its formulation, investigation of the antecedents to and consequences of employee
engagement, and the development and testing of valid and reliable measures.

SECTION 2 – EMPLOYEE WORK PASSION
In an effort to respond to the inconsistency and confusion in the academic and practitioner
literature relating to the employee engagement construct, Zigarmi et al. (2009) presented a
review of the employee engagement literature and offered a new term to describe a
conceptually related but distinct construct, that is, “employee work passion” and a precise
definition of it (see 1.1.4 Employee Work Passion). In addition, Zigarmi et al. (2009, 2011)
proposed and tested a cognitive, process model, that is, the EWPA model (see Figure 1.1), to
serve as a theoretical framework that explains or accounts for how employee work passion is
formed. The EWPA posits that an employee becomes passionate about his/her work through
a mental appraisal process. A detailed discussion of the literature relating to the appraisal
construct and each of the four components of the EWPA model, that is, cognition, affect,
well-being and intention, follows.

2.8

The Appraisal Construct

The EWPA model is based on the social cognitive theory of appraisal (see Bandura, 1986;
Lazarus, 1982, 1984, 1991a, 1991b; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) and related to the theories of
reasoned action (TRA; see Ajzen, & Fishbein, 1980) and planned behaviour (TPB; see Ajzen,
1991). These theories seek to explain general behaviour and hypothesise that appraisal and
intentions play a significant role in the prediction of behaviour (Webb & Sheeran, 2006).
Social cognitive theory contends that human behaviour is agentic in nature; that is, people
can exercise influence over what they do and what they experience (Bandura, 1986; Deci &
Ryan, 1985). However, making a choice requires an appraisal of the situation that involves
judgement and discrimination that is based largely on past experience (Lazarus, 1984).
Numerous authors including Bandura (1986), Lazaras (1982, 1984, 1991a, 1991b), Lazarus
and Folkman (1984), Shamir (1991) and Tzeng (1975) contended that humans are meaningoriented and meaning-creating creatures who constantly appraise their environment (that is, a
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process that evaluates objects, events and experiences from the perspective of their wellbeing) and react emotionally to some of these evaluations. The appraisal process involves
humans mentally connecting both past and present environmental experiences to their values,
emotions and expectations to form future intentions and behaviours (Tzeng, 1975). Put
simply, Lazarus (1991a) defined the human appraisal process as “an evaluation of the
significance of knowledge about what is happening to our personal well being” (p. 354).

Tzeng (1975) suggested that the process of human appraisal involves three key, interacting
variables: (a) personal characteristics of the individual making the appraisal or judgement (for
example, beliefs, motives, expectations, past history with the object(s) or experience being
appraised and past history in general); (b) the attributes of the object(s) or experience being
appraised (for example, the perceived characteristics of the person, place, process, event or
experience); and (c) the meaning the individual derives from the appraisal when the
evaluation is compared to already formed beliefs, expectations and past history held by the
appraiser.

The appraisal process within social cognitive theory seeks to explain general behaviour
(Bandura, 1986; Lazarus, 1991a, 1991b; Tzeng, 1975) and is conceptually divided into two
phases. In the first phase, individuals assess whether the situation or experience has relevance
for or impact on their sense of well-being (Lazarus, 1991a, 1991b; Lazarus & Folkman,
1984). Lazarus and Folkman (1984) list three kinds of primary appraisal: (a) irrelevant (that
is, no implication for the appraiser’s well-being); (b) benign-positive (that is, the outcome of
the appraisal is construed to preserve or enhance well-being or promises to do so); and (c)
stress (that is, the outcome of the appraisal is construed to include harm/loss, threat and
challenge or is anticipated to do so). The first phase or primary appraisal can be best
understood as the process of categorising an encounter with respect to its significance for
well-being. It includes information processing but is largely evaluative, focussed on meaning
or significance (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).
In the second phase, individuals make judgements and form conscious intentions that will
enable them to cope with the environmental impact (Lazarus, 1991a, 1991b). Lazarus &
Folkman, (1984) described secondary appraisal as:
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…a complex evaluative process that takes into account which coping
options are available, the likelihood that a given coping option will
accomplish what it is supposed to, and the likelihood that one can apply
a particular strategy or set of strategies effectively. (p. 35)
Without the appraisal process, individuals could not grasp the significance of what is
happening during encounters with the environment, nor could choose among alternative
values and courses of action (Lazarus, 1991b).
The Appraisal Construct and Employee Work Passion

Although social cognitive theory uses the general terms of cognition, affect, well-being and
intention, in the EWPA model these constructs are situated in the organisational context of
work (Zigarmi et al., 2009). Further, central to the EWPA model is the embedding of the
appraisal construct into the work passion construct. Zigarmi et al. (2009) contended that the
premise of the EWPA model is that all employees are constantly appraising their work
environment. First, employees cognitively appraise job characteristics (for example,
autonomy, feedback and workload balance), organisational characteristics (for example,
perceptions of justice, opportunities to collaborate and opportunities for growth) and
interpersonal experiences (for example, interactions with leaders and colleagues). Employees
determine whether the situation or experience is relevant to them and feelings generated from
the appraisal process determine an employee’s sense of well-being (Zigarmi et al., 2009).

Second, employees make judgements about forming conscious intentions that lead to
subsequent behaviour such as how to cope with the environmental impact and the sense of
well-being or lack thereof (Zigarmi et al., 2009). There are five intentions included in the
EWPA model: intent to use discretionary effort; intent to perform; intent to endorse the
organisation; intent to stay in the organisation; and intent to use OCB. These intentions lead
to positive or negative consequences or outcomes relating to either job role or organisational
role behaviours within the EWPA model (see Figure 1.1). At the heart of the EWPA model is
the theory that employee work passion is not static but dynamic and in a state of fluidity with
each new appraisal (Zigarmi et al., 2009). Therefore, employee work passion should be
viewed as a process, not a final state of being (Shuck et al., 2013).
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The four latent constructs of the appraisal process (cognition, affect, well-being and
intention) will be discussed in turn. In addition, each of these constructs will be reviewed in
the context of employee work passion theory.

2.8.1 Cognition

The first of the four latent constructs of the EWPA model is cognition. Cognition involves the
development and accumulation of thought patterns or mental schema that retain the features,
images, feelings and ideas associated with the work experience being appraised (James &
James, 1989; Wofford, Goodwin, & Whittington, 1998). These descriptive mental schema are
formed during the initial stages of the first phase of the appraisal process of the work
experience. The appraiser then moves from the initial accumulation of descriptive mental
schema – descriptive characteristics of “what is” – to evaluative conclusions of the work
experience by comparing it to already formed schema using the appraiser’s past experience.
In doing so, a new schema is created or overarching conclusions achieved (James & James,
1989; Wofford et al., 1998). Lord and Kernan (1987) posited that interrelated schemas form
and hierarchical conclusions or schemata take shape because the perceived world contains
highly correlated elements.

Cognition and Employee Work Passion

One of the innovative and distinct aspects of employee work passion theory is the inclusion
of cognitive models of behaviour that enable an in-depth understanding of the causality or
process of formation of employee work passion. When considering the role of work cognition
in the formation of employee work passion, Nimon et al. (2011) suggested that the schematic
aspects of cognitive processing are important for the formation of employee work passion as
they usually involve higher order strategies such as the assignment of causes to behaviour,
events and outcomes, the examination of consequences of outcomes and behaviours, and the
anticipation of future results.

Zigarmi et al. (2009) argued that measures of work cognition need to consider both job and
organisational aspects of the employee work experience (see 2.5 Debate and Discussion). In
addition, Zigarmi et al. (2009) called for work cognition to be measured separately from work
affect to avoid blurring descriptions of the work environment with affective inferences that
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may be the result of those cognitions. Overall, research of the role of cognition in the work
passion appraisal process is developing but yet to mature.

2.8.2 Affect

The second of the four latent constructs of the EWPA model is affect. Watson and Clark
(1985) defined affect, in a broad sense, as a phenomenological state of feeling, usually
described in terms of positive or negative emotions – for example, happy, sad, joyful,
anxious. Affect can be thought of as an overarching term encompassing both “state affects”,
which are in-the-moment, short-term affective experiences or moods, and “trait or
dispositional affects”, which are more stable tendencies to feel and act in certain ways and are
a dimension of personality (Watson & Clark, 1985).

The study of affect in organisations received much research attention in the 1930s but faded
from focus during the following decades. Brief and Weiss (2002) argued that research interest
in affect was replaced by a conceptually narrow approach that viewed affect almost
exclusively in terms of job satisfaction and investigated environmental characteristics as
causes of job satisfaction at the expense of considering dispositional factors. In the mid-1980s
and 1990s, much research focus was given to the role of moods and emotions in psychology
and this may have prompted renewed interest in these constructs by those interested in
organisational behaviour (Brief & Weiss, 2002).

Since the 1990s, there has been considerable research interest in the role affect plays in
organisations. Researchers have examined the role affect plays in well-being (Fredrickson &
Joiner, 2002), in decision making (Forgas & George, 2001), in organisational change (Fugate
et al., 2011), in leadership (Gaddis, Connelly, & Mumford, 2004), in the individual appraisal
process (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) and in the formation of employee work passion (Zigarmi
et al., 2009, 2011). Using meta-analytical techniques, Thoresen, Kaplan, Barsky, Warren, &
de Chermont (2003) presented a review of the affect literature and reported significant
correlations between employee affect and job related attitudes including job satisfaction,
organisational commitment, turnover intentions and dimensions burnout. As Barsade &
Gibson (2007) suggested, implicit in this renewed focus on work affect is the
acknowledgement that:
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...affect matters because employees are not isolated “emotional islands”.
Rather, they bring all of themselves to work, including their traits,
moods, and emotions, and their affective experiences and expressions
influence others. Thus, an understanding of how these affective
experiences and expressions operate and influence organizational
outcomes is an essential piece in understanding how work is done and
how to do it better. (p. 54)
Within the context of the theory of appraisal, affect or emotions are defined as lasting
inferences generated during and after cognitive conclusions concerning the significance that
the experience has for the appraiser’s sense of well-being (James & James, 1989; Lazarus &
Folkman, 1984). Conceptually, appraisals comprise both cognitive and affective components
that are independent yet related (Lazarus, 1984). Lazarus (1984, 1991a) posited that cognitive
and affective schema can often occur simultaneously. Lewis (2005) supported this hypothesis
and contended that cognitions and emotions are related via “bi-directional paths”. Wong and
Law (1999) described the relationship between cognition and affect as “synchronous and
reciprocal”. Lazarus (1991a) summarised this theme within the literature that contends that
feeling is usually not free from thought and thought is not free from feeling when he stated:

The functional relationships between cognition and emotion are
bidirectional. As an effect or dependent variable, emotion is the result of
appraisals of the significance of what has happened for personal wellbeing…As a cause or independent variable, emotion may impair or
interfere with subsequent thought and also produce feedback about its
consequences, which engender further thoughts that are emotional. (p.
353)
Further, Lazarus (1991b) hypothesised that depending on the situation, three possible
outcomes arise as functions of appraisal and these are: (1) biological urges to act, (2) affect or
subjective experience and (3) physiological responses. The unique combination of these
outcomes determines which particular emotion (for example, anger, joy, sadness, pride,
anxiety) will result from any appraisal (Lazarus, 1991b).

Fugate et al. (2011) empirically examined the pattern of relationships between appraisal,
emotions and coping in a field study investigating the role of employee affect in the context
of organisational change. Fugate et al.’s (2011) findings supported the presence of
synchronous reciprocal relationships between cognition and emotion and they concluded that
emotions are a critical component of individual experience with change.
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Affect and Employee Work Passion

The affect construct within the employee work passion framework refers to the unconscious
or conscious emotional reactions generated during the first phase of the appraisal process
stemming from perceptions that the work experience is either threatening or enhancing to the
appraiser (James & James, 1989). Zigarmi et al. (2009) posited that the affect construct
within the employee work passion framework referred to “state affect”, not “trait or
dispositional affects”. Zigarmi et al. (2009) argued that for over two decades affect had been
measured successfully in the job attitude literature (that is, job satisfaction, organisational
commitment and burnout) and therefore could and should be included and measured as one of
the latent and distinct constructs within the employee work passion appraisal process.

When considering the role of affect in the formation of employee work passion, the academic
literature on appraisal clearly demonstrates that cognition and affect are bound in an
individual’s appraisal of environmental experience. However, as Zigarmi et al. (2009)
highlighted, in the majority of research on employee engagement (particularly within the
practitioner community) affect is rarely measured. Furthermore, within the body of literature
from the practitioner community, affect is often inferred through the measurement of
cognitive descriptions of work conditions; for example: “People in my work group quickly
resolve conflicts when they arise”; “My job provides me with chances to grow and develop”
(Wellins et al., 2005, p. 28). As highlighted in 2.6 Theoretical and Practical Implications,
scholars such as Macey and Schneider (2008) pointed out that commercial engagement
instruments often use the results of these descriptive conclusions concerning conditions under
which respondents work to infer a state of engagement.

Separate field tests of the EWPA model (see Roberts & Zigarmi, 2014; Zigarmi et al., 2011,
2015; Zigarmi & Roberts, 2012) all concluded that the affective or emotional aspects of
experience shapes the individual’s appraisal of his or her work experience significantly.
Furthermore, these studies reported the magnitude of the correlations indicated a stronger
relationship between positive affect and behavioural intentions than between negative affect
and behavioural intentions. Overall, however, research on the role of employee affect in the
employee work passion appraisal process is undeveloped.
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2.8.3 Well-being

The third of the four latent constructs of the EWPA model is well-being. Much research on
the concept of well-being has been conducted in the areas of personality, social psychology
and applied psychology (Lent, 2004) and dates back to the work of Flugel (1925). Renewed
interest in the well-being construct occurred during the human relations movement of the
1960s and has been a topic of academic interest in recent decades within the varied fields of
appraisal (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), self determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 2008; Ryan &
Deci, 2000, 2001), counselling psychology (Lent, 2004) and psychological well-being (Ryff,
1989, 1995). Accordingly, a variety of approaches that define and conceptualise the job wellbeing construct exist. In their comprehensive review of the well-being literature, Ryan and
Deci (2001) noted that the study of well-being has emerged from two broad, distinct but
overlapping traditions, that is, hedonic (subjective or emotional well-being consisting of
pleasure or happiness) and eudaimonic (psychological well-being consisting of fulfilling
one’s true nature or potential). Ryan and Deci (2001) concluded that well-being could be
defined as a multi-dimensional phenomenon that includes aspects of both the hedonic and
eudaimonic conceptions and refers to optimal psychological functioning and experience.

Numerous authors including Bandura (1986), James and James (1989), Lazarus (1991a,
1991b) and Lazarus and Folkman (1984) have suggested that the first phase of the appraisal
process includes the formation of schema or cognitive conclusions and affective inferences
about the individual’s state of well-being. As Lazarus (1991b) observed: “Appraisal is an
evaluation of the significance of what is happening for personal well-being – in effect, a
personal stake is involved” (p. 824). To explain this process further, James and James (1989)
argued that within the first phase of the appraisal process, the appraisal moves from an initial
judgement or description to a higher order judgement or valuation of the environment’s
attributes. Such valuation has meaning and is internally oriented and requires additional
information processing to judge first, the relevance of the environmental attributes to the
appraiser (that is, their importance in terms of one’s goals) and second, how much value the
individual places on what is perceived in the environmental attributes (James & James,
1989). During this higher order process individuals ask of themselves, “Am I in trouble or
being benefited, now or in the future, and in what way?”, “What if anything can be done
about it?” and “How will these perceived objects or events impact my personal sense of wellbeing?” (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984, p. 31). Since all people are meaning-oriented and
Chapter 2 – Literature Review

Page 45

Employee Work Passion: Leadership Behaviour, Employee Affect and Work Intentions

meaning-creating, they are constantly evaluating the environment from the standpoint of their
own well-being and reacting rationally and emotionally to those evaluations (Lazarus, 1991a,
1991b; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984).

Well-being and Employee Work Passion

The study of linkages between psychological well-being and employee engagement has
gained momentum in recent decades (see Robertson & Cooper, 2010; Schaufeli, 2012;
Schaufeli, Taris, & van Rhenen, 2008; Shuck & Reio, 2013). For example, in a cross-cultural
study of 216 health care workers, Shuck and Reio (2013) examined how employee
engagement moderates the relation between psychological workplace climate (measured by
perceptions of supportive management, role clarity, contribution, recognition, self-expression
and challenge) and psychological well-being. They reported that employee engagement
moderated relations between workplace climate factors and psychological well-being.
Further, high-engagement group employees demonstrated higher psychological well-being
and personal accomplishment and, contrastingly, low-engagement group employees
demonstrated lower psychological well-being and exhibited higher emotional exhaustion and
depersonalisation.

In employee work passion theory, Zigarmi et al. (2011) considered well-being from the
domain experience related to the job. The justification for this position is that more research
makes the connection between cognition and a sense of job well-being using the job or role as
the focus compared to the research that uses the organisation as the central focus. Hence,
Zigarmi et al. (2011) adopted the definition of well-being by Schaufeli et al. (2002) as a
positive, fulfilling work-related state of mind characterised by vigour, dedication and
absorption that evolved from the stress and burnout literature from the 1980s and 1990s. The
construct of well-being is embedded in the EWPA model between the constructs of
cognition/affect and intention (see Figure 1.1). Research on the employee work passion
appraisal process has only commenced in recent years and research focusing on the role of
well-being in the EWPA model is limited. However, preliminary evidence suggests the wellbeing construct plays a central role in the first phase of the appraisal process (see Zigarmi et
al., 2011).
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2.8.4 Intention

The fourth latent construct within the EWPA model is intention. Wicker (1969) conducted a
seminal review of the social psychological literature and demonstrated that general attitudes
only weakly predict specific behaviours. Subsequently, theories such as the theory of
reasoned action (Ajzen, & Fishbein, 1980) and the theory of planned behaviour (Ajzen, 1991)
have sought to develop integrated models of behaviour that have included additional
determinants such as intentions. Such models contend that intention is the most immediate
and important predictor of behaviour (Webb & Sheeran, 2006).

Intentions are mental representations of behaviour an individual might or will use that serve
to guide purposeful action (Ajzen, 1991; Bagozzi, 1992). As Ajzen (1991) stated:

Intentions are assumed to capture the motivational factors that influence
a behavior; they are indicators of how hard people are willing to try, of
how much effort they are planning to exert, in order to perform the
behavior. As a general rule, the stronger the intention to engage in the
behavior, the more likely should be its performance. (p. 181)
Lazarus and Folkman (1984) posited that intentions are a guide to purposeful action that
individuals might choose amongst alternatives to cope with their sense of well-being or lack
thereof. Intentions can be divided into two categories, “goal intentions” and associated
“means intentions” (Gollwitzer, 1999; Heckhausen & Beckman, 1990). Goal or outcome
intentions specify a certain end point, for example, a performance level or an outcome. The
consequence of having a formed goal intention is a sense of commitment that obligates the
individual to pursue and attain the goal (Gollwitzer, 1999). Means or implementation
intentions specify the how, when and where of responses that lead to goal completion. Means
intentions play the role of enabling the individual to get started on a path toward goal
attainment and eventually in achieving the goal specified in the goal intention (Gollwitzer,
1999).
It is important to note that a number of authors (see Ajzen, 1991; Armitage & O’Connor,
2001; Bagozzi, 1992) have contended that behavioural intentions expressed in actual
behaviour are contingent upon a number of factors: (a) volitional control of the individual
(that is, the person can decide at will to perform or not perform the behaviour); (b) the
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presence and degree of motivational factors such as the availability of opportunities to engage
in the behaviour and resources (for example, skills, time, money, cooperation of others); and
(c) the individual’s perceived behavioural control (that is, the person’s belief as to how easy
or difficult performance of the behaviour is likely to be).

Intention and Employee Work Passion

In the context of employee work passion process, Zigarmi and Nimon (2011) argued that the
result of the first phase of the appraisal of the job and organisational environment is a positive
or negative sense of well-being. This sense of well-being impacts the consequent formation
of behavioural work intentions in the second phase of the appraisal process. Further, Zigarmi
and Nimon (2011) suggested that intentions are closely linked to behavioural consequences
such as use of discretionary effort, in role performance, organisational endorsement, turnover
behaviour and OCB and therefore are proximal and effective measures of work passion.

Within the EWPA model, means intentions as opposed to goal intentions are included as
dependent variables (Zigarmi et al., 2012). Zigarmi et al. (2012) cited three reasons why
means intentions are included in the EWPA model. First, means intentions are better
predictors of behaviour than outcome measures of organisational commitment or job
satisfaction (see Griffeth, Hom, & Gaetner, 2000; Steel & Ovalle, 1984; Tett & Meyer,
1993). For example, in a meta-analytical study involving 178 independent samples from 155
studies, Tett & Meyer (1993) demonstrated that intentions were more predictive of turnover
behaviour than either job satisfaction or organisational commitment, both of which were
found to be more distal outcomes. Furthermore, they reported that intentions mediate nearly
all attitude linkages to outcome behaviours, for example, turnover and absenteeism.

Second, the use of means intentions reduces blurring at a conceptual level (Zigarmi et al.,
2012). For example, much of the employee engagement research measures the impacts of
different conceptual constructs (for example, cognition and affect) as one (for example, job
satisfaction), so the measurement of employee engagement is blurred by expressions of
satisfaction (Wefald & Downey, 2009).

Third, by measuring means intentions, the risk of inference (meaning when one concept is
used to suggest another concept) is reduced (Zigarmi et al., 2012). For example, in many
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organisational engagement studies, employee engagement has been inferred through a
correlation between perceptions of environmental variables concerning the conditions under
which employees work and a cognitive statement of organisational commitment or job
satisfaction. Such practice does not consider the role of affect and well-being in the creation
of employee engagement (Zigarmi et al., 2009).

Using the Zigarmi et al. (2009) EWPA model as a theoretical foundation, Zigarmi et al.
(2012) conducted a review of literature in order to select work intention constructs that
mediate the relationship between employee well-being and job and organisational role
behaviours such as absenteeism, attrition and performance. Zigarmi et al. (2012) stated:
Since we’re ultimately concerned with behaviors that reflect employees
who are passionate about their work, it would be important to identify
intentions that lead to behavior indicative of that work passion, not
business outcomes [such as productivity, sales, stock price or customer
satisfaction] that could be the result of those behaviors. (p. 26)
Zigarmi et al. (2012) identified five work intention scales: (1) Intent to use discretionary
effort. This intention is defined as the extent to which an employee expends effort on behalf
of the organisation, above and beyond agreed requirements. (2) Intent to perform. This
intention is defined as the extent to which an employee intends to do his/her job at a higher
than average level, thereby helping the organisation to succeed. (3) Intent to endorse the
organisation. This intention is defined as the extent to which an employee intends to endorse
the organisation and its leadership to others as a good place to work and as a quality supplier
of goods and services. (4) Intent to stay in the organisation. This intention was often referred
to in the literature as intent to leave or turnover. However, Zigarmi et al. (2012) decided to
name this intention in the “positive voice” and defined it as the extent to which an employee
intends to remain with an organisation. (5) Intent to use OCB. This intention is defined as the
extent to which an individual intends to behave in ways that are respectful, considerate and
sensitive to others and which support the welfare and effectiveness of the entire organisation.

These five intention constructs within the EWPA model were purposely selected to measure
an employee’s behavioural intentions rather than use descriptive cognitions or affective
inferences about the work environment (see Zigarmi & Nimon, 2011; Zigarmi et al., 2012).
Reporting on two studies, Zigarmi et al. (2012) established construct and convergent validity
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for the five intention scales and presented empirical evidence which supports the correlation
of these five intention variables to various dependent variables including job satisfaction, job
involvement, job performance and organisational commitment. Such findings have confirmed
that employee behavioural intentions are an important outcome of the second phase of the
employee work passion appraisal process.

2.9

Empirical Testing of the EWPA Model

The EWPA model explains the psychological process which underpins how employee work
passion is formed. It is an emerging concept based on social cognitive theory (see Bandura,
1986; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984) and has as its conceptual foundation an appraisal process
involving four distinct but related latent elements (that is, cognition, affect, well-being and
intention) that explain the formation of an individual’s sense of work passion (Zigarmi et al.,
2011). In a field test of the EWPA model, Zigarmi et al. (2011) used SEM and confirmed a
structural model of employee work passion (see Figure 2.1) that showed the correlations
between the four latent constructs were differentially important. These findings offered
empirical support for the theory that the formulation of employee work passion is a process
by which job well-being and work intentions result from cognitive conclusions and affective
inferences that employees form about their work experiences.

Figure 2.1: Employee Work Passion Structural Model. Standardised parameter estimates are presented. A solid
arrow indicates a significant relationship and a dotted arrow indicates a non-significant relationship (p < .05).
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Source: Zigarmi et al. (2011). A preliminary field test of an employee work passion model. Human Resource Development
Quarterly, 22(2), 195-221.
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Zigarmi et al. (2011) confirmed the following relationships among the four latent constructs
within the EWPA model: (a) Work cognition and work affect were significantly correlated
(.73). This finding is supported in the literature that suggests most appraisals comprise of
both cognitive and affective aspects (Fugate et al., 2011) and cognitive and affective schema
can occur simultaneously (Lazarus, 1991a). (b) Work cognition had no significant impact on
employee job well-being (.07) without an accompanying affective component. This indicates
that work cognition failed to explain any significant variance in job well-being that was not in
common with the affective inferences that individuals drew from work experiences. (c) Work
affect and job well-being were significantly related (.80). Thus, well-being may be affective
“in character”. (d) Job well-being and work intention were related significantly (.39). Thus,
support for the hypothesis that work intention or coping strategies stem from perceptions of
well-being was evident. (e) Work cognition and work intention were related significantly
(.24). Considering the second phase of the appraisal process requires the formation of
intentions to cope with either a positive or negative sense of well-being, some cognition
would have to be used in order to decide alternative courses of action (Lazarus & Folkman,
1984). (f) Work affect and work intention were related significantly (.29). This finding is
supported by the literature (see Thoresen et al., 2003) and could be explained by the
suggestions of some authors that affect is needed to sustain intention over time and beyond
the sense of well-being (Bagozzi, 1992; Bagozzi & Yi, 1989; Fugate et al., 2011). Overall,
Zigarmi et al. (2011) concluded that job well-being partially mediated the relationship
between work cognition/work affect and work intentions.

Additional studies have investigated various relationships between the latent constructs of the
EWPA model (see Roberts & Zigarmi, 2014; Zigarmi et al., 2011, 2015; Zigarmi & Roberts,
2012). These studies found overall support for the hypothesis that underpins the EWPA
model, that is, the formulation of employee work passion is a process that involves cognitive
and affective appraisals of work experience which result in workplace behavioural intentions.
Further, these studies provide preliminary support for the assertion that the role of affect in
influencing employee behavioural intentions is significant. However, to date, the majority of
these studies used convenience based samples from an email data base owned by a training
and management consulting company based in the USA. Given the continued globalisation of
the workforce (see 1.1.1 Organisational Change), data from non-USA samples would
enable the factor structure of the EWPA model to be tested in different cultures and the
results may allow findings to be generalised across countries.
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2.10

Antecedents to Employee Work Passion

Within the EWPA model, antecedents to the appraisal process are identified in two broad
groups: (1) personal antecedents and (2) environmental antecedents (see Figure 1.1).
Literature relating to these two groups of antecedents within the EWPA model and
subsequent implications for this study will be discussed next.

2.10.1 Personal Antecedents

Authors such as Kahn (1990), James and James (1989), Saks (2006) and Zigarmi et al. (2009)
all suggested that both individual and organisational factors influence the psychological
experience at work and this experience drives work behaviour. Research investigating the
specific individual characteristics or attributes of the appraiser has identified that personal
antecedents do influence respondents’ perceptions of what is being appraised. For example,
Britt (2003) concluded that individuals who possessed aspects of personal identity that were
consistent with the overall ethos of their occupations were less likely to let ambiguous
circumstances relating to job clarity, job relevance, and job control detract from their
personal engagement at work. Avery, McKay, and Wilson (2007) found that employee
engagement was negatively correlated to personal antecedents such as organisational tenure,
positional tenure and age and positively correlated with job satisfaction of younger coworkers (that is, < 40 years). Shuck and Reio (2011) reported that employee engagement was
positively and significantly correlated with job fit (that is, the degree to which a person feels
their personality and values fit with their current job) and affective commitment (that is, a
sense of belonging and emotional connection to one’s job, organisation or both). In a study
on work engagement, Steger, Littman-Ovadia, Miller, Menger, and Rothman (2013) found
that the relationship between affective disposition and work engagement differed according
to the extent to which individuals perceived their work as meaningful.

Within the EWPA model, personal antecedents include the values, experiences, motives and
traits of the appraiser (Zigarmi et al., 2009, 2011). The EWPA model hypothesises that as
individuals appraise a situation, make sense of it and reach conclusion about what is
happening, what it means to them, how it will affect them, how they feel about what is
happening, what they intend to do and what they actually do, these questions are all filtered
through a lens of who they are (that is, the appraiser’s personal characteristics). Put simply,
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an employee’s perceptions of his/her environment interact with his/her personal
characteristics in the process of appraisal, which leads to a positive or negative sense of wellbeing and various behavioural intentions to cope with that sense of well-being.

More recently, two studies (see Roberts & Zigarmi, 2014; Zigarmi et al., 2014) assessed the
relationship between personal antecedents and work intentions. Roberts and Zigarmi (2014)
reported that dispositional cynicism was significantly related to employee affect and work
intentions and, in general, work intentions were more strongly linked to positive affect than to
negative affect. Zigarmi et al. (2014) investigated the relationship between four latent
psychological constructs, that is, employee perceptions of their level of external or internal
locus of control (as a personal antecedent), motivational outlook (as a cognitive judgement)
and perceptions of work passion (manifested by a sense of well-being) and resultant
behavioural intentions. Partial mediation testing found that the personal antecedents of locus
of control and motivational outlook both influence the degree to which employees are
harmoniously passionate about their work. Furthermore, both harmonious and obsessive
passion were found to predict employee work intentions with stronger relationships between
measures of harmonious passion and intentions compared to measures of obsessive passion
and intentions.

Additional research investigating how personal antecedents or characteristics of the appraiser,
for example, self-efficacy, motivational needs, values and beliefs, dispositional and decision
making preferences, influence the formation of employee work passion would be valuable as
this aspect of the EWPA model has just begun to be explored. Literature relating to
environmental antecedent constructs within the EWPA model will be discussed next.

2.10.2 Environmental Antecedents

In relation to those aspects of the environment that are external to the appraiser, three
construct separations (that is, organisational experiences, job experiences and people
experiences) encapsulate the possible antecedents on which cognitions and affect are formed
and work intentions are developed (Nimon et al., 2011; Nimon & Zigarmi, 2015a).
Environmental antecedent constructs are listed in Table 2.1.
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Table 2.1: Organisational, Job and People Experiences – Constructs
Constructs

Organisational
Cognition

Procedural
Justice

The extent to which employees perceive the organisation’s policies and
procedures are consistently and fairly applied.

Distributive
Justice

The extent to which employees perceive resources, compensation, and
workloads are fairly balanced.

Growth

The extent to which employees perceive that the organisational work
environment fosters expectations of learning, job growth and career
movement.

Performance
Expectations

The extent to which individuals understand what is expected of them and
feel that their work is compared to an agreed-upon standard.

Meaningful
Work

The extent to which employees view their work as having lasting worth
for themselves and others.

Autonomy

The extent to which employees can use their own judgement in the
interpretation of the organisation’s expectations of their job and how they
should accomplish their job tasks.

Workload
Balance

The extent to which individuals feel they have ample time to accomplish
their work.

Job
Cognition

Task Variety

People

Definition

The extent to which individuals feel that they have variety in both the type
of tasks and the complexity of tasks within their job role.

Connectedness
with
Colleagues

The extent to which employees perceive they have rewarding
interpersonal work interactions with their coworkers.

Connectedness
with Leader

The extent to which employees perceive a supportive and non-controlling
relationship with their leader, characterised by perceptions of interpersonal
fairness and psychological safety.

Feedback

The extent to which individuals perceive they have access to accurate and
fairly judged information concerning their job performance.

Cognition

Collaboration

The extent to which individuals perceive the organisation encourages
sharing of ideas, teamwork, and collaboration on projects and tasks.

Source: Nimon and Zigarmi (2015a). The work cognition inventory: Initial evidence of construct validity for the revised
form. Journal of Career Assessment, 23(1), 117-136.

Nimon et al. (2011) and Nimon and Zigarmi (2015a) assessed the degree to which these
cognitive aspects of an employee’s workplace experience formulated employee work passion.
All studies reported acceptable levels of reliability and factor validity relating to all
organisational, job and people factors. In addition, Nimon and Zigarmi (2015a) reported
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evidence of a hierarchical factor structure that yielded four superordinate constructs (that is,
work cognition, organisational cognition, job cognition and people cognition) that provide a
broad perspective of work cognition. These findings are important in establishing the role of
environmental antecedents in the work passion appraisal process. In addition, these findings
provide support for the argument that when assessing employee cognitive appraisals of the
workplace, items measuring what employees think about their work environment need to be
conceptually and empirically distinct from measures of affect that may be the result of such
cognitions.

This literature review revealed only two other studies (see Zigarmi & Roberts, 2012; Zigarmi
et al., 2015) that investigated environmental antecedents in the EWPA model. Zigarmi and
Roberts (2012) investigated the role of perceived managerial behaviour and managerial
values as antecedents in the work passion appraisal process. They reported that employee
affect partially mediated the effects of perceived managerial behaviour and managerial values
on employee work intentions. Zigarmi et al. (2015) assessed structural power at the
organisational level by examining employee perceptions of their leaders’ use of various forms
of power, employee affect and corresponding work intentions. They reported that employee
affect partially mediated the relationship between employee perceptions of their manager’s
use of various power bases and work intentions. Overall, this literature review found that the
role of environmental antecedents within the EWPA model is largely unexplored.

2.11

Strengths of the EWPA Model

There are three strengths of the EWPA model. First, Zigarmi et al. (2009) hypothesised that
employee work passion stems from the individual’s cognitive perceptions and affective
inferences of both job and organisational factors within the individual’s work experience.
This hypothesis is based on research that asserts there are multiple commitment forms that
are predictive of employee behaviour (see Brown, 1996; James & James, 1989; Saks, 2008).
This foundational belief serves to unify the positions held within the practitioner community
and the academic community (see 2.5 Debate and Discussion).

The second strength of the EWPA model is that it is built on conceptual frameworks of
passion whose definition of harmonious passion is congruent with social cognitive theory
(see Vallerand, 2008; Vallerand et al., 2003). Such theoretical underpinnings allow employee
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work passion to be defined as a concept beyond that of employee engagement (usually
described in the practitioner based engagement literature as engaged, disengaged and actively
disengaged in work activities) by offering a positive upper state of passionate commitment
that comes with repeated involvement in self-defining activities which in turn become a
central feature in an employee’s identity (Vallerand et al., 2003).

The third strength of the EWPA model is that it is supported by theory that provides a
theoretical framework that explains or accounts for the mental processes an individual
experiences in becoming passionate about their work. With a clearer understanding of the
relationships between latent aspects of the employee work passion appraisal process (that is,
cognition, affect, well-being and intention), less blurring of concepts and inference from
items used to measure constructs will occur (Nimon & Zigarmi, 2015a; Zigarmi et al., 2011).
Consequently, HRM professionals can develop targeted strategies to impact employee
cognitive perceptions and affect relating to specific environmental factors. Considering these
strengths of the EWPA model and related constructs in the literature such as employee
engagement, the Zigarmi et al. (2011) EWPA model formed the conceptual foundation of the
hypothesised model examined in this study.

2.12

Summary – Employee Work Passion

Research examining employee work passion theory and testing the EWPA model
commenced in 2009 and is evolving. Research has found that the employee work passion
appraisal process is multi-dimensional and involves cognitive and affective appraisals of
work experience which result in a sense of well-being which, in turn, impacts on workplace
behavioural intentions. Preliminary evidence has confirmed the hypothesis that the
formulation of employee work passion is a psychological process that involves both cognitive
and affective appraisals of work experience which result in behavioural intentions. Further,
the role of emotion in influencing employee behavioural intentions appears significant.
The EWPA model defines two broad groups of antecedents to the appraisal process –
personal characteristics of the appraiser and environmental experiences (that is,
organisational, job and people) that are external to the appraiser. This literature review
revealed only a small number of studies that investigated the role of antecedents in the
formation of employee work passion. Few studies have examined the role of environmental
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antecedents to the EWPA model. Currently, a gap in understanding relates to the role of
specific environmental antecedents in the creation of employee work passion. Further, this
literature review has identified that all studies relating to the EWPA model completed to date
obtained sample data from convenience-based samples within organisations in the USA.

Thus, the key focus of this study is to expand the research on the EWPA model by examining
employee perceptions of environmental antecedents that contribute to creating behaviours
indicative of passionate employees in an Australian organisational context. Three reasons for
this research focus exist. First, little research attention has been given to antecedents of the
EWPA model in general and therefore questions relating to how antecedent behaviours
interact with other constructs within the appraisal process remain. Second, HRM
professionals and organisational leaders have a greater opportunity to influence
environmental factors such as organisational, job and people experiences, rather than
influencing personal characteristics of the appraiser. Third, to date, no research has been
conducted on the employee work passion appraisal process that forms the conceptual
foundation of the EWPA model using non-USA samples. Therefore, the factor structure that
underpins the EWPA model is yet to be universally confirmed.
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SECTION 3 – LEADERSHIP
In the broad engagement literature, numerous authors have suggested that dyadic leaderfollower relations have the potential to influence employee engagement concepts
substantially. For example, Schaufeli and Salanova (2007) hypothesised that leadership is one
of the most important factors that influences work engagement. Macey and Schneider (2008),
Serrano and Reichard (2011), and Shuck and Herd (2012) all contended that leadership
behaviour is potentially a critical factor that influences employee engagement. However, little
is known about how this influence occurs (Shuck & Herd, 2012). Only a preliminary
understanding of how leadership influences the creation of employee work passion and which
leadership behaviours influence employee behavioural intentions exist (Nimon et al., 2011;
Zigarmi et al., 2011). Considering that the interpersonal work experience of employees is
shaped, in part, by their cognitive perceptions and affective inferences of their leader’s
behaviour (Zigarmi et al., 2011), developing a greater understanding of the role leadership
plays in the creation of employee work passion could be of benefit to HRM professionals and
organisational leaders who are seeking to identify drivers of employee work passion.

As outlined in 1.3 Aims of the Study, the primary aim of this study is to extend the research
on employee work passion by examining the role of leadership behaviour as an antecedent in
the employee appraisal process. Consequently, Section 3 of this review focusses on academic
literature relating to leadership in the dyadic leader-follower domain in order to identify
leadership behaviour constructs that are likely to be central in the employee work passion
appraisal process.

2.13

Leadership

The scientific study of leadership began in earnest in the 20th century. However, the concept
has been an age-old preoccupation and fascination of researchers and lay-persons alike.
Numerous scholars and philosophers throughout the ages including notables such as Plato,
Machiavelli, Rousseau and Weber all examined and proposed various theories and definitions
of leadership and appear to have been fascinated by the concept (Rejai & Phillips, 2004).
Many scholars and researchers have sought to find the reasons behind such fascination. For
example, Rost (1991) commented: “Leadership helps people explain effectiveness and
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concomitantly allows them to celebrate the people who achieve that effectiveness.
Conversely, a lack of leadership helps people explain ineffectiveness and allows them to
blame certain people for that ineffectiveness” (p. 8). More recently, Yukl (2012) suggested
that fascination with leadership may be due to the fact that “it is such a mysterious process, as
well as one that touches everyone’s life” (p. 17).

A seminal and systematic review of the published academic literature on leadership was
conducted by Stogdill (1974) where he collected and analysed nearly 5000 abstracts and
articles and concluded “…the endless accumulation of empirical data has not produced an
integrated understanding of leadership” (Stogdill, 1974, p. vii). During the decades following
Stogdill’s (1974) seminal work, the interest among academic scholars in leaders and
leadership has been strong and growth has been exponential. For example, as part of this
literature review, a search of the EBSCO host site (a leading information service provider of
full-text academic databases) revealed a significant trend, that is, during the period from 1980
to 1985, there were 8657 published books, articles, periodicals and primary source documents
on leadership; using identical search criteria for the period 1990 to 1995, 29 247 results were
revealed; for the period 2000 to 2005, the same search resulted in 90 891 results, and for the
period 2005 to 2010, the results of the search ballooned to 165 973.

Leadership is a concept that means different things to different people (Stogdill, 1974) and
although researchers usually define leadership according to their individual perspectives and
the aspects of the phenomenon of most interest to them (Yukl, 2012), a great deal is known
about the leadership phenomenon. In addition, contributions to the leadership literature have
been cumulative. It is also clear from the literature that definitions of leadership usually have
as a common denominator the assumption that leadership is a group or collective
phenomenon involving the interaction between two or more people (Bass, 1985, 2008; Burns
1978; Hersey & Blanchard, 1969; Yukl, 2012). Put simply, without followers, there is no
need for leaders. In addition, most definitions of leadership reflect the assumption that it
involves an “influence process” where intentional influence is exerted by leaders over
followers (Bass, 1985, 2008; Burns, 1978; Hersey, Blanchard, & Johnson, 1996; Yukl, 2012).
This definition of leadership, that is, that leadership is an influence process involving
interaction between two or more people, will be adopted for the purpose of defining
leadership in this review.
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Numerous paradigms and theories have been proposed in order to define and describe various
aspects of dyadic leader-follower relations. They follow a broad chronology as outlined in
Table 2.2 and can be broadly organised into two groups: (a) Traditional Leadership models
and (b) New Leadership theories. There is also much evidence of an accumulative effect in
relation to leadership theory development.

Table 2.2: A Chronology of Dyadic Leadership Theories
Historical Thread

Theory

Seminal Research

Traditional Leadership Models
Initiating Structure and
Consideration

Lewin, Lippert, and White, (1939);
University of Michigan studies
(1945); Ohio State University
studies (1945).

Managerial Grid

Blake and Mouton (1962)

Autocratic versus Democratic

Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1958)

Contingency Model of Leadership

Fiedler (1967)

Life Cycle Theory

Hersey and Blanchard (1969)

Path-Goal Theory

House (1971)

Decision Process Theory

Vroom and Yetton (1973)

Leader Behaviour Paradigm

Contingency Theory

New Leadership Theories
Exchange Theory

Leader-Member Exchange Theory

Dansereau, Graen, and Haga (1975)

Value-based Theory

Servant Leadership

Greenleaf (1977)

Charismatic Theory

Charismatic Leadership Theory

House (1977)

Transactional and
Transformational Leadership

Burns (1978); Bass (1985)

Attributional Theory of
Charismatic Leadership

Conger and Kanungo (1987)

Full-Range Leadership

Avolio (1999)

Authentic Leadership

Luthans and Avolio (2003)

Transformational Theory

The major theories within these two broad groups, that is, Traditional Leadership models and
New Leadership theories, which relate to the aims of this study, will be overviewed next.
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2.14

Traditional Leadership Models

2.14.1 Leader Behaviour Paradigm

The first significant group of theories that sought to explain dyadic leader-follower relations
was a school of thought known as the Leader Behaviour Paradigm. The Leader Behaviour
Paradigm attempted to describe the behaviours of effective leaders and represents the first
significant group of dyadic leadership theories. Stogdill (1974) suggested that the Leader
Behaviour Paradigm was a “scientific approach” to leadership because behaviours could be
seen, observed and measured. In 1939, Lewin, Lippert, and White’s seminal study of
leadership climate from a social psychological perspective established the premise that
behaviour derives from person and environment. Research programmes at the University of
Michigan and Ohio State University were greatly influenced by Lewin’s classic study that
emphasised the context as the predominant determinant of effective leadership, that is,
specific circumstances call for certain qualities in a leader (Stogdill, 1974). Researchers at the
Institute for Social Research at the University of Michigan produced a continuum with
production-centred leadership behaviour at one end and employee-centred leadership
behaviour at the other, that is, two independent leadership styles. They concluded that in
different circumstances, each style of leadership could be effective at different times (Reddin,
1967).

In 1945, the idea that leader behaviour should be depicted as a single dimension along a
continuum, moving from authoritative leadership to democratic leadership, was questioned
by researchers at the Bureau of Business Research at Ohio State University where they
concluded two broad groupings of leader behaviours, that is, Initiating Structure and
Consideration, were the two most important dimensions of leadership (Hersey & Blanchard,
1969). Initiating Structure was defined as the extent to which a leader clarifies leader and
employee roles, and is active in providing information, scheduling and evaluating
performance toward goal attainment (Fleishman & Peters, 1962; Fleishman & Simmons,
1970; Halpin, 1954). Consideration was defined as the extent to which a leader shows
concern and respect for employees, develops mutual trust and warmth in the relationship
(Fleishman & Peters, 1962; Fleishman & Simmons, 1970; Halpin, 1954). The Ohio State
University research found that Initiating Structure and Consideration were distinct
dimensions and this model suggested that the most effective leaders would use high amounts
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of behaviours from both dimensions. It was during the Ohio State University studies that
leadership behaviour was first plotted on two separate axes as opposed to a single continuum
(Hersey et al., 1996).

Criticisms of this two-factor categorisation of leader behaviour included limitations on
conceptual and methodological grounds (see House & Aditya, 1997; Korman, 1966;
Weissenberg & Kavanagh, 1972; Yukl, 1999a). For example, Korman (1966) reviewed
studies on the relationship between Initiating Structure, Consideration and measures of leader
effectiveness, including group productivity, performance under stress, absenteeism and
turnover, and concluded:
Despite the fact that ‘Consideration’ and ‘Initiating Structure’ have
become almost bywords in American industrial psychology, it seems
apparent that very little is known as to how these variables may predict
work group performance and the conditions which affect such
predictions. At the current time we cannot even say whether they have
any predictive significance at all. (p. 360)
In 1962, Blake and Mouton proposed a two-dimensional Managerial Grid. The Managerial
Grid theory was conceptually based on the two-dimensional model of Initiating Structure and
Consideration and posited that there were five types of leadership style, located in a fourquadrant matrix and based on the extent to which a leader demonstrated a concern for
production (task) and simultaneously, a concern for people (relationships). Blake and
Mouton’s (1967) grid implies that the most desirable leadership style is “team management”
– a high concern for both dimensions – and it would optimise leader effectiveness. This
“ideal leadership style” theory popularised the task and relationship dimensions of leadership
and was used extensively in organisational management development programmes
throughout the following decade (Hersey et al., 1996). Despite the widespread acceptance of
the Managerial Grid from the practitioner community, it was found to be lacking on
theoretical and conceptual grounds (see Reddin, 1967).

In their exhaustive review of the leadership literature, House and Aditya (1997) concluded
that critics of the Leader Behaviour Paradigm believed it lacked theoretical orientation, little
thought was given to the specific context in which a leader functioned or differences in
personal working style preferences of leader or employees, and the leader behaviours were
not generalisable and therefore lacked universal applicability. Overall, however, the
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contribution of the Leader Behaviour Paradigm was significant. First, leadership was no
longer considered an inborn trait. Rather, effective leadership could be taught. Second,
Initiating Structure and Consideration provided a detailed specification of task and personoriented behaviours (Fleishman & Harris, 1962). Third, Initiating Structure and
Consideration were found to be separate and distinct dimensions (Halpin, 1954; Fleishman,
1998; Fleishman & Harris, 1962; Stogdill, 1974). Fourth, Initiating Structure and
Consideration were the focus of the majority of leadership research until the advent of the
Contingency Theories in the 1970s. Fifth, positive correlations were found to exist between
Initiating Structure and Consideration and follower effort, satisfaction, effectiveness and
performance in both past research (see Fleishman & Harris, 1962; Fleishman & Simmons,
1970; Halpin, 1954) and recent research (see De Rue, Narghang, Wellman, & Humphrey,
2011; Judge et al., 2004; Lambert, Tepper, Carr, Holt, & Barelka, 2012; Michel et al., 2010).
Last, it is important to note that many of the theories of the Contingency era, for example,
Fiedler’s (1967) Contingency Model of Leadership and Hersey and Blanchard’s (1969) Life
Cycle Theory were built on the conceptual foundation provided by the Leader Behaviour
Paradigm. For these reasons, the two-factor categorisation of leader behaviour – Initiating
Structure and Consideration – may prove critical in the creation of employee work passion in
organisations in the 21st century.

2.14.2 Contingency Theory

Contingency Theory suggested that the behavioural theories of the previous two decades
were not adequate for the complexity of organisations in the 1960s and 1970s because
specific leader behaviours are only useful given the context in which the leader is operating.
Consequently, during the Contingency era research began to focus on the broader
environment in which leadership takes place. Situational moderators included supervisor
factors (for example, the context in which the leader operates, role demands on the leader),
subordinate factors (for example, competence, motivation) and task factors (for example,
autonomy levels given to the employee, task complexity) and were acknowledged as
variables that could impact leader behaviour, leader effectiveness and employee satisfaction
(Schriesheim & Kerr, 1974). The contingency theories suggested that contextual factors
moderate and mediate the effect of Initiating Structure and Consideration on effectiveness
outcomes (House & Aditya, 1997).
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The work of Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1958), Fiedler (1967), Hersey and Blanchard’s Life
Cycle Theory (1969), House’s Path-Goal Theory (1971), and Vroom and Yetton’s Decision
Process Theory (1973) were all impactful contingency theories of leadership that allowed for
the influences of situational specificity on leader behaviour and subsequent leader
effectiveness. Contingency Theory made the assumption that the effects of one variable on
leadership are contingent on other variables. This concept was a major insight at the time,
because it proposed that leadership could be different in different situations. Some criticism
of the Contingency Theories was based on the ambiguous validities of the models found in
field and laboratory tests (House & Aditya, 1997; Yukl, 2012). However, in the search for
variables that influenced leader effectiveness, the contingency theories led to investigation of
numerous situational variables including follower dynamics, motivation, organisational
culture, organisational change and power (Fairholm, 2002). Contingency Theory also led to
the development of later theories and models that have been widely accepted in research and
practice, for example, Hersey and Blanchard’s Situational Leadership® model of leadership.

Life Cycle Theory
There are two reasons why Hersey and Blanchard’s Life Cycle Theory (1969) will be
reviewed in detail in this review instead of other theories of the Contingency era. First, Life
Cycle Theory has the proven leader behaviours of Initiating Structure and Consideration from
the Leader Behaviour Paradigm as its conceptual origin. Second, Life Cycle Theory forms
the foundation of the Situational Leadership® II model of leadership that is widely used in
organisation practice today.

Reddin (1967) developed a 3-D Management Style Theory and was the first to add an
effectiveness dimension to the Initiating Structure (that was by this time being referred to as
“task concern”) and Consideration (that was by this time being referred to as “relationship
concern”) dimensions and suggested that there was no best leadership style. Hersey and
Blanchard’s Tri-Dimensional Leader Effectiveness Model built on Reddin’s work and was
published in 1969 by Training and Development Journal in an article titled “Life-Cycle
Theory of Leadership”. Responding to Korman’s (1966) suggestion of a curvilinear
relationship between Initiating Structure and Consideration and other variables, Hersey and
Blanchard proposed the Life-Cycle Theory of Leadership which emphasised behavioural
rather than attitudinal leadership dimensions and included the variable of the employee in an
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attempt to provide leaders with an understanding of the relationship between effective
leadership style and employee maturity. This theory was the first to emphasise the employee
as a key consideration of leader effectiveness because it was posited that, individually, the
employee can accept or reject the leader’s leadership attempts and, as a group, employees
determine a leader’s degree of personal power. Further, the theory suggested that as an
employee’s level of maturity increases, a different leadership style is required to be effective,
that is, one with less structure and less socio-emotional support. In Hersey and Blanchard’s
1972 edition of Management of Organisational Behaviour, the authors first started to use the
term “Situational Leadership” to describe their approach to leadership (Blanchard, Zigarmi,
& Nelson, 1993).

The Situational Leadership II model of leadership is commonly taught and operationalised in
organisations today. Widespread use and general acceptance of the Situational Leadership II
model of leadership could be leveraged by HRM professionals and organisational leaders in
their search for leadership behaviours that will encourage and foster employee work passion.

2.15

New Leadership Theories

In the mid-1970s a paradigm shift occurred in leadership thinking that placed an emphasis on
the emotional and symbolic aspects of leadership (Bass, 2008; Yukl, 2012). Labelled by
Bryman (1992) as “New Leadership”, the new leadership theories placed importance on
factors that transcended the situation and remained constant despite the contingencies. Such
factors included follower affect, follower trust and empowerment and individualised
consideration. Leaders were asked to provide vision, inspiration and charisma and to tap into
individual and organisation values to influence employees to make self sacrifices and perform
beyond expectations. House and Aditya (1997) referred to these leadership theories as “Neocharismatic”. Others such as Fairholm (2002) referred to them as “Values-based” and
“Transformational” theory.

Leader-Member Exchange Theory (Dansereau et al., 1975), Servant Leadership (Greenleaf,
1977), Charismatic Leadership Theory (House, 1977), Transactional and Transformational
Leadership (Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978), the Attributional Theory of Charismatic Leadership
(Conger & Kanungo, 1987), Full-range Leadership (Avolio, 1999) and Authentic Leadership
(George, 2003; Luthans & Avolio, 2003) were all significant and impactful theories of
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leadership within the New Leadership period. Four theories from the New Leadership genre
that relate to and inform the focus of this literature review will be reviewed next: Servant
Leadership, Charismatic Leadership Theories, Transformational Leadership and Full-range
Leadership.

2.15.1 Servant Leadership
The term “servant leadership” was first coined by Greenleaf (1977) when he initiated the
Servant Leadership movement in organisations. Although there have been four decades of
research, discussion and debate on this philosophy, there is no agreed definition or conceptual
framework for servant leadership (van Dierendonck, 2012). However, the literature (see
Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006; Greenleaf, 1977; Russell & Stone, 2002; van Dierendonck, 2012)
does reveal a number of core characteristics that define a servant leader: (a) having
organisational resources made available so employees can work towards fulfilling a higher
purpose and therefore give meaning to work; (b) going beyond self interest and being
genuinely concerned with followers’ needs; (c) creating opportunities for personal growth of
followers without it being necessarily related to organisational outcomes; (d) demonstrating a
motivation to become a leader that is combined with a need to serve; and (e) being a steward
of organisational assets and socially responsive to the community in which the organisation
exists.

A key distinguishing factor of servant leadership is that its focus is on individual followers
and this takes precedence over organisational goals. Put simply, servant leadership asks
leaders to lead followers for the followers ultimate good (Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006). Further,
in Greenleaf’s original conceptualisation, servant leadership has been considered a leadership
approach that elevates leaders and followers both morally and ethically (Greenleaf, 1977).
Thus, servant leadership moved the discussion of leadership towards a moral dimension.

The measurement of the servant leadership construct has been piecemeal at best (Avolio,
Walumbwa, & Weber, 2009b; van Dierendonck, 2012) because many different definitions
and measures of servant leadership have been proposed. Assessments vary in terms of scales
and items as they are based on different definitions of the construct. Overall, however, the
evidence that has been gathered suggests that a number of important positive outcomes for
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both followers and organisations are related to servant leadership. For example, follower
outcomes include follower job satisfaction through organisational justice and overall
psychological need satisfaction (Mayer, Bardes, & Piccolo, 2008), job attitudes (Davis &
Rothstein, 2006) and trust in leader (Joseph & Winston, 2005). Organisation outcomes
include positive OCB (Graham, 1995), increased trust in the organisation (Joseph & Winston,
2005) and team effectiveness (Irving & Longbotham, 2007).

In recent years, authors such as Avolio et al. (2009b) and van Dierendonck (2012) have
argued that interest in dyadic leader-follower relations have evolved from transformational
leadership toward a leadership model that has a stronger emphasis on a shared, relational and
value-laden leadership and has the personal growth of followers and socially responsible
stewardship of the organisation at its heart. These attributes are closely aligned with the
original tenets of servant leadership as prescribed by Greenleaf (1977). Further, these
attributes are included in the new psychological contract that has evolved between
organisations and employees (see 1.1.1 Organisational Change) in workplaces of the 21st
century. Conceptually, leadership that includes these attributes of the servant leadership
philosophy may prove critical in the creation of employee work passion. However, servant
leadership theory is lacking on conceptual grounds, for example, there is no agreed definition
and there is no consensus on a theoretical framework that supports it. Additionally, there are
several multi-dimensional and one-dimensional measures, each with its own emphasis on the
servant leadership concept, which has led to debate relating to how to best measure servant
leader behaviours. For both conceptual and methodological reasons, servant leadership
behaviours may not be most suited for measuring leadership behaviour in this study.

2.15.2 Charismatic Leadership Theories

Burns (1978) and Bass (1985) identified the need to shift the focus of dyadic leader-follow
relations from transactions that were largely based on how leaders and followers exchanged
with each other to theories that were labelled charismatic, inspirational, transformational and
visionary (Avolio et al., 2009b). Notable theories of this genre include the Theory of
Charismatic Leadership (House, 1977); the Theory of Transformational Leadership by Burns
(1978) and later operationalised by Bass (1985, 1999); and the Attributional Theory of
Charismatic Leadership (Conger & Kanungo, 1987). These theories have several common
characteristics. First, they stress symbolic and emotionally appealing leader behaviours such
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as vision, risk-taking and empowerment. Second, they involve providing followers with role
modelling, support and sensitivity, intellectual stimulation and individualised consideration.
Third, they attempt to explain how leaders can achieve social identification, internalisation of
the organisation’s mission or objectives and emotional contagion which lead, in turn, to
extraordinary levels of follow motivation, respect, trust, dedication, commitment and
performance.

The empirical research relating to the charismatic leadership theories has generally been
supportive in terms of its relationship with outcomes such as follower extra effort,
satisfaction with the leader, and leader effectiveness (see Bass, 2008; House and Aditya,
1997). Further, Harrison (1987) reported that positive charismatic leadership was found to
create an “achievement oriented” culture. Waldman, Ramirez, and House (2001) reported that
charismatic leadership is most effective in a crisis or under conditions of environmental
uncertainty. It is interesting to note, however, that Bass (1985) suggested that the response of
employees to a charismatic leader is likely to be polarised. Harrison (1987) highlighted the
potential costs of negative charisma:

In their single-minded pursuit of noble goals and an absorbing task,
people lose their sense of balance and perspective; the end can come to
justify the means. The group or organization exploits its environment,
and its members – to the detriment of their health and quality of life –
willingly exploit themselves in the service of the organization's purpose.
(p. 12)
Yukl (2012) stated that “the affective reaction aroused by charismatics often polarizes people
into opposing camps of loyal supporters and hostile opponents” (p. 320). Furthermore,
charismatic leadership is a transitory phenomenon when it is dependent on a leader who is
perceived by followers to be extraordinary in some way (Bryman, 1992). However, the
significant contribution of the charismatic leadership theories was that emotional processes
were recognised as being as important as rational processes, and symbolic actions were as
important as instrumental behaviour (Yukl, 2012).

In summary, the literature includes numerous studies that report positive employee and
organisational outcomes stemming from charismatic leadership although it appears this genre
of leadership is most effective in situations or times of crisis. In addition, authors such as
Bryman (1993) and Yukl (1999b) highlighted conceptual weaknesses of charismatic
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leadership including ambiguous constructs and a bias towards heroic conceptions of
leadership. Considering these conceptual shortcomings, charismatic leadership may not be
the most effective measure of leadership behaviour in the context of this study.

Literature relating to Transformational Leadership Theory and the Full-range Leadership
Model has dominated leadership research since 1990 (Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Michel et al.,
2010). For this reason, Transformational Leadership and the Full-range Leadership theories
will be examined in detail in this review in order to evaluate the suitability of using the
leadership factors, behaviours and associated measures from these theories in this study.

2.15.3 Transformational Leadership

In his book Leadership, a study of political leadership, Burns (1978) introduced the concept
of transforming leadership. He defined the transforming leader as one who is able to engage
the “full person” of the follower, raising them to a “higher level of morality”. He also made a
distinction between two types of leadership, that is, transactional and transformational. Burns
(1978) defined transactional leadership as occurring “…when a leader attempts to satisfy the
needs of followers by focusing attention on exchanges” (p. 4). This transaction or exchange
involves a promise of reward for good performance, or threat and discipline for poor
performance. The exchange could be political, economic or psychological in nature. Burns
described transformational leadership as more complex, but also more potent than
transactional leadership as it involves recognising and satisfying followers’ higher order
needs. In short, Burns’s definition of leadership requires mutuality of interests between leader
and follower, with the main difference between transactional and transforming types being
that the latter engages the full person whereas the former deals merely in exchange (Egan,
Sarros, & Santora, 1995).
Burns’s distinction between transactional and transformational leadership is important in that
it represented a new approach to the study of leadership, one that challenged the traditional
models of the organisational behaviourists and psychologists such as Fiedler (1967) and
House (1971). It was Bass (1985), however, who was the first to apply Burns’s (1978)
qualitative classification of transactional and transformational political leaders to the
organisational setting.
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Not surprisingly, there are many similarities but also some notable differences between these
two theorists’ conceptions of transactional and transformational leadership. Bass, like Burns,
viewed transactional leadership as an exchange between leader and follower for rewards and
compliance. Bass’s definition is based on Vroom’s (1964) Expectancy Theory of Leadership
and House’s (1971) Path-Goal Theory of Leadership and involves the leader in not only
recognising the role followers must play to attain desired outcomes, but also providing
followers with the confidence necessary to carry it out. In parallel, the leader recognises
followers’ needs and clarifies how those needs will be fulfilled in exchange for satisfactory
effort and performance (Bass, 1985).
Bass’s definition of transformational leadership, like that of Burns involves strong personal
identification with the leader. However, according to Bass (1985) the transformational leader
motivates followers to perform beyond expectations by expanding and elevating followers’
needs, by raising awareness of the importance and value of organisational goals and by
influencing followers to transcend their own self-interests for the good of the group and
organisation. Another key characteristic of transformational leadership as defined by Bass’s
(1985) paradigm is that a transformational leader establishes goals and objectives with the
intent of developing followers into leaders.
Burns’s (1978) position was that transactional and transformational leadership are opposite
ends of a continuum. In contrast, Bass (1985, 1999) viewed transactional and
transformational leadership to be distinct but not mutually exclusive processes. In essence,
Bass’s (1985) paradigm ranks transformational leadership as a higher order construct which
not only is built on but also augments the transactional leadership outcomes of subordinate
effort, satisfaction and effectiveness.

2.15.4 Full-range Leadership

Bass (1985) identified three components of transactional leadership (contingent reward,
management-by-exception active and management-by-exception passive), four components
of transformational leadership (idealised influence, inspiration, intellectual stimulation and
individualised consideration), and a factor called laissez-faire or non-leadership. With laissezfaire leadership there are neither transactions nor agreements between leader and employee
and there is no attempt to motivate employees or to recognise and satisfy their needs (Bass &
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Avolio, 1990). Bass described this taxonomy of leadership as a “full-range model of leader
behavior” (Avolio, 1999). The full-range theory of leadership is a multivariate theory in that
it argues for the joint inclusion of transactional, transformational and laissez-faire leadership
as distinct behaviours (Avolio, 1999).

Following Burns’s (1978) introduction of transforming leadership and the classification of
transactional and transformational leadership, studies investigating leadership, and in
particular Bass’s full-range leadership paradigm, have been prolific (Judge & Piccolo, 2004;
Michel et al., 2010). Additionally, within the full-range leadership framework there has been
an immense amount of research interest in the transformational construct. Judge and Piccolo
(2004) stated in their meta-analysis of the full-range leadership model: “…from 1990 to
2003…there have been more studies on transformational or charismatic leadership than on all
other popular theories of leadership combined” (p. 756).

The literature indicates that there are a number of reasons for this intense interest in the
transformational leadership construct. First, conceptual and methodological questions had
been raised in relation to the dominant leadership theory at that time, that is, Initiating
Structure and Consideration, which may have prompted researchers to look elsewhere for
answers to questions about leadership effectiveness (Hunt, 1999; Judge et al., 2004). Second,
House’s (1977) theory on charismatic leadership drew the focus of research attention to
higher end constructs such as charisma and vision (Judge et al., 2004). Third, despite Bass
(1999) stating that the best leaders are both transactional and transformational and that
transformational leadership augments the transactional leadership construct, a perception
appears to have developed that relates to the existence of a “correlational hierarchy” of
leadership behaviours, that is, from transformational (the most effective) to transactional to
laissez-faire (the least effective). This hierarchy may have had the unintended consequence of
creating a perception that transformational leadership is considered “best” in comparison to
transactional leadership and laissez-faire leadership and therefore has attracted more research
attention (Benson, Zigarmi, & Nimon, 2012). Fourth, transformational leadership has been
identified as effective in a wide variety of settings including business, military, industrial,
health and education, and at various levels of leadership including individual and group
(Bass, 1999; Lowe et al., 1996). Furthermore, transformational leadership behaviours were
reported to be positively correlated with leader effectiveness and subordinate satisfaction in
studies conducted in numerous countries including Australia, England, China, Japan,
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Singapore, The Netherlands and the USA (Bass, 1997). These positive findings may have
attracted more research interest in the transformational construct compared to the
transactional construct.

In general, comprehensive reviews of the research on the full-range leadership model reached
consistent and positive conclusions regarding the validity of its constructs in predicting
positive follower outcomes (see Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Lowe et al., 1996). For example,
transformational leadership factors have been shown to be related positively to numerous
follower outcomes such as intrinsic motivation (Bono & Judge, 2003), justice perceptions
(Cho & Dansereau, 2010) and subordinate job satisfaction and in-role performance
(Podsakoff et al., 1996). The transactional leadership factor contingent reward was found to
be related positively to follower outcomes such as follower extra effort and individual
satisfaction with the leader (Bycio et al., 1995) and particularly in business settings (Judge &
Piccolo, 2004). The transactional leadership factors management-by-exception active and
passive have both been found to be negatively related to follower outcomes such as follower
extra effort and individual satisfaction with the leader (Judge & Piccolo, 2004). Much of this
research has been quantitative with the factors measured by the Multifactor Leadership
Questionnaire (MLQ), an assessment designed by Bass to empirically identify factors which
indicate transactional, transformational and non-leadership styles (Bass & Avolio, 1990).
Notwithstanding the reported effectiveness of the full-range model, the widespread use of the
MLQ to measure the model’s underlying factors has not been without criticism (see
Antonakis et al., 2003; Bycio et al., 1995; Michel et al., 2010; Yukl, 1999b). Such criticism
can be grouped in two broad categories and will be discussed next.

The first broad area of criticism of the MLQ relates to the relative high levels of
multicollinearity reported among the transformational leadership scales (see Bycio et al.,
1995) and between transformational, transactional and laissez-faire leadership scales (see
Judge & Piccolo, 2004). Such findings suggest that these scales may not measure unique
underlying constructs. In the most comprehensive analysis of the true validities of
transformational and transactional leadership that has been undertaken, Judge and Piccolo
(2004) reported the results of their meta-analysis of the MLQ items used in 87 studies
involving a reported total of 626 correlations. Judge and Piccolo (2004) found that the
transactional behaviours of contingent reward and management-by-exception had validity
levels comparable with those of transformational leadership which makes it difficult to
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independently measure transactional and transformational factors. In addition, the effects of
transformational, transactional and laissez-faire leadership were substantially reduced when
controlling for their mutual influences (Judge & Piccolo, 2004).
Given these findings, it is important to note the role of the “augmentation process” at the
heart of Bass’s (1985, 1999) conceptualisation of transformational leadership. According to
Bass (1985), transactional leadership results in followers meeting expectations and they are
rewarded accordingly but to motivate followers to perform beyond expectations,
transformational leadership is required. Bass (1999) suggested that the augmentation of
transactional leadership with transformation leadership results in employees performing
beyond expectations and accentuates leadership effectiveness (Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Seltzer
& Bass, 1990; Waldman, Bass &, Yammarino, 1990). This suggests that without the
foundation of transactional leadership, transformational effects may not be possible. Judge
and Piccolo (2004) contended that the findings of their meta-analysis suggested a dilemma
relating to full-range leadership theory in relation to the high levels of multicollinearity found
between its underlying factors. Specifically, full-range leadership theory is a multivariate
theory that argues for the inclusion of transformational, transactional and laissez-faire
leadership factors (Avolio, 1999) and has an augmentation hypothesis at its foundation. Yet
when measured by the MLQ in its current form, it has proven difficult to separate the unique
effects of the underlying constructs because they correlate at very high levels, in effect,
calling the augmentation process into question.

The second broad area of criticism of full-range leadership relates to the transactional
construct measured by the MLQ. Numerous researchers including Benson et al. (2012),
Michel et al. (2010), and Yukl (1999a) contended that it contains a weak representation of
effective task-orientated behaviours and omits other important researched behaviours. Yukl
(1999a) commented: “In the MLQ, transactional leadership seems to be primarily concerned
about manipulating and controlling subordinates. Most of the positive task-orientated
functions that are a necessary part of effective leadership, are not included in the scale or
theory” (p. 43).
Michel et al. (2010) supported Yukl’s (1999a) position when they found, in an evaluation
measuring the extent to which the MLQ assesses the full-range model of leadership, that
additional behaviours not included in the MLQ explained additional, unique variance in
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assessments of managerial effectiveness. For example, task-oriented behaviours such as
positive forms of monitoring operations, short-term planning, clarifying roles and decisive
problem solving were found to be positively related to all managerial effectiveness outcomes.
Relations-oriented behaviours such as consulting, empowering and recognising also
improved the prediction of job satisfaction, organisational commitment and contextual
performance. Michel et al. (2010) concluded that the MLQ measures some important
leadership behaviours and overlooks a number of other impactful behaviours.

Considering these two major areas of criticism relating to full-range leadership theory and
particularly the MLQ used to measure it, this model of leadership may not be the most
effective measure of leadership behaviour in this study. However, it appears that expansion or
modification of the subscales of the transactional construct to include more diverse leader
behaviours may be of value. For example, it may reduce the current bifurcation of the fullrange leadership behaviours and therefore assist to determine the unique contribution of
transactional leadership in predicting various criteria and, potentially, the overall
augmentation possibilities stemming from the full-range leadership model may increase.

Interestingly, many researchers over the past 15 years, including Benson et al. (2012), Bycio
et al. (1995), Michel et al. (2010), Rafferty and Griffin (2004), Sarros and Santora (2001a)
and Yukl (1999a; 1999b) have all proposed that other leadership behaviours, particularly
those relating to the transactional construct need to be explored more fully in the context of
the definition of full-range leadership. It is important to note that many leadership behaviours
that could be considered to be transactional were included in the leadership models from the
Ohio State University and Michigan University studies from the Leadership Behaviour
Paradigm era. Thus, the major outcome of the third section of this literature review relates to
evidence that suggests the model of leadership that appears most suitable for the purposes of
measuring leadership behaviour in the context of the employee work passion appraisal
process is the two factor categorisation of leader behaviour, that is, Initiating Structure and
Consideration, from the Leader Behaviour Paradigm.

2.16

Leadership and Employee Work Passion

Notwithstanding the immense volume of scholarly research that has been devoted to
examining the role of leadership in creating desirable organisational outcomes, Judge et al.
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(2004) argued that the role of mediators in explaining how leadership behaviours affect
desirable employee outcomes had remained largely unexplored. Furthermore, only a limited
number of scholarly works that focussed on the role of leadership in the creation of work
engagement, employee engagement and employee work passion respectively, were identified
in this literature review. Examples of such research will be discussed next.

Leadership and Work Engagement. Some research examining the role of leadership
behaviour in the Schaufeli et al. (2002) conceptualisation of work engagement has begun (see
De Clerq et al., 2014; Tuckey et al., 2012; Zeng et al., 2010). However, the majority of this
research has been limited to either government service organisations such as the police force
and volunteer fire fighters or samples consisting of students who were not in permanent
employment. Scholarly studies that examined the empirical relationship between leadership
behaviour and work engagement in an organisational context include, but were not limited to,
the following. Timms et al. (2009) reported supervisor support was a significant antecedent to
work engagement in a study involving workers in Australia, New Zealand, China and Hong
Kong. Papalexandris and Galanaki (2009) investigated the relationship between work
engagement and Chief Executive Officer behaviour and reported significant relations
between leadership behaviours “articulating vision” and “being a good manager/mentor” and
engagement that were defined by measures of subordinate satisfaction, commitment,
motivation and effectiveness. De Clerq et al. (2014) captured data from 263 employees from
information technology companies and reported that servant leadership enhanced work
engagement, especially in the presence of goal-congruence and social interaction. Overall,
however, research investigating the role of leadership behaviour in the creation of work
engagement, particularly in an organisational context, is limited.

Leadership and Employee Engagement. Scholars have suggested that leadership is a critical
element in the development of employee engagement (see Macey & Schneider, 2008;
Serrano & Reichard, 2011; Shuck & Herd, 2012; Wollard & Shuck, 2011). However,
research measuring this hypothesis is sparse (Albrecht, 2010; Macey & Schneider, 2008;
Segers et al., 2010; Wollard & Shuck, 2011). Scholarly articles that examined the relationship
between leadership and employee engagement that were identified in this review will be
discussed next.
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In a conceptual discussion, Serrano and Reichard (2011) described four pathways for
increasing energy and involvement of employees to impact employee, unit and organisational
level work outcomes. Wollard and Shuck (2011) used a relational analysis technique and
identified two groups of antecedents to employee engagement, that is, individual and
organisational. Many of the variables within the organisational antecedent grouping were
leader related behaviours (for example, clarity of performance expectations, feedback, talent
management). Shuck and Herd (2012) proposed a conceptual model that connects follower
needs and motivations, transactional and transformational leadership constructs, and leader
emotional intelligence and employee engagement constructs. Saks’s (2006) empirical study
reported perceived supervisor support was one of six antecedent variables that explained a
significant amount of variance in job engagement. However, no other research that measured
the relationship between leadership and employee engagement was identified.

Leadership and Employee Work Passion. In 2.10 Antecedents to Employee Work Passion,
it was noted that there has been only two studies that investigated the role of leadership as an
environmental antecedent in the EWPA model. For example, Zigarmi and Roberts (2012)
reported that cognitive perceptions of managerial behaviour measured by employee
perceptions of “Connectedness to Leader” (that is, a construct characterised by the extent to
which employees perceive a supporting non-controlling relationship with their leader and one
that includes perceptions of interpersonal fairness and psychological safety), was
significantly related to employee affect. Also, they reported that positive and negative affect
should be considered as partial mediators of the relationship between “Connectedness to
Leader” and some employee work intentions. A key finding of the Zigarmi and Roberts
(2012) study was that the role of employee affect in mediating the relationship between
leadership behaviours and employee behavioural intentions was significant.

The literature relating to the scientific study of dyadic leader-follower relations over the past
70 years indicates that leader effectiveness has been proven empirically to be related to
numerous positive employee outcomes such as organisation commitment (Eby, Freeman,
Rush, & Lance, 1999), job satisfaction and turnover (Griffeth et al., 2000) and employee
performance (Avolio et al., 2009a). However, despite the immense volume of research
focussed on understanding what leaders are like, what they believe, how they behave and the
positive benefits for organisations that stem from positive leader-follower relations, some
scholars (see Barsade & Gibson, 2007; George, 2000; Gooty et al., 2010) argued that the role
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of emotions within leadership processes used to influence followers has received
comparatively little research attention. Important exceptions include the work on: (a)
charismatic leadership (Conger & Kanungo,1998); (b) the charismatic components of
transformational leadership (Bass, 1995); (c) Affective Events Theory which posits leaders
are seen to shape the affective events that determine employee workplace attitudes and
behaviours (Weiss & Copranzano, 1996); (d) emotional contagion, that is, the transfer of
emotions between leaders and followers which in turn impact follower and work group
outcomes (Basade, 2002; Bono & Ilies, 2006); and (e) the relationship between Emotional
Intelligence (EI) and leadership (Goleman, 1995; Harms & Crede, 2010).

In a comprehensive review of the leadership, affect and emotions literature, Gooty et al.
(2010) argued that there was a long-held proposition in leadership research that leadership
affected follower outcomes via its effect on follower affective reactions. However, they
suggested that empirical evidence supporting this assertion was scant. Some research (see
Damen, van Knippenberg, & van Knippenberg, 2008; Dasborough, 2006; Dasborough &
Ashkanasy, 2002) gave credence to the hypothesis that leadership behaviours are sources of
positive and negative emotional responses in employees. For example, Dasborough (2006)
reported that leader behaviours prompted either positive or negative emotional responses in
employees. Further, employees recalled more negative incidents than positive incidents and
they recalled them more intensely and in more detail than positive incidents. Yet Gooty et al.
(2010) reported that there was a disproportionate amount of research focussed on positive
emotions and leadership, while negative emotions and leadership were under-researched.

Gooty et al. (2010) called for theoretical and empirical research that explicitly addresses the
relationship between leadership and emotions at the dyadic level, that is, leader and follower
behaviour and emotions, and the effect such emotions may have on each other’s performance.
Given an emerging theme in the employee work passion literature relates to the role of
employee affect or emotion in the appraisal process (see 2.9 Empirical Testing of the
EWPA Model), a greater understanding of the extent that employee affect mediates the
effects of perceived leadership behaviours on the production of desirable and productive
employee intentions would be an insightful addition to employee work passion theory.
Furthermore, such an understanding would aid organisational practioners to decide how to
measure and impact constructs such as employee work passion in an organisational setting.
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2.17

Summary – Leadership

The accumulated research has shown that effective leadership behaviour positively impacts
dyadic leader-employee relations and contributes to favourable organisational outcomes.
However, research on the role of mediators within leadership processes used to influence
followers has received comparatively little research attention. Furthermore, evidence linking
the role of leadership as an antecedent in the development of employee work passion is
largely unexplored and questions relating to how leadership behaviours foster or discourage
employee work passion remain unanswered. Considering an emerging theme in the employee
work passion literature relates to the role of emotion in the appraisal process, exploration of
the relationships between leadership behaviour, employee affect and employee work
intentions would be a unique extension of work passion theory.

One of the most widely researched, follower-centred leadership models is the full-range
model of leadership, yet in its current form, it has received criticism on both conceptual and
methodological grounds. Some researchers have called for a revision of the full-range
leadership factors in order to consider other important behaviours either not included or
blurred within the current model. Leadership behaviours such as Initiating Structure and
Consideration are also follower-centred and were the focus of much research on leadership
until the advent of the Contingency theories. However, there has been a distinct lack of
research into these two proven and impactful leader behaviours in recent decades.

In this light, the secondary aim of this study is to revisit the proven leader behaviours of
Initiating Structure (now known as directive behaviour) and Consideration (now known as
supportive behaviour) in the context of the EWPA model. Evidence of statistically significant
relationships between leadership behaviour, employee affect and employee work intentions
could have substantial theoretical and practical implications. For example, such evidence
would suggest that leadership behaviour plays a significant role in the creation of employee
work passion intentions. From a theoretical perspective, such a finding would imply that
additional leadership behaviours could be considered in the definition of transactional
leadership which may add to the overall predictive power of the full-range leadership model.
From a practical perspective, HRM professionals could develop a taxonomy of leadership
behaviours that could be recommended to leaders in order to develop a workplace
environment that encouraged employees to be passionate about their work.
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SECTION 4 – VALUES
As outlined in 1.3 Aims of the Study, the primary aim of this study is to assess empirically
employee cognitive perceptions of their interpersonal work experience with their leader in
order to develop a greater understanding of the role leadership plays in the creation of
employee work passion. Research over many decades in numerous organisational contexts
has demonstrated that the individual values of leaders have significant effects on leaderfollower relationships (Burns, 1978; Michie & Gooty, 2005) and on a range of organisational
variables (England, 1967; England & Lee, 1974; Meglino, Ravlin, & Adkins, 1989; Sosik,
2005). However, to date, little is known about the extent to which employee perceptions of
leader values might influence employee affect and subsequent employee work intentions
(Zigarmi et al., 2011). In section 4 of this review, academic literature relating to leader values
is examined in order to identify leader value constructs that are likely to be influential in the
employee work passion appraisal process.

2.18

Leader Values

The study of attitudes, beliefs and values has been popular in the organisational behaviour,
psychology and organisational sociology literature since the 1960s (see England, 1967;
England & Lee, 1974; Feather, 1995; Kouzes & Posner, 1993; Meglino & Ravlin, 1998;
Meglino et al., 1989, 1991; Ostroff, Shin, & Kinicki, 2005; Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992,
1994, 1999). Differences in values between individuals in various categories such as gender,
race, religion, occupation, education, family characteristics and personality have been studied
and reported (Hitlin & Piliavin, 2004). Values have been studied at many different levels of
analysis including individual, work group, organisational, societal and global (Agle &
Caldwell, 1999). Authors such as Agle & Caldwell (1999) and Dose (1997) argued that
because values exist at multiple levels within an organisation and interact with values at all
other levels, a multilevel approach to the study of values was necessary, that is, one that
considers the relationships between value domains. Value congruence, that is, the tendency
for individuals to express greater positive affect when they encounter others who exhibit
values similar to theirs, has also been the subject of much academic investigation (see
Edwards & Cable, 2009; Kristof, 1996; Ostroff et al., 2005). Westwood and Posner (1997)
suggested the reason for much research focus on the concept of values in an organisational
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context was due to the belief that managerial and organisational values are acknowledged as
“the bedrock of corporate culture and organizational vitality” (p. 34). In a comprehensive
review of the values literature Hitlin and Piliavin (2004) supported this view when they stated
that “values frame the appropriate means and ends for social action, provide motivational
impetus for such actions, and are vital for self-definition” (p. 383).

A large body of research has focussed on values. In extensive reviews of the values literature
numerous authors, such as Meglino and Ravlin (1998), Agle and Caldwell (1999), Rohan
(2000) and Hitlin and Piliavin (2004), reported notable definitional diversity, a variety of
value taxonomies and use of diverse research methodologies and measurement
instrumentation. Hitlin and Piliavin (2004) stated:

When one reads about values across the disciplines of sociology,
psychology, and political science, the balkanized nature of the research is
striking. There is little coherence between the different approaches used
across conceptualization and measurement of values. (p. 359)
Three significant limitations inherent in past values research have contributed to this
situation. The first limitation is that values are a difficult concept to identify given they are
latent constructs (Rohan, 2000) and situational factors (for example, politeness norms) and
societal factors (for example, threats of social sanctions such as shame or punishment) at
times act as substantial obstacles to the behavioural expression of internally held values
(Bardi & Schwartz, 2003). The second limitation pertains to the fact that little research
attention has been focussed on understanding the underlying processes whereby values exert
their influence on human cognition, attitudes and behaviour which has resulted in the absence
of an agreed definition, taxonomy and conceptual model that explains such a process (Hitlin
& Piliavin, 2004; Maio, Olson, Allen, & Bernard, 2001). The third limitation relates to the
manner in which the values construct has been assessed. Due to the vague operationalisation
of the values construct, a wide variety of instrumentation has been employed to measure it
which has contributed to an incoherent body of knowledge and a distinct lack of
standardisation across theoretical and empirical research (Agle & Caldwell, 1999; Hitlin &
Piliavin, 2004; Meglino & Ravlin, 1998). Additionally, values research is fragmented
because different scholars have focussed on specific domains without considering the
relationship and similarities and/or differences between domains (Agle & Caldwell, 1999;
Dose, 1997).
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For the purpose of this literature review, focus is given to seminal works and studies that
inform the aims of this research study, that is, to examine the empirical relationship between
employee cognitive perceptions of their interpersonal work experience with their leader,
employee affect and work passion intentions. Therefore, this review will now concentrate on
values at the individual level of analysis.

2.18.1 Individual Values

The level of analysis that is most common in the organisational behaviour literature on values
is that of the individual as opposed to the group, organisation, society and global (Agle &
Caldwell, 1999; Hitlin & Piliavin, 2004). The proliferation of research on individual values
across a wide range of disciplines over the past 50 years has resulted in multiple definitions
of the construct. A widely accepted definition of individual values stems from the seminal
work of Rokeach (1973) in which he wrote that a value is “an enduring belief that a specific
mode of conduct or end state of existence is personally or socially preferable to an opposite
or converse mode of conduct or end state of existence” (p. 5). Rokeach viewed values as
giving meaning to action. A more recent definition is offered by Ravlin (1995) when she
defined values as “a person’s internalised belief about how he or she should or ought to
behave” (p. 451). Schwartz (1999) defined values as “conceptions of the desirable that guide
the way social actors (e.g. organisational leaders, policy-makers, individual persons) select
actions, evaluate people and events, and explain their actions and evaluations” (p. 24). Torelli
and Kaikati (2009) stated: “Values are motivational constructs that involve the beliefs that
people hold about desirable goals that can be applied across contexts and time” (p. 232).

A number of features of the individual values construct are recurrently cited in the literature
(see Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987) and are: (a) values are held representations of desired states
that are organised hierarchically in terms of their importance to self; (b) values can be
considered as motivational constructs that may define a situation and goals and guide action;
(c) values transcend specific situations; (d) values are relatively stable over time and across
life span although they are able to change under certain conditions, for example, when there
is self-dissatisfaction; (e) values guide selection or evaluation of behaviour and events; (f)
values are fewer in number compared to beliefs and attitudes that people possess; and (g)
values are connected to an individual’s affective system, that is, when important values are
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fulfilled, people feel happy and positive, conversely when important values are frustrated,
people feel angry (Feather, 1995).

Additionally, Rokeach (1973) suggested that people defend their individual values and can
react with feeling when their values are challenged, violated, frustrated or fulfilled. Rokeach
(1973) also subdivided values into instrumental and terminal types. Terminal values are selfsufficient end-states of existence that an individual strives to achieve, for example, family
security, social recognition or wisdom (Rokeach, 1973). An instrumental value is defined as a
means to some desired end-state, that is, modes of behaviour, for example, honesty,
helpfulness, rather than states of existence (Rokeach, 1973). The vast majority of the
organisational behaviour literature indicates a greater focus on instrumental values, that is,
modes of behaviour in contrast to terminal values (Agle & Caldwell, 1999). However,
Schwartz (1992) stated that he found little empirical evidence which supports the
instrumental-terminal values distinction and contends the same values can express
motivations for both means and ends.

There is much debate and discussion in the literature relating to values measurement.
Researchers have tended to adopt either a self-report ranking or rating approach when
measuring values (Hitlin & Piliavin, 2004; Meglino & Ravlin, 1998). The ranking method or
ipsative technique reveals scores that yield a rank ordering of values based on importance and
is believed to duplicate the way values are cognitively held by individuals, that is, they
closely represent an individual’s hierarchically structured, true values (Meglino & Ravlin,
1998). Ipsative scores show the relative preference for one value over another and therefore
are less prone to common types of response biases (for example, social desirability bias and
acquiescence bias) that are often associated with rating scale measures (see Podsakoff,
Mackenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). Rokeach (1973) argued that this approach captures the
real-world notion that values are often in competition with each other. Meglino and Ravlin
(1998) found that researchers who use the rating method or normative technique claim a
number of advantages over the ranking method. First, normative techniques result in value
scores that are independent of each other and they allow a respondent’s value profile to be
high or low on any or all values. Second, normative techniques make it possible to capture
absolute differences between values which reveal useful statistical properties. Third, values
can be rated equal in strength, which is not possible with ipsative measures. Schwartz (1992)
defended a rating, non-forced choice approach and argued that individuals do not rank one
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value over another in reality, that is, different values may be equally compelling. Schwartz
(1992) argued that a rating approach may be more accurate phenomenologically than a
ranking approach when considering how values enter situations of behavioural choice and
result in scores that contain more useful statistical properties compared to scores obtained
from ranking approaches.

In reviews of the values literature Meglino and Ravlin (1998) and Hitlin and Piliavin (2004)
concluded that despite numerous studies comparing normative and ipsative measurement
techniques, there appeared to be no clear resolution to the value measurement controversy.
Meglino and Ravlin (1998) proposed a contingency approach to values measurement and
argued that ipsative and normative scales each contain unique information that is appropriate
to different phenomena and unavailable from the other method. Hitlin and Piliavin (2004)
concluded the literature contains more work that employs rating scales compared to ranking
scales.

A further theme found in the individual values literature pertains to research that focussed on
the way in which individuals ascribe priorities to some values over others to form a personal
values system or a values domain (Higgs & Lichtenstein, 2010, 2011; Hitlin & Piliavin,
2004; Rohan, 2000; Sagiv & Schwartz, 2000). This preference for measuring personal values
systems as opposed to single values is largely based on research conducted by Schwartz and
Bilsky (1987) who contended that the impacts of values as independent variables on
behaviour can be predicted, identified and interpreted more effectively and reliably by using
value content domains, that is, the relationship between values, as opposed to individual
values. Schwartz and Bilsky (1987) developed and tested a conceptual organisation of value
domains. This conceptual organisation was based on the similarities and differences between
individual values. Schwartz and Bilsky’s (1987) conceptual organisation was influenced by
research on needs and social motives, for example, Maslow’s (1970) three core motivational
domains (that is, sustenance-driven needs, outer-directed needs and inner-directed needs) and
the three factor needs model developed by Deci and Ryan (1985) that proposed needs based
domains of competence, autonomy and relatedness. Measuring individual values by using
meta-values systems is an emerging methodology (see Higgs & Lichtenstein, 2010, 2011;
Schwartz 1994, 1999; Sagiv & Schwartz, 2000). Schwartz and Bilsky (1987) argued that it is
these value sets which form the basis of differing individual needs.
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Researchers have reported significant relationships between individual values and numerous
organisational constructs including decision making (Ravlin & Meglino, 1987), moral
development (Weber, 1993), follower OCB (Sosik, 2005), job satisfaction and organisational
commitment (Meglino et al., 1989); value-behaviour relations (Bardi, Calogero, & Mullen,
2008; Bardi & Schwartz, 2003; Torelli & Kaikati, 2009) and leader behaviour (Cha &
Edmondson, 2006; England & Lee, 1974; Krishnan, 2001; Sarros & Santora, 2001b).
However, Agle & Caldwell (1999) noted that although individual values had generally been
found to have a positive impact on variables of research interest, there was a “multitude of
conflicting and complementary findings” (p. 341). It is apparent that due to the absence of a
common definition and theoretical model that explains the process through which individual
values impact on behaviour and performance, researchers often interpret their findings in
light of their own subjective understanding of what is significant. Although such diversity can
be viewed positively as scholars search for a dominant paradigm, making generalisations
about findings becomes problematic.

Two additional areas of investigation within the individual values literature have relevance
for this study – value-behaviour relations and the use of self and other data as measures of
individual values. These topics will be discussed next.

2.18.2 Value-Behaviour Relations

Within the literature there is general agreement and empirical support to substantiate a valuebehaviour relation (see Bardi & Schwartz, 2003; Feather, 1995; Rokeach, 1973; Torelli &
Kaikati, 2009). Feather (1995) reported that relations between individual values and
behavioural intentions in hypothetical situations show that people want to act in accordance
with their values. However, various authors such as Bardi et al. (2008), Maio et al. (2001),
and Meglino and Ravlin (1998) have called for a greater understanding of value-behaviour
relations because they claimed variability in the size of the relationship across different value
domains suggested that its strength may be moderated by several factors. For example,
situational factors, such as presence of bystanders or time pressure, can overwhelm values
and therefore behaviour (Maio et al., 2001). Also, societal norms can induce individuals to
conform to dominant social values in their public actions whether or not an individual’s
internalised values conform to the dominant social values (Meglino & Ravlin, 1998). Bardi
and Schwartz (2003) contended that behaviours may also be influenced by more than one
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value and that estimating the strength of relations between values and behaviour requires
measuring both constructs accurately.

The hypothesis that individual values held by a leader can drive much of his/her behaviour is
widely accepted (Burns, 1978; England & Lee, 1974; Fairholm, 1991; Michie & Gooty,
2005; Rokeach, 1973; Sarros & Santora, 2001b; Sosik, 2005). For example, in a study
involving a diverse sample of 1991 managers from the USA, Australia, India and Japan,
England and Lee (1974) reported a significant and intrinsic relationship between a leader’s
personal values and his/her managerial success. Further, England and Lee (1974) asserted
seven ways in which personal value systems affect leaders: (a) perceptions of situations; (b)
decision-making and problem-solving approaches; (c) interpersonal relationships; (d)
perceptions of success (individual and organisational); (e) they provide a basis for
differentiating ethical and unethical behaviour; (f) the degree to which a leader accepts or
rejects organisational pressures and goals; and (g) managerial performance and achievement.
More recently, in a comparative study of Australian, Japanese, Chinese and Russian leaders,
Sarros and Santora (2001b) reported transformational leadership styles were strongly and
positively correlated to the personal values of leaders (that is, achievement, benevolence,
self-direction and stimulation). Further, Sosik (2005), in a study involving 218 leaders and
945 direct reports from five organisations, using self-report data of leader values (that is,
traditional, collectivistic work, self-transcendent and self-enhancement), reported leader
values related positively to charismatic leadership, which predicted managerial performance,
followers’ extra effort and OCB.

Such studies are important in terms of their contribution to the values literature. However,
few tackle directly the relationships between leader values, leadership behaviour, follower
affect and follower behaviour. Greater understanding of such relationships would be valuable
considering that organisational practitioners are searching for the drivers of behaviour that are
indicative of passionate employees. Even fewer studies examine the relationships between
leader values, leadership behaviour, follower affect and follower behaviour using otherreported data. This is significant given authors such as Agle & Caldwell (1999) and Bardi et
al. (2008) have called for greater use of other-reported data when measuring leader values in
organisational settings.
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2.18.3 Self and Other Perceptions

Much of the research on individual values has employed methodologies that have gathered
leader self-report data relating to individual values (Agle & Caldwell, 1999; Bardi et al.,
2008; Hitlin & Piliavin, 2004; Meglino & Ravlin, 1998). This method begins with profiling
the leader’s values (leader self-report data), followers report their perceptions of various
dependent variables (other-report data) such as job satisfaction or organisational
commitment, and an examination of the relationships between dependent and independent
variables is conducted. Although the self-report paradigm has been justified in studying
values in some contexts (see Rohan, 2000), limitations can arise. For example, self-report
responses are prone to response biases such as social desirability and leniency (Bagozzi & Yi,
1991; Podsakoff et al., 2003).
According to Podsakoff et al. (2003), social desirability refers to “the tendency on the part of
individuals to present themselves in a favorable light, regardless of their true feelings about
an issue or topic” (p. 881). Social desirability bias can occur because of the respondent’s need
for social approval and acceptance and the belief that these can be gained by demonstrating
socially acceptable behaviours. Leniency bias refers to the tendency of respondents to
attribute socially desirable traits, attitudes and/or behaviours to self (due to ego driven needs)
or others (because they know and like the person being rated) and/or give the person being
rated the benefit of the doubt (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Leniency bias results in rating items
higher than they should be (Podsakoff et al., 2003).

Bagozzi and Yi (1991) and Podsakoff et al. (2003) noted that both social desirability and
leniency bias can inflate the answers of respondents and therefore change the mean level of
response and obscure the true relationship between variables because the variance between
independent and dependent variables is attributable to the measurement method rather than
the constructs of interest. As a result, the correlations among variables can be inflated or
deflated and thus threaten the validity of the conclusions drawn. To minimise the occurrence
of reporting bias in self-report data in relation to perceptions of individual values, reviews of
the values literature (for example, Agle & Caldwell, 1999; Bardi et al., 2008; Meglino &
Ravlin, 1998; Offerman, Hanges, & Day, 2001) have highlighted a need for the examination
of individual values associated with behavioural and performance outcomes in organisational
settings using other-reported data.
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2.19

Leader Values and Employee Work Passion

While there has been a great deal written on the topic of individual values in the past 50
years, little research has been published examining the relationship between leader values and
employee engagement (Albrecht, 2010) and no such research was located for this literature
review. Furthermore, Zigarmi et al. (2011) suggested that the role of leader values in the
creation of employee work passion is largely undeveloped. As discussed in 2.10 Antecedents
to Employee Work Passion, there has been only one study that investigated the relationship
between leader values, employee affect and employee behavioural intentions (see Zigarmi &
Roberts, 2012). Zigarmi and Roberts (2012) reported that the values construct “Leader Otherorientation” was positively related to positive employee affect, negatively related to negative
employee affect and was indirectly and positively related to work intentions. Contrastingly,
they found the values construct “Leader Self-concern” was not related to employee positive
affect, was positively related to negative employee affect and was indirectly and negatively
related to the intention to endorse the organisation and intent to stay with their organisation.
A key finding from this study was that the role of affect in mediating the relationship between
leader value orientations and employee behavioural intentions was significant.

Apart from the Zigarmi and Roberts (2012) study, this literature review did not identify any
other field studies and no conceptual articles that focussed on the role of leader values in the
employee work passion appraisal process. Overall, a key finding from this literature review is
that questions relating to how leader values enhance or inhibit the creation of employee work
passion remain unanswered.

2.20

Summary – Values

The appraisal process that underpins the employee work passion framework suggests the
interpersonal work experience of employees is shaped by their cognitive perceptions of
various organisational, job and people experiences, including leadership behaviour (Zigarmi
et al., 2009, 2011). There is considerable support in the literature that suggests a key driver of
leadership behaviour is a leader’s values. It is also clear that work remains to understand fully
the role leader values play as environmental antecedents in the employee work passion
appraisal process.
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In addition, this literature review has identified the need to use different methodologies to
measure individual values such as measuring individual values as independent variables and
greater use of other-reported data. Building on Agle and Caldwell’s (1999) suggestion that
asking employees to rate their perceptions of their leader’s values behaviours may be fruitful,
and informed by the theoretical underpinnings of the appraisal process, this study measures
employee perceptions of leader values (not leader-based self perceptions of their individual
values) as antecedents in the EWPA model.

SECTION 5 – HYPOTHESISED MODEL
Section 5 of this literature review reports the findings from a critique of seminal publications
that inform and relate to the constructs that comprise the hypothesised model that has
emerged from this review.

2.21

Hypothesised EWPA Model

The theory underpinning the EWPA model is that the formation of employee work passion
occurs through an appraisal process by which employees form cognitive conclusions and
affective inferences relating to various characteristics of their workplace which result in a
sense of well-being that leads to various work intentions and then behaviours (Zigarmi et al.,
2011). The employee work passion appraisal process implies relationships between the four
latent constructs (cognition, affect, well-being and intention) and therefore certain research
methodological considerations are warranted. For example, a multiple measures approach
would allow the relationships between underlying constructs to be measured simultaneously
and antecedents to and outcomes of employee work passion to be clarified. Also, given a
multiple measures approach requires separate measures to delineate and explain the role of
each latent construct, measurement concerns relating to the employee engagement construct
that have been reported in past research (see 2.5 Debate and Discussion) will be reduced.
The multi-faceted nature of the employee appraisal process and the subsequent need for a
multiple measures approach were key determinants of the hypothesised model examined in
this study.
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As outlined in 2.9 Empirical Testing of the EWPA Model, Zigarmi et al. (2011) reported
that correlations between the four latent constructs of the EWPA model (cognition, affect,
well-being and intentions) were differentially important. Additionally, they reported that
although well-being was found to be a strong mediator of the relationships between
cognition/affect and intentions, significant and direct correlations between cognition and
intentions and affect and intentions were found (see Figure 2.1). Considering these findings,
and that the viability of the EWPA model has already been tested, and in keeping with the
broader literature that asserts cognition, emotion and coping are the three central constructs in
appraisal theory (Fugate et al., 2011; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), the focus of this study was
on the relationships between cognition, affect and intentions. The mediating variable of wellbeing was not included.

Considering the overall findings from this review of the employee work passion literature
(see Section 2 – Employee Work Passion), and in particular, the consistent finding that the
role of emotion in influencing employee behavioural intentions has been significant, this
study hypothesised that employee affect completely and indirectly mediated the relationship
between cognitive perceptions of environmental variables and work intention variables.
Figure 2.2 depicts the hypothesised model examined in this study. (Note: Figure 2.2 will be
referred to as the “Hypothesised EWPA model”).

It is important to note there is much debate in the literature about terminology relating to
“mediated” or “indirect effects” (see Hayes, 2009; MacKinnon, Coxe, & Baraldi, 2012;
Preacher & Hayes, 2004, 2008; Zhao, Lynch, & Chen, 2010). The labelling conventions
recommended by Zhao et al. (2010) were adopted in this analysis. Thus, the term “indirect
effects” is used when describing the role of the affect variables in mediating the relationship
between independent variables and dependent variables in the hypothesised EWPA model.
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Figure 2.2: Hypothesised EWPA Model depicts the anticipated relationships between environmental variables,
employee affect and employee work intentions.

Environmental
Variables

Affect
Variables

Work Intention
Variables

Note: Solid line indicates positive relationship. Dotted line indicates negative relationship.

In the following sub-sections of this review an overview of the constructs chosen as
independent variables (that is, directive behaviour, supportive behaviour, leader otherorientation and leader self-concern), mediating variables (that is, positive affect and negative
affect) and dependent variables (that is, intent to use discretionary effort, intent to perform,
intent to endorse the organisation, intent to stay in the organisation and intent to use OCB) is
provided. In addition, the rationale for why these constructs were chosen as variables in the
hypothesised EWPA model is presented.
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2.22

Environmental Variables – Directive Behaviour and Supportive Behaviour

Initiating Structure and Consideration Revisited

As outlined in 2.13 Leadership, the academic literature revealed that during the last seventy
years, numerous dyadic leadership models have been developed and tested. Given the
dynamic nature of workplaces of the 21st century and a new psychological contract that has
evolved between organisations and employees (see 1.1.1 Organisational Change),
leadership styles that are follower-centred may prove central to the creation of employee
work passion. Further, as discussed in 2.14 Traditional Leadership Models, the followercentred leadership behaviours of Initiating Structure and Consideration dominated the
leadership literature during the 1950s, 1960s and 1970s. However, in a meta-analysis of these
constructs, Judge et al. (2004) stated:

Consideration and Initiating Structure have long been dismissed as
important influences on leadership effectiveness...Since 1980, there have
been only a handful of empirical journal articles on [the leader behaviors
of] Consideration or Initiating Structure, and there have been none since
1987. (p. 43)
It is clear from the literature that two key factors contributed to the demise in research interest
in the leader behaviours of Initiating Structure and Consideration. First, researchers at the
time such as Korman (1966) reported inconsistencies in the validity of the two constructs. In
addition, Fleishman and Harris (1962) argued that the validities relating to these constructs
were curvilinear, that is, that there is a point of diminishing returns relating to the benefits of
increased use of Initiating Structure and Consideration. It was not until many decades later
that Judge et al. (2004) reported linear relationships between Initiating Structure and
Consideration and outcomes and stated that linear and non-linear relationships between
leadership behaviours can coexist. These conclusions reached by Judge et al. (2004)
contradicted the earlier findings that questioned the validities of Initiating Structure and
Consideration.

The second reason for the demise of the Initiating Structure and Consideration constructs is
connected to the first. It relates to limitations of the research methodologies at the time as
they were prior to the advent of meta-analytical techniques which gained momentum in the
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1990s. As Initiating Structure and Consideration had fallen from research focus prior to the
advent of meta-analytical techniques, the constructs did not receive due analytical attention
(Benson et al., 2012). The quality of recent meta-analyses (for example, DeRue et al., 2011;
Judge et al., 2004; Lowe et al., 1996) have enabled the re-examination and confirmation of
the validities of the Initiating Structure and Consideration constructs.

Despite a lack of investigative research and attention by leadership scholars in recent
decades, Initiating Structure and Consideration are supported in the literature (see 2.14.1
Leader Behaviour Paradigm). Research showed that, in general, Consideration exhibited
stronger relationships with various criteria such as satisfaction with leader and job
satisfaction than did Initiating Structure (De Rue et al. 2011; Judge et al., 2004). Further,
research showed that Initiating Structure exhibited stronger relationships with performance
related criteria than did Consideration (De Rue et al. 2011; Judge et al., 2004). Initiating
Structure and Consideration have been found to be moderately and positively correlated (see
Dale & Fox, 2008; De Rue et al. 2011; Judge et al., 2004). In addition, the Judge et al. (2004)
meta-analysis reported that Initiating Structure and Consideration were strongly correlated to
effectiveness measures including follower motivation (.40 and .50); follower satisfaction with
leader (.33 and .78); follower job satisfaction (.22 and .46); leader effectiveness (.39 and .52);
and leader job performance (.24 and .25). Further, Judge et al. (2004) reported that “the
validities for each behaviour generalised – across criteria, across measures and even over
time and across sources” (p. 44).

These recent robust findings, together with the reasons outlined in 2.15.4 Full-range
Leadership, suggested that the underlying constructs of transactional leadership could be
reviewed and expanded beyond contingent reward and management-by-exception to include
valid and impactful behaviours such as Initiating Structure and Consideration. As Michel et
al. (2010) stated:

To better understand effective leadership in an increasingly turbulent and
competitive environment, it is important to take a broader perspective on
the behavior of leaders and integrate different paradigms of leadership
together to form a more inclusive model of effective leadership. (p. 12)
Furthermore, Benson et al. (2012) commented:
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If full-range leadership is to become prominent and accurate in
explaining leadership effectiveness, then: (a) researchers must expand
their definition of transactional leadership, and (b) the balance between
transformational and transactional (expanded) leadership research must
be restored and examined. (p. 33)
Given this context, re-examination of proven leadership constructs such as Initiating
Structure and Consideration is justified and their role in the creation of employee work
passion is of keen interest in this study.

Directive Behaviour and Supportive Behaviour

As discussed in 2.14 Traditional Leadership Models, Situational Leadership has its
conceptual origins in the early contingency theories that were based on the two dimensional
constructs of the Ohio State University studies (that is, Initiating Structure and
Consideration). Hersey and Blanchard worked together on Situational Leadership until the
late 1970s. Thereafter, Blanchard and colleagues developed the Situational Leadership ® II
Model (Blanchard, Zigarmi, & Nelson, 1993). In Situational Leadership II, Blanchard and
colleagues re-defined Initiating Structure as directive behaviour and Consideration as
supportive behaviour (Blanchard, Zigarmi, & Zigarmi, 1985; Zigarmi, Blanchard, O’Connor,
& Edeburn, 2005). Directive behaviour is defined as the extent to which a leader engages in
one-way communication, spells out the employee’s role and tells the employee what to do,
when to do it, and how to do it and then closely supervises performance (Blanchard et al.,
1985; Zigarmi, Edeburn, & Blanchard, 1997). Supportive behaviour is defined as the extent
to which a leader engages in two-way communication, listens, provides support and
encouragement, facilitates interaction and involves the employee in decision-making
(Blanchard et al., 1985; Zigarmi et al., 1997).

Blanchard and colleagues developed a specific list of directive and supportive behaviours
based on a consolidation of past research (see Blanchard et al., 1985; Zigarmi et al., 1997).
Blanchard et al. (1985) defined directive behaviours as evaluating, setting priorities,
establishing timelines, showing how, action planning, goal setting and clarifying roles
(Zigarmi et al., 1997). Blanchard et al. (1985) defined supportive behaviours as problem
solving, listening, praising, providing rationale, information sharing about the organisation,
information sharing about self and asking for input (Zigarmi et al., 1997).
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Directive behaviour and supportive behaviour are considered independent constructs rather
than endpoints on a bipolar continuum (Blanchard et al., 1993). Taken together, leaders vary
in their use of directive behaviour and in their use of supportive behaviour. Directive
behaviour and supportive behaviour are supported in the literature by both past research
(Blanchard et al., 1993; Zigarmi et al., 1997) and recent research (Benson et al., 2012;
Zigarmi et al., 2005).

In order to measure employee cognitive perceptions of leadership behaviour this study used
measures of directive behaviour and supportive behaviour (see 3.6.2 Leadership Behaviour
Measure: Leader Action Profile) as independent variables in the hypothesised model. As
discussed, if the relationships between employee cognitive perceptions of directive behaviour
and supportive behaviour and employee work passion intentions are found to be significant,
the implications for HRM professionals and organisational leaders are two-fold. First, the
empirical evidence would suggest that leadership behaviours play a critical role in the
creation of employee work intentions. Second, considering that directive and supportive
leadership behaviour form the foundation of the Situational Leadership II model that is
widely used in contemporary organisations, HRM professionals and organisational leaders
could leverage the use the Situational Leadership II model to develop employee work passion
within their organisations.

2.23

Environmental Variables – Leader Self-concern and Leader Other-orientation

As discussed in 2.18 Leader Values, research has examined and confirmed the hypothesis
that individual values held by a leader can drive much of his/her behaviour. However,
Meglino & Ravlin (1998) reported that few studies have investigated individual values as
independent variables in organisational research. In addition, this literature review revealed
much of the research examining individual values typically involved gathering leader selfreport data on numerous individual values (see 2.18.3 Self and Other Perceptions). This
study extends the research on antecedents in the EWPA model by examining employee
cognitive perceptions of leader values as independent variables in the hypothesised model
(that is, other-reported data).

It is clear, however, that there is no commonly agreed taxonomy of individual values (Agle &
Caldwell, 1999; Hitlin & Piliavin, 2004; Rohan, 2000) and consequently, a wide variety of
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instrumentation has been employed to measure individual values. Commonly used values
measures include Rokeach’s (1973) Value Survey, Kahle’s (1983) List of Values, Schwartz’s
(1992) Value Survey, and more recently, Schwartz, Melech, Lehmann, Burgess, Harris, and
Owens (2001) developed the Personal Values Questionnaire (PVQ).

Also, it is clear that there is growing support in the literature for measuring individual value
orientations, as opposed to measuring individual values separately (see Higgs & Lichtenstein,
2010, 2011; Rohan, 2000; Sagiv & Schwartz, 2000; Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987). Value
orientations are a relatively permanent perceptual framework which shape and influence the
general nature of an individual’s behaviour (England & Lee, 1974). In keeping with this
development and in order to assess employee cognitive perceptions of leader values, the
hypothesised model in this study included measures of value orientations as independent
variables. The Self-concern and Other-orientation as Moderators Hypothesis (SCOOM) (De
Dreu, 2006) is a proven model of value orientations (see De Dreu & Nauta, 2009). Literature
relating to the SCOOM will be discussed next.

Self-concern and Other-orientation as Moderators Hypothesis

SCOOM has its origins in the social psychological theory of social value orientations. Social
value orientation is a concept derived from Interdependence Theory and explains how
individuals differ when approaching interdependent situations, for example, cross functional
teamwork (Nauta, De Dreu, & van der Vaart, 2002). Messick and McClintock (1968) defined
social value orientation as general preferences for the distribution of outcomes between
oneself and interdependent others.

Building on the social value orientation theory and related works from organisation
psychology and organisational behaviour including leadership (Blake & Mouton, 1967) and
self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985), De Dreu (2006) proposed the Self-concern
and Other-orientation as Moderators Hypothesis. Self-concern is defined as thinking and
acting in a way that is expected to lead to maximum outcomes and consequences for oneself
on the basis of one’s values and risk preferences (De Dreu, 2006; De Dreu & Nautu, 2009).
In contrast, other-orientation is defined as a concern for the interest, needs and desires of
others and group level attributes and consequences (De Dreu, 2006; De Dreu & Nautu, 2009).
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According to De Dreu and Nautu (2009), evidence indicates that variation in self-concern and
other-orientation may be due to temperament, socialisation and situational demands and
constraints. For example, individuals who demonstrate high self-concern are more likely to
have higher dispositional achievement motivation, see themselves as independent and
autonomous and may be performing roles that involve significant time pressure and high
levels of accountability. Individuals who demonstrate high other-orientation are individuals
who demonstrate more dispositional empathy and agreeableness, and see themselves as
interdependent and part of a social system.

Similar to models in social and organisational psychology that describe leadership, conflict
management and negotiation, De Dreu (2006) argued that self-concern and other-orientation
are independent, orthogonal constructs. Therefore, individuals can be high (or low) on one or
both dimensions and that self- and other-orientations may be correlated positively or
negatively (De Dreu & Nautu, 2009). Taken together, people vary in their self-concern and,
independently, in their other-orientation. De Dreu (2006) stated: “What matters is the degree
to which employees are concerned with their own needs as well as the degree to which they
are orientated toward the needs of others, including colleagues, superiors, clients, and the
company as a whole” (p. 1245). In addition, De Dreu and Nautu (2009) contended that selfconcern and other-orientation may be correlated positively or negatively depending upon the
specific context.

Given there is evidence to suggest that self-sacrificing leader values and other-focussed
leader behaviour has a significant positive impact on employee emotions, motivation and
performance (De Cremer, 2006; De Cremer & van Knippenberg, 2004; van Knippenberg &
van Knippenberg, 2005), the extent to which employees perceive their leader to demonstrate
self-concern and other-orientation and the relationship these constructs have with employee
affect and employee work intentions is of interest to this study. In order to measure employee
cognitive perceptions of leader values, this study used measures of self-concern and otherorientation from the SCOOM (see 3.6.3 Leadership Values Measure: Self-concern and
Other-orientation as Moderators Hypothesis) as independent variables in the hypothesised
model.
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2.24

Affect Variables

A finding of this literature review is that in all of the employee work passion field studies to
date, a consistent finding has been that employee affect plays an influential role within the
employee work passion appraisal process (see 2.9 Empirical Testing of the EWPA Model).
A key aspect of this study is to measure the role of positive affect and negative affect within
this study’s hypothesised model. In particular, understanding the role of affect as a mediator
of the relationships between cognitive perceptions of environmental variables and employee
work intentions will inform a central question of this study – how do leaders influence the
behavioural intentions of their followers?

This study followed the recommendation of Shuck et al. (2012); that is, if an appraisal
approach is taken, measuring affect requires the use of a semantic differential “that is
powerful enough to separate emotion from cognition while simultaneously reducing common
method bias” (p. 16). A widely adopted model for measuring affect in organisations consists
of two unipolar dimensions corresponding to positive and negative activation (Watson, Clark,
& Tellegen, 1988). Positive activation, commonly known as Positive Affect (PA), represents
the extent to which an individual feels enthusiastic, active, alert and energetic. High PA is a
state characterised by high energy, full concentration and pleasurable engagement with the
environment. Low PA is a state characterised by sadness and lethargy (Watson & Clark,
1985). Negative activation, commonly known as Negative Affect (NA), represents the extent
to which an individual feels anger, fear, guilt and nervousness. High NA is a state
characterised by subjective distress and unpleasurable engagement with the environment.
Low NA is a state characterised by a state of calmness (Watson & Clark, 1985).

Watson et al. (1988) contended that when measuring two primary dimensions of mood, that
is, positive affect and negative affect, a “state” not a “trait” measurement is needed so results
are not confused with aspects of a respondent’s disposition. The International Positive and
Negative Affect Schedule–Short Form (I-PANAS-SF), a semantic differential measure, was
used to measure positive job affect and negative job affect in this study (see 3.6.4 Affect
Measure: International Positive and Negative Affect Schedule–Short Form).
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2.25

Work Intention Variables

Ajzen (1991) described intentions as mental representations of behaviour an individual might
or will use that serve to guide purposeful action. As discussed in 2.8.4 Intention, there are
two types of intentions, that is, goal intentions and means intentions. Moreover, it is
important to note that within the context of the EWPA model, the measurement of means
intentions as dependent variables is advocated for both theoretical and methodological
reasons and these will be discussed next.

Appraisal theory contends that the second phase of the appraisal process involves individuals
forming future strategies or behavioural intentions to cope with wants and needs or
challenges and difficulties that emerge from their sense of well-being (or lack thereof) that
stem from their past and present organisational experiences (Bandura, 1986; Lazarus, 1991a,
1991b; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Zigarmi and Nimon (2011) stated: “We believe that the
greatest significance of the appraisal process to employees, leaders, and HRD practitioners is
the intention to act, and it should be measured that way” (p. 451). In keeping with the tenets
of employee work passion appraisal theory, means intentions were measured as dependent
variables in the hypothesised model.

On methodological grounds, there is strong evidence to support the use of means intentions
as dependent variables in the hypothesised model. First, correlational studies (see Armitage &
Connor, 2001; Godin & Kok, 1996; Tett & Meyer, 1993; Webb & Sheeran, 2006) have
shown that intentions are more reliably associated with behaviour when compared to
measures of job satisfaction or organisational commitment that are commonly used as
dependent variables in the employee engagement literature. For example, Armitage and
Connor’s (2001) meta-analysis of 185 independent empirical tests of the Theory of Planned
Behaviour found that the weighted sample average correlation between measures of intention
and behaviour was R = .47 (that is, on average, intentions accounted for 22% of the unique
variance in behaviour). In general, it can be concluded that empirical findings reported in the
intention-related literature support the hypothesis that changing behavioural intentions will
engender behaviour change. Therefore, there is support in the literature to use intention-based
scales when measuring constructs like employee passion rather than more distal and general
attitude scales such as job satisfaction or organisational commitment from which behaviour is
sometimes inferred.
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In addition, as outlined in 2.8.4 Intention, other methodological advantages that stem from
the use of work intentions as dependent variables include reducing the risk of (a) blurring the
impacts of different conceptual constructs within the hypothesised model and (b) inferring
employee engagement through a correlation between cognitive perceptions of environmental
variables and cognitive statements of job satisfaction or organisational commitment as has
been the practice in many studies on employee engagement.

Considering these conceptual and methodological precedents found in the intentions literature
and in prior research on employee work passion, the hypothesised model in this study
includes five work intention scales as dependent variables and these are: intent to use
discretionary effort; intent to perform; intent to endorse the organisation; intent to stay in the
organisation; and intent to use OCB (see 3.6.5 Work Intention Measure: Work Intention
Inventory–Short Form).

Section 6 – Chapter Summary
This chapter examined the academic and practitioner literature relating to the concepts of
employee engagement, employee work passion, dyadic leadership theory and individual
values. This chapter concluded with an overview of relevant literature relating to the
constructs that comprise the hypothesised model that was examined in this study.

No single approach to the concept of employee engagement dominates the field. The
academic community mostly defines employee engagement as a personal experience at the
job level whereas the practitioner community mostly defines it as an organisational level
construct. Additionally, much debate between these two communities and within the
academic community surrounds the concept. Debate is focussed on the absence of an agreed
definition of employee engagement, absence of an agreed conceptual model that explains
how it is formed and use of various types of instrumentation to measure the construct.
Conceptually, it is clear, that employee engagement is a multi-dimensional construct with
common conceptual components including cognition, affect and well-being (Kahn, 1990;
Maslach et al., 2001; Schaufeli et al., 2002; Saks, 2006). Practically, the concept of employee
engagement has become popular within the applied business and academic communities in
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recent decades because it has demonstrated that it predicts positive outcomes for both
employees and organisations (Macey & Schneider, 2008; Saks, 2006; Shuck et al., 2011;
2013).

The development of a precise definition of the employee engagement construct and a robust
underlying conceptual model that explains its formation have lagged behind the rapid uptake
of the employee engagement concept by HRM professionals and organisational leaders in
practice. From a research perspective, diverse definitions and conceptualisations of a
construct make it hard to accumulate a coherent body of research knowledge. From a
practical perspective, when a definition of a construct is nebulous or ambiguous and
measurement approaches and tools are open to criticism, it becomes difficult to make
evidence based recommendations for action.

In order to respond to the inconsistency and confusion in the academic and practitioner
literature relating to the concept of employee engagement, Zigarmi et al. (2009) proposed a
definition and a theoretical model of employee work passion that describes what it is and how
it is formed. Employee work passion is based on the social cognitive theory of appraisal
(Lazarus, 1991a, 1991b; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). The appraisal process is an ongoing,
dynamic and interactive process that allows individuals to assign significance and meaning to
what is happening to them at work. At its heart, is the belief that employees are constantly
making cognitive and affective appraisals of their work experience, for example, various job,
organisational and relational factors that result in a sense of well-being for the individual. In
turn, this sense of well-being influences various performance related intentions.

Research on the employee work passion theory and model commenced in 2009, is beginning
to evolve and preliminary results are promising. In relation to existing gaps in knowledge
relating to the EWPA model, a number of themes have emerged from this review. First,
limited research has been conducted on the role of environmental influencers that encapsulate
the possible antecedents on which employee cognitions and affect are formed and employee
work passion intentions are developed. Second, research on the role leadership behaviour
plays as an antecedent in the EWPA model is sparse. Third, the role of affect appears to be a
key mediating variable of the relationship between environmental antecedents and
behavioural outcomes such as work intentions. However, considering that research on the
EWPA model in general is underdeveloped, the mediating role of employee affect in the
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work passion appraisal process requires confirmation. Fourth, research on the concept of
employee work passion in countries other than the USA has not been conducted to date.

The accumulated research has shown that effective leadership behaviour positively impacts
dyadic leader-employee relations, contributes to positive perceptions of leader effectiveness
and positively impact on follower performance (see Avolio, et al., 2009a; Judge & Piccolo,
2004). For example, from the 1950s until the mid 1970s the leadership behaviours of
Initiating Structure and Consideration dominated the leadership literature and were proven to
be impactful leadership behaviours (Judge et al., 2004). During the following period New
Leadership theories developed and Bass’s (1985) transactional and transformational model,
later described as full-range leadership (Avolio, 1999), received an immense amount of
research attention. Within this context, the use of the MLQ to measure the dimensions of the
full-range leadership model has been popular and widespread. However, the MLQ has drawn
criticism relating to the relative high levels of multicollinearity reported between the
transformational and transactional leadership scales. In addition, many researchers have
proposed that other leadership behaviours (for example, goal setting, action planning, role
clarity, performance evaluation, consulting, empowering and recognising) need to be
explored more fully in the context of the transactional dimension of the full-range leadership
model.

Within the literature there appears to be an implicit understanding that effective leadership
depends upon a leader firstly defining personal and professional values, articulating them and
then acting upon them consistently (Bass, 2008; Westwood & Posner, 1997). Much research
investigating the relationship between individual leader values and positive employee and
organisation outcomes has been conducted (see Meglino et al., 1989, 1991; Sosik, 2005).
However, this literature review revealed little research that focussed on the role leader values
play in the creation of employee engagement or employee work passion. A need for a deeper
understanding of the role individual values play in leader-behaviour relations, and the need to
use different methodologies to measure individual values, for example, other-reported data,
were identified in this review.

Overall, the role of leadership as an antecedent in the development of employee work passion
is largely unexplored and questions relating to how leadership behaviours foster or
discourage employee work passion remain unanswered. If significant relationships between
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employee cognitive perceptions of their leader (that is, leadership behaviour and leader
values), employee affect and resultant behavioural intentions are found, it would provide
organisational practitioners with evidence that leadership behaviour and leader values play a
significant role in the employee work passion appraisal process. Additionally, if directive and
supportive leadership behaviours are found to have significant effects on employee
behavioural intentions, such behaviours could be added to the transactional dimension of the
full-range leadership model. Such additions may result in an increase in the predictive power
of the full-range leadership model.

The appraisal process that serves as the theoretical foundation of the employee work passion
model suggests that the interpersonal work experience of employees is shaped by their
cognitive perceptions and affective inferences of various organisational, job and people
factors. This study builds upon and extends previous research on employee work passion by
using Australian organisations as a research setting to test the hypothesis that employee
cognitive perceptions of leadership behaviours (directive behaviour and supportive
behaviour) and leader values (leader other-orientation and leader self-concern) will influence
how employees feel (positive affect and negative affect), which will in turn, encourage or
inhibit behavioural work intentions that are indicative of employees who are passionate about
their work.
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY
3.1

Introduction

The objective of this chapter is to describe the study’s design and methodology, that is, the
framework and procedures for the collection and analysis of data. It is important to note that
in this study the primary methodological considerations reflect the phenomenon under
investigation, that is, the employee work passion appraisal process which is a multidimensional process involving the interaction of multiple latent constructs.

Chapter 3 comprises seven areas of focus. First, the design of the study is outlined. Second,
research questions and research hypotheses are presented. Third, the study’s measuring
instruments are described. Fourth, procedures for sample selection and data collection are
outlined. Fifth, the data analysis process is outlined. Sixth, the study research methodology is
presented. Seven, study limitations are discussed. The chapter concludes with a summary of
the key aspects of the research design and methodology.

3.2

Research Design

This study used a deductive theoretical approach. Bryman and Bell (2011) defined a
deductive theoretical approach as one that deduces hypotheses on the basis of what is known
about a particular theory, data are collected and subjected to empirical scrutiny, and
subsequently, the hypotheses are confirmed or rejected. Subsequently, findings are able to
contribute to the existing theory. The epistemological orientation adopted in this research
study is that of positivism, that is, one that advocates the application of the methods of the
natural sciences to the study of social reality and is guided by the belief that organisations
exist as concrete entities about which data can be collected (Bryman & Bell, 2011). The
ontological position that forms the foundation of this study is that of objectivism, that is, one
that asserts the social phenomena under investigation exist and are independent of social
actors who inhabit them (Bryman & Bell, 2011).
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The type of research strategy used in this study was quantitative. There are three main
reasons why a quantitative research strategy was adopted. First, a quantitative approach is
aligned with a deductive approach, a positivist epistemology and an objective ontological
position. Second, the aim of the study was to investigate specific antecedents, that is,
leadership behaviours and leader values, and their relationship with employee affect and
employee work intentions, as manifested in the EWPA model. Authors such as Bryman and
Bell (2011) and Zikmund (1991) advocated that in investigating issues of correlation and
causality, involving independent and dependent variables, a quantitative research strategy is
appropriate. Third, a quantitative approach using an internet-based self-report survey was
practical, given the study aimed to involve large numbers of geographically dispersed
employees from multiple organisations.

The research design that was employed in this study was cross-sectional, that is, data was
collected at a defined point in time, from a variety of people, subjects or phenomena, which
allows the investigation of relationships among variables of interest (Zikmund, 1991). A
cross-sectional design was deemed appropriate given the aims of the study, restrictions
placed on the researcher by the participating organisations in relation to sample access and
the time-frame available to complete the entire research and reporting process.

3.3

Common Method Variance

There is discussion and debate in the organisational literature relating to concerns with crosssectional research designs where quantitative techniques alone are employed to measure
behavioural constructs such as leadership (see Bagozzi, 2011; Jick, 1979; Podsakoff et al.,
2003; Spector, 1987, 1994, 2006). These concerns relate to common method variance
(CMV), that is, systematic error variance that is attributable to the measurement method
rather than to the constructs the measures represent (Richardson, Simmering, & Sturman,
2009). Concerns about CMV can be traced to Campbell and Fiske (1959) who discussed
variance due to the use of a specific method regardless of the construct of interest. More
recently, authors such as Cote and Buckley (1987) contended that the amount of CMV varies
by discipline (for example, psychology, sociology, marketing, education) and by the type of
construct being assessed. Podsakoff et al. (2003) argued that method variance leads to the
inflation or deflation of observed relationships between constructs, thus potentially leading to
a Type I error, that is, rejecting a null hypothesis (there is no relationship) that is true or a
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Type II error, that is, failing to reject a null hypothesis. Therefore, CMV can be of concern to
the researcher because as Podsakoff et al. (2003) stated: “at least partially, common method
biases pose a rival explanation for the correlation observed between the measures” (p. 879).

Authors such as Lindell and Whitney (2001) and Spector (1987, 1994, 2006) took a contrary
position suggesting that concerns about CMV were overstated. For example, Spector (2006)
stated: “the concern for CMV seems to be raised almost exclusively when cross-sectional,
self-report surveys are used and has become invoked so broadly and so automatically that it
has achieved the status of a methodological urban legend” (p. 222). Furthermore, Spector
(2006) rejected the idea of systematic variance being produced by method alone, so that
everything measured with the same method shares some of the same biases. Rather, Spector
(2006) suggested that for each variable under scrutiny, likely sources of variance and bias
should be controlled by careful consideration and deployment of appropriate methods.

CMV can derive from either the method (for example, common rater where the respondent
providing the measure of the independent and dependent variable is the same person), and/or
the instrumentation (for example, item content, the context of the items within the
measurement instrument, scale type and response format), and/or the context in which the
measures are obtained (Podsakoff et al., 2003). To overcome CMV, authors such as
Podsakoff et al. (2003) recommended obtaining measures of independent and dependent
variables from different sources or raters. However, in this study, the research aims and the
phenomenon of interest (that is, the employee work passion appraisal process) influenced the
decision to the use common raters (that is, self-reporting by employees) to measure
independent and dependent variables (see 3.7.1 Sample Selection for rationale relating to the
use of common raters to measure independent and dependent variables in this study).

Following the suggestions of various authors (see Denzin, 2009; MacKenzie & Podaskoff,
2012; Spector, 2006), this study incorporated various design procedures including
questionnaire design, data triangulation, and the survey administration process, to reduce
concerns relating to internal reliability and external validity that could arise from studies that
rely upon a single theory, a single method and a single set of data. In addition, there is much
detailed discussion in the literature (see Bagozzi, 2011; Podaskoff et al., 2003; Richardson et
al, 2009; Williams, Hartman, & Cavazotte, 2010) relating to post hoc statistical techniques
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that can be implemented to detect and correct for an influence on the data due to the presence
of common method variance. These design and statistical procedures will be discussed next.

3.3.1 Questionnaire Design

When it is not possible or appropriate to gather data relating to independent and dependent
variables from different sources or raters, methodological separation of measurement is
recommended (Podaskoff et al., 2003). The following methodological separation of
measurement procedures were adopted in this study. First, a multiple measures approach was
used to measure a multi-dimensional concept, that is, the employee work passion appraisal
process. This approach involved the use of four different instruments to measure the different
groupings of variables within the hypothesised model, that is, leadership behaviours, leader
values, employee affect and employee work intentions (see 3.6 Instrumentation).

Second, one technique that can methodologically separate measures is to have respondents
complete the measurement of the independent variables under conditions that are different
from the ones under which they complete the measurement of the dependent variables
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). In this study, different response formats including the use of
different descriptive assessments and a semantic differential assessment, all containing
different frequency-anchored rating scales, were used to measure independent and dependent
variables (see 3.6 Instrumentation).

Third, additional questionnaire design procedures that reduce the risk of CMV were included
in this study. First, items within constructs were randomized. Second, items requesting
demographic data were placed at the end of the questionnaire given the last items of a
questionnaire are most susceptible to response bias such as acquiescence and/or stereotypic
responding (Lindell & Whitney, 2001). Third, survey length was concise and short enough to
avoid transient mood states such as rater boredom and rater fatigue (Lindell & Whitney,
2001) (see Table 3.3, Step 3: Decrease the Costs of Participation).
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3.3.2 Data Triangulation

Denzin (2009) suggested data triangulation, also known as data sources triangulation, as a
strategy that can reduce CMV. Data triangulation involves the use of multiple data sources,
all with a similar focus, to obtain data about the relationships between the variables being
investigated. Denzin (2009) described three types of data triangulation, that is, time (data
collected on the same phenomenon at different time intervals), space (data collected on the
same phenomenon from multiple sites) and person (data collected on the same phenomenon
from any pair of three levels of persons, that is, individuals, groups or collectives). Another
type of person triangulation involves data gathered from one group of people, being used to
validate data gathered from another group, for example, leaders and followers.

The following data triangulation methods were adopted in this study. Space triangulation, as
data were gathered from different organisations that operate in different industries and are
located in geographically distinct areas (see 3.7.1 Sample Selection). Person triangulation, as
data was gathered from employees at different levels within each organisation, that is,
individual contributor/associate, supervisor/manager and director/executive (see 3.7.1
Sample Selection).

3.3.3 Survey Administration Process

Podsakoff et al. (2003) outlined a number of potential method effects that can arise in data
from common raters including evaluation apprehension, social desirability, leniency and
acquiescence bias. Following previously recommended procedures (Podsakoff et al., 2003;
Spector, 2006), a robust survey administration process was designed and implemented to
reduce potential method effects stemming from common raters in this study. For example, at
multiple points in the survey administration process, respondents were assured of anonymity,
confidentiality, that there were no right or wrong answers, and that they should answer the
questions as honestly as possible to reduce respondent bias stemming from method effects
(see Table 3.3, Data Collection Framework: Phase 3 – Develop the Survey Administration
Process).
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3.3.4 Statistical Procedures

Common post hoc statistical detection and correction techniques used to allay concerns
relating to CMV include the correlational marker technique (Lindell & Whitney, 2001), the
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) marker technique (Williams et al., 2010) and the
unmeasured common latent factor technique (Podsakoff et al., 2003). According to Bagozzi
(2011) and Richardson et al. (2009), there is no consensus relating to the use and accuracy of
statistical detection and correction techniques relating to CMV, rather, there are risks and
benefits associated with each. The approach used to test for common method variance during
Stage 4 of the data analysis process (see Table 3.5) was the “unmeasured common latent
factor technique” suggested by Podsakoff et al. (2003). This method required the addition of
an unmeasured and uncorrelated first-order latent factor to the measurement model. As a
result, the systematic variance common to those items that is attributed to obtaining the
measures from the same source, and is independent of the covariance due to the constructs of
interest, is captured or controlled by the common latent factor when assessing the
significance of the structural paths.

Podsakoff et al. (2003) cited two advantages that stem from the unmeasured common latent
factor approach. First, this technique does not require the identification and measurement of
the factor responsible for the method variance in advance of data gathering. Second, this
technique “models the effect of the method factor on the measures rather than the on the
latent constructs they represent and does not require the effects on each measure to be equal”
(p. 894). Guidelines offered by Podsakoff et al. (2003) suggested that if the empirical
evidence indicates that the data is affected by common method variance significantly, the
common latent factor should be retained in the subsequent structural model analysis in order
to control the effect of CMV bias on the results.
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3.4

Research Questions

The primary aim of this study is to examine the empirical relationship between employee
cognitive perceptions of their interpersonal work experience with their leader, employee
affect and the impact these constructs have on employee work intentions. In keeping with the
theoretical underpinning that cognition, emotion and coping are the three central constructs in
appraisal theory (Fugate et al., 2011; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), the hypothesised model (see
Figure 2.2) distinguishes three groups of latent constructs, that is, environmental variables,
affect variables and work intention variables. Within this framework, the study’s research
questions were formulated. Four overarching research questions guided this study:

1. To what extent are employee cognitive perceptions of environmental variables, that is,
directive behaviour, supportive behaviour, leader other-orientation and leader selfconcern, related?
2. To what extent are employee cognitive perceptions of environmental variables, that is,
directive behaviour, supportive behaviour, leader other-orientation and leader selfconcern, and employee affect related?
3. To what extent are employee affect and employee work intentions related?
4. To what extent are the effects of employee cognitive perceptions of directive behaviour,
supportive behaviour, leader other-orientation and leader self-concern on work
intentions explained through the mediating variable of employee affect?

3.5

Research Hypotheses

In order to answer these research questions, the following research hypotheses were tested:

Hypotheses 1a to 1d (related to Research Question 1)

While controlling for gender, age, organisation level and organisation tenure:

H1a.

Directive behaviour and supportive behaviour are positively related.
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H1b.

Directive behaviour is positively related to leader other-orientation and negatively
related to leader self-concern.

H1c.

Supportive behaviour is positively related to leader other-orientation and negatively
related to leader self-concern.

H1d.

Leader other-orientation is negatively related to leader self-concern.

Hypotheses 2a to 2e (related to Research Question 2)

While controlling for gender, age, organisation level and organisation tenure:

H2a.

Directive behaviour is positively related to positive affect and negatively related to
negative affect.

H2b.

Supportive behaviour is positively related to positive affect and negatively related to
negative affect.

H2c.

Supportive behaviour is more strongly related to affect than will be directive
behaviour.

H2d.

Leader other-orientation is positively related to positive affect and negatively related
to negative affect.

H2e.

Leader self-concern is positively related to negative affect and negatively related to
positive affect.

Hypotheses 3a to 3c (related to Research Question 3)

While controlling for gender, age, organisation level and organisation tenure:

H3a.

Positive affect is positively related to work intentions.

H3b.

Negative affect is negatively related to work intentions.

H3c.

Positive affect will be more strongly related to work intentions than will be negative
affect.
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Hypotheses 4a to 4d (related to Research Question 4)

While controlling for gender, age, organisation level and organisation tenure:

H4a.

Affect will completely mediate the relationship between directive behaviour and work
intentions.

H4b.

Affect will completely mediate the relationship between supportive behaviour and
work intentions.

H4c.

Affect will completely mediate the relationship between leader other-orientation and
work intentions.

H4d.

Affect will completely mediate the relationship between perceived leader self-concern
and work intentions.

3.6

Instrumentation

3.6.1 A Multiple Measures Approach

This study aimed to examine the employee work passion appraisal process, that is, a multidimensional process involving the interaction of latent constructs. Therefore, a multiple
measures approach was considered appropriate (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010).
Such an approach facilitates the examination of the unique role of each latent variable within
the hypothesised model, reduces the risk of blurring that can occur when a single measure is
used to examine a multi-dimensional construct. In addition, such an approach allows the role
of antecedent, mediator and outcome variables to be fully explored as each construct will be
differentiated from other constructs and therefore the risk of inference will be reduced (Shuck
et al., 2013; Zigarmi et al., 2009; Zigarmi & Nimon, 2011; Zigarmi et al., 2012).

In the context of the employee work passion appraisal process, a multiple measures approach
implies certain measurement considerations. First, the cognitive aspect of the hypothesised
model, that is, the environmental variables, requires items to be descriptive in nature. Second,
the affective aspect of the hypothesised model, that is, the affect variables, requires the use of
a semantic differential scale to measure emotion effectively. Third, the dependent variables of
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the hypothesised model, that is, work intentions, requires descriptive measures in order to
prevent blurring of descriptive cognitions of the work environment with resultant affect and
intentions stemming from these descriptive cognitions. Thus, four previously tested, valid and
reliable measurement instruments, that is, the Leader Action Profile® (LAP®), the Selfconcern and Other-orientation as Hypothesis (SCOOM), the International Positive and
Negative Affect Schedule–Short Form (I-PANSA-SF) and the Work Intention Inventory–
Short Form® (WII-SF®), were deployed to measure employee perceptions of directive
behaviour and supportive behaviour, leader self-concern and leader other-orientation,
employee positive and negative affect, and employee work intentions. In the next section an
overview of each of these measurement instruments is presented.

3.6.2 Leadership Behaviour Measure: Leader Action Profile

A key aspect of this study is to measure employee cognitive perceptions of leadership
behaviour. As outlined in 2.22 Environmental Variables – Directive Behaviour and
Supportive Behaviour, directive behaviour and supportive behaviour have been chosen as
independent variables in the hypothesised model (see Figure 2.2). These variables require
measurement items that are descriptive measures of these cognitive behavioural constructs.
The LAP is based on the leader behaviour constructs of the Situational Leadership II model.
The directive behaviour and support behaviour scales from the LAP contain descriptive
measures. These scales were used to measure employee cognitive perceptions of the frequent
use of these behaviours by leaders.

The LAP has one directive scale that contains seven subscales. Each directive behaviour
subscale contains three items. For example, (a) Evaluating: “This leader compares my work
to clear performance standards”; (b) Setting Priorities: “This leader sets priorities for the
work I am to accomplish”; (c) Establishing Timelines: “This leader sets clear timelines for
me to accomplish my work”; (d) Showing How: “This leader shows me how to do the tasks
connected with my job”; (e) Action Planning: “This leader and I discuss the action steps
needed to accomplish my work goals”; (f) Goal Setting: “This leader is clear about the goals I
am to accomplish”; and (g) Clarifying Roles: “This leader explains my exact job
responsibilities and tasks to me” (see Appendix 1, 3. Self-report Questionnaire Survey,
Section 1, for all directive behaviour items).
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The LAP has one supportive scale that contains seven subscales. Each supportive behaviour
subscale contains three items. For example, (a) Problem Solving: “This leader helps me
explore alternative solutions to work problems”; (b) Listening: “This leader makes time to
listen to my questions or problems”; (c) Praising: “This leader tells me when he or she thinks
I've done a good job”; (d) Providing Rationale: “This leader provides rationale for decisions
that affect my work”; (e) Sharing Information about the Organisation: “This leader keeps me
informed about what is happening in the organisation”; (f) Sharing Information about Self:
“This leader shares information about personal experiences that broadens my perspective of
my work”; and (g) Asking for Input: “This leader asks me for input on various work issues”
(see Appendix 1, 3. Self-report Questionnaire Survey, Section 1, for all supportive behaviour
items).

The directive subscales have the following associated alpha coefficients (that is, measures of
internal consistency or average correlation of scale items): (a) Evaluating, .88; (b) Setting
Priorities, .62; (c) Establishing Timelines, .60; (d) Showing How, .81; (e) Action Planning,
.76; (f) Goal Setting, .77; and (g) Clarifying Roles, .55 (D. Zigarmi, personal communication,
June 2012). The alpha reliability coefficient for the directive scale is .72 (D. Zigarmi,
personal communication, June 2012). The supportive subscales have the following associated
alpha coefficients: (a) Problem Solving, .85; (b) Listening, .86; (c) Praising, .80; (d)
Providing Rationale, .86; (e) Sharing Information about the Organisation, .89; (f) Sharing
Information about Self, .88; and (g) Asking for Input, .82 (D. Zigarmi, personal
communication, June 2012). The alpha reliability coefficient for the supportive scale is .91
(D. Zigarmi, personal communication, June 2012). The LAP’s dependent variable scales, that
is, Satisfaction with Leader and Satisfaction with Organisation, were not used in this study
because work intentions were measured as dependent variables.

The LAP contains a six-point anchored scale for rating the perceived frequency of observed
directive behaviours and supportive behaviours which bears a magnitude estimation-based
ratio of 6:5:4:3:2:1. Possible answers range from 6 = almost always, 5 = very frequently, 4 =
frequently, 3 = infrequently, 2 = very infrequently, 1 = almost never. Convergent validity
relating to the directive and supportive scales of the LAP was established when these scales
were correlated with the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ-XII® 1962, The
Ohio State University, Stogdill, 1963) which measures Initiating Structure and Consideration
(D. Zigarmi, personal communication, June 2012). The LAP’s direction scale correlates with
Chapter 3 – Research Design and Methodology

Page 113

Employee Work Passion: Leadership Behaviour, Employee Affect and Work Intentions

the Initiating Structure scale on the LBDQ-XII (F = .5794, p = .0001, % of variance = 33.22.
N= 101). The LAP’s support scale correlates with the Consideration scale on the LBDQ-XII
(F = .7211, p =.0001, % of variance = 51.98. N= 101) (D. Zigarmi, personal communication,
June 2012).

The LAP has been used to measure leadership behaviour by academic scholars (see Benson et
al., 2012; Zigarmi et al., 2005). In addition, since 1992, the LAP has been administered in an
applied business context in numerous organisations in a wide varied range of industries (for
example, manufacturing, retail, financial services, pharmaceutical and information
technology), in different organisational types (private and public), at various organisational
levels (senior executive to frontline leader), and in different countries (for example, Australia,
Japan, The Netherlands, Singapore, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, the United Kingdom and
the USA).

3.6.3 Leadership Values Measure: Self-concern and Other-orientation as Moderators
Hypothesis

The SCOOM is a proven model that measures value orientations (see De Dreu & Nauta,
2009). As discussed in 2.23 Environmental Variables – Leader Self-concern and Leader
Other-orientation, the SCOOM posits that self-concern and other-orientation are orthogonal
and independent. Accordingly, variation in self-concern does not necessarily affect otherorientation and vice versa. So a leader could be perceived to be high in self-concern and high
in other-orientation, high on one dimension and low on the other, or low in both (De Dreu &
Nauta, 2009).

SCOOM consists of two scales, that is, self-concern and other-orientation. Each scale
contains three descriptive items developed by De Dreu and Nauta (2009). In this study, the
item content was slightly modified to refer to each respondent’s leader. For example, selfconcern was assessed with the following items: “My leader is concerned about his/her own
needs and interests”; “My leader's personal goals and aspirations are important to him/her”;
and “My leader considers his/her own wishes and desires to be more relevant”. Otherorientation was assessed with the following items: “My leader is concerned about the needs
and interests of others such as me and my colleagues”; “My goals and aspirations and those
of my colleagues are important to my leader”; and “My leader considers the wishes and
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desires of others to be more relevant” (see Appendix 1, 3. Self-report Questionnaire Survey,
Section 1). Both scales incorporate a five-point anchored scale for rating the frequency of
observed leader behaviours which bear a magnitude estimation-based ratio of 5:4:3:2:1 (that
is, 5 = very much, 4 = often, 3 = sometimes, 2 = very little, 1 = not at all).

De Dreu and Nauta (2009) conducted two separate studies using the self-concern and otherorientation scales and found alpha reliability co-efficients for the self-concern scale were .81
(Study 1, N=144) and .82 (Study 2, N=129) and for the other-orientation scale were .79
(Study 1, N=144) and .87 (Study 2, N=129). Further, De Dreu and Nauta (2009) reported that
self-concern was found to be conceptually and empirically distinct from other-orientation.
Following the recommendation of De Dreu and Nauta (2009), this study used separate
measures for self-concern and other-orientation to measure employee cognitive perceptions
of the frequent use of these behaviours by their leaders.

3.6.4 Affect Measure: International Positive and Negative Affect Schedule–Short
Form

As described in 2.8.2 Affect, affect permeates many facets of organisational life as it is an
individual’s state of feeling and can be described using emotional terms such as excited,
angry, pleased, enthusiastic (Watson et al., 1988). However, debate surrounds how affect is
measured effectively. One school of thought advocates a model consisting of two unipolar
dimensions corresponding to positive and negative activation (see Watson et al., 1988). An
alternative school of thought advances a bipolar model anchored by positive and negative
valence, that is, one of the properties of an affective experience ranging from feeling pleasant
to unpleasant (see Russell & Carroll, 1999). Both perspectives are potentially valid (Thoresen
et al., 2003). However, the positive activation/negative activation approach was adopted in
this study. There are two reasons that support this decision. First, Watson et al. (1988)
contend when measuring dimensions of affect or mood, a “state” not a “trait” measurement is
needed so results are not confused with a respondent’s more persistent disposition.
Considering the role of affect in the employee work passion appraisal process, a “state”
measure of affect was needed. Second, the vast majority of organisational studies measuring
affect use the positive activation/negative activation approach (Thomson, 2007). The Positive
and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS), a semantic differential scale, was used to measure
affect in this study. The PANAS is discussed next.
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Watson et al. (1988) developed the PANAS, a 20-item semantic differential scale, to measure
positive and negative affect. Watson et al. (1988) claimed that the PANAS provides
independent measures of positive affect and negative affect and argued that they are
orthogonal dimensions. These authors contended that the positive and negative scales are
highly internally consistent, have demonstrated robust construct validity and reliability, are
largely uncorrelated and are stable over time. The PANAS scales have been validated in
several settings both inside and outside the USA (see Thompson, 2007). In addition, and
importantly in terms of relevance to this study, the PANAS has been widely used in studies
investigating employee affect and outcome measures related to employee engagement such as
job satisfaction, organisational commitment, turnover intentions and dimensions of job
burnout (see Thoresen et al., 2003).

Notwithstanding the widespread use of the PANAS in academic studies, it has received some
criticism on methodological grounds. For example, Crawford and Henry (2004) used
structural equation modelling to examine the PANAS items and found considerable
redundancy (that is, items that were closely related in meaning), for example, distressed and
upset, scared and afraid, excited and enthusiastic. Mackinnon, Jorm, Christensen, Korten,
Jacomb, and Rodgers (1999) reported that some PANAS items (for example, excited) have
dual meaning in some cultures and therefore may present ambiguous meaning for non-native
English speaking respondents. Similarly, Thompson (2007) suggested some PANAS items
(for example, jittery) are colloquial English and are open to misinterpretation by non-native
English speaking respondents. Additionally, some questions have been raised in relation to
whether the constructs of positive affect and negative affect are independent (see Green,
Goldman, & Salovey, 1993). However, authors such as Watson, Wiese, Vaidya, and Tellegen
(1999) and Crawford and Henry (2004) provided evidence that the constructs of positive
affect and negative affect are statistically distinct. Watson et al. (1999) suggested that an
overarching bipolar happiness versus unhappiness dimension underlies and explains the
moderate negative correlations between positive affect and negative affect that have been
reported. Despite such criticism, authors such as Thompson (2007) contended the PANAS
has been exceptionally well validated and cited in more than 2 000 scholarly papers.

The International Positive and Negative Affect Schedule–Short Form (I-PANAS-SF) was
developed from the full 20-item PANAS specifically to offer a short, valid, reliable and
internationally usable English version of PANAS that would facilitate research where crossChapter 3 – Research Design and Methodology
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cultural comparisons are being investigated (Thompson, 2007). The I-PANAS-SF is a
semantic differential scale comprised of two 5-item mood scales comprising words that
describe positive affect (for example, alert, inspired, determined), and negative affect (for
example, upset, hostile, ashamed) (see Appendix 1, 3. Self-report Questionnaire Survey,
Section 2, for all I-PANAS-SF items). Using a five-point anchored scale bearing a magnitude
estimation-based ratio of 5:4:3:2:1 (that is, 5 = always, 4 = quite a bit, 3 = moderately, 2 = a
little, 1 = never), a respondent is asked to rate how frequently the statements reflect his/her
feelings.

The I-PANAS-SF was developed by Thompson (2007) when he first used a qualitative study
(N = 18) and then an exploratory quantitative study (N = 407), each using respondents from
multiple cultural backgrounds, to identify which 10 of the original 20 PANAS items to retain
or remove. I-PANAS-SF positive affect and negative affect subscales had Cronbach alphas
coefficients of .78 and .76 respectively, indicating adequate reliability (Thompson, 2007).
Thompson (2007) reported the correlation between the two subscales was -.29 (p < .01), that
is, a small and negative correlation. A same sample retest study (N = 163) was used in an
initial examination of the new 10-item I-PANAS-SF’s psychometric properties and to assess
its correlation with the full, 20-item, original PANAS (Thompson, 2007). In a series of
further validation studies (N = 1,789), Thompson (2007) examined the cross-sample stability,
internal reliability, temporal stability, cross-cultural factorial invariance, and convergent and
criterion-related validities of the I-PANAS-SF and found it to be psychometrically
acceptable.

There are three reasons why the I-PANAS-SF was chosen to measure employee affect in this
study. First, previous measurement of the employee engagement construct has been criticised
for using only general cognition items that can blur the role of descriptive cognitions and
emotional inferences. Therefore, this study has followed the recommendation of Shuck et al.
(2012) and Zigarmi et al. (2009, 2011) who contended that a semantic differential scale is
needed to measure the affect construct in the employee work passion appraisal process in
order to separate the methodological approach of gathering affective inferences from
cognitive conclusions. Second, the full, 20-item, PANAS was developed in the USA and
contains some words that are either colloquial to North America or are ambiguous in
international English (see Crawford & Henry, 2004; Mackinnon et al., 1999). Given the
sample for this study comprised employees from Australian organisations, the I-PANAS-SF
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was deemed a more suitable measure than the PANAS. Third, the original PANAS consists
of 20 items and some considered it to be too long when used in conjunction with other
measures, and when it is used with time-constrained populations such as respondents in
organisational environments where rater fatigue from lengthy survey instruments needs to be
avoided (see Thompson, 2007). Considering that survey respondents in this study were
employees from private sector organisations who could suffer from time pressure and rater
fatigue, the 10-item I-PANAS-SF was considered appropriate.

As outlined, a key focus of this study was to measure employee affect in relation to employee
cognitive perceptions of leadership behaviour and leader values. In order to provide
respondents with a frame-of-reference when rating affect, the I-PANAS-SF items used in this
study were prefaced with the following statement “When thinking about your interactions
with your leader, to what extent do you genuinely feel...” (see Appendix 1, 3. Self-report
Questionnaire Survey, Section 2). This is a slightly adapted statement from that used in the IPANAS-SF. Such adaptation can be justified in order to incorporate a specific frame-ofreference for respondents. The “frame-of-reference” effect is based on the belief that
individuals’ behaviour is conditional on the situation (Lievens, De Corte, & Schollaert,
2008). Furthermore, Lievens et al. (2008) suggested the critical measurement implication
could be that prediction of behaviour may be improved when respondents are given a specific
context, or frame-of-reference, when asked to describe themselves or the behaviour of others.
Research has found support for the use of a frame-of-reference as a way of improving the
criterion-related validity of personality scales (Bing, Whanger, Davison, & VanHook, 2004;
Schmit, Ryan, Stierwalt, & Powell, 1995).

3.6.5 Work Intention Measure: Work Intention Inventory–Short Form

The Work Intention Inventory (WII) was designed to measure employee work passion
intentions. As outlined in 2.8.4 Intention, there are three reasons why the WII was
developed. First, researchers such Armitage and Connor (2001) and Webb and Sheeran
(2006) contended that intentions are more proximal and therefore more effective predictors of
outcome behaviours (for example, absenteeism, turnover, in role performance) compared to
traditional and more distal outcome measures such as job satisfaction or organisational
commitment that are commonly found in the employee engagement literature. Second, the
authors of the WII felt the use of the WII would reduce the risk of blurring considering there
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is much evidence in the employee engagement literature of existing scales blurring the
impacts of latent constructs such as cognition and affect and outcome measures (Zigarmi &
Nimon, 2011; Zigarmi et al., 2012). Third, the authors of the WII felt the use of the WII
would reduce the risk of inference given there is much evidence in the literature of existing
scales inferring a state of engagement from cognitive statements about work conditions and
constructs such as job satisfaction or organisational commitment (Zigarmi & Nimon, 2011;
Zigarmi et al., 2012).

Reporting on two studies, Zigarmi et al. (2012) presented adequate construct validity for the
five scales of the WII and the scales were reported to have systematically displayed adequate
factorial structure and internal consistency. Further, the WII has been used to measure
employee work passion intentions in a number of studies successfully (see Roberts &
Zigarmi, 2014; Shuck et al., 2015; Zigarmi et al., 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015; Zigarmi &
Roberts, 2012).

Given that measurement of employee work passion intentions would likely involve the
simultaneous measurement of other constructs within the appraisal process, for example,
cognition (Job Engagement Scale [Rich et al., 2010]; Work Cognition Inventory [Nimon et
al., 2011]) and affect (PANAS [Watson et al., 1988]; Job Affect Scale [Brief, Burke, George,
Robinson, & Webster, 1988]), Nimon and Zigarmi (2015b) argued that excessive survey
length may contribute to non-response rates and rater fatigue that results in high rates of noncompletion and uniform answers. In order to reduce the rates of non-responses, noncompletion and uniform answers relating to survey length, Nimon and Zigarmi (2015b)
developed and tested the 15-item WII-SF from the full 25-item WII in order to offer a short,
valid and reliable version of the WII that would facilitate research on employee work passion.

The WII-SF consists of five intention scales that include three items per scale: (a) Intent to
use Discretionary Effort, for example, “I intend to volunteer for things that may not be a part
of my job”; (b) Intent to Perform, for example; “I intend to achieve all my work goals”; (c)
Intent to Endorse the Organisation, for example, “I intend to talk positively about this
organisation to my family or friends”; (d) Intent to Stay in the Organisation, for example, “I
intend to stay with the organisation even if I were offered a more appealing job elsewhere”;
and (e) Intent to use OCB, for example, “I intend to consider the impact of my actions on
others in this organisation” (see Appendix 1, 3. Self-report Questionnaire Survey, Section 3,
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for all WII-SF items). A respondent is asked to rate his/her behavioural intentions using a sixpoint anchored scale (that is, 6 = to the fullest extent, 5 = to a very great extent, 4 = to a great
extent, 3 = to some extent, 2 = to a little extent, 1 = to no extent) bearing a magnitude
estimation-ratio of 6:5:4:3:2:1.

Reporting on one study (N = 348) Nimon and Zigarmi (2015b) reported convergent and
discriminant validity for the five scales of the WII-SF. Further, Nimon and Zigarmi (2015b)
reported alpha internal-consistency coefficients for the five scales of the WII-SF as follows:
Intent to use Discretionary Effort (.83); Intent to Perform (.93); Intent to Endorse the
Organisation (.95); Intent to Stay in the Organisation (.92); and Intent to use OCB (.94).
Nimon and Zigarmi (2015b) concluded: “Overall, the WII-SF produced scores with levels of
reliability and convergent validity that were generally consistent with the psychometric
properties of the original form [WII]” (p. 20).

The reasons why the WII-SF was used to measure employee intentions in this study are
fourfold. First, much research evidence suggests employee work intentions are the most
immediate and important predictor of behaviour (Tett & Meyer, 1993; Webb & Sheeran,
2006). Second, the measurement of employee work intentions will reduce potential blurring
of the impacts of constructs. Third, by measuring specific behavioural intentions, less
inferring of employee engagement from cognitive statements relating to work conditions and
job satisfaction or organisational commitment will occur. Fourth, as the WII-SF was
administered in conjunction with measures of other employee work passion constructs, that
is, cognition and affect, the shorter version of this instrument may reduce rater fatigue and
associated non-completion and abandonment rates.

In order to provide respondents with a frame-of-reference when rating intentions, the
recommendations of Lievens et al. (2008) were adopted in this study. Thus, the WII-SF items
used in this study were prefaced with the following statement: “To what extent do the
following statements reflect how you intend to behave when working with your leader and
performing within your organisation?” (see Appendix 1, 3. Self-report Questionnaire Survey,
Section 3).
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3.6.6 The Survey Questionnaire

The self-report survey questionnaire used in this study consisted of four previously tested
measurement instruments. Written permission to use each instrument in this study was
received by the researcher from the author of each measuring instrument. Table 3.1 lists the
four measurement instruments, the latent factors measured by each instrument, the number of
survey items used to measure each factor, and the total number of survey items (see
Appendix 1, 3. Self-report Questionnaire Survey, for the complete questionnaire).
Table 3.1: Survey Questionnaire – Instruments, Factors and Items
Instrument

Factors

Items

1. Directive Behaviour (7 x subscales, 3 items per scale)








Evaluating
Setting Priorities
Establishing Timelines
Showing How
Action Planning
Goal Setting
Clarifying Role

21

1. Leader Action Profile (LAP)
2. Supportive Behaviour (7 x subscales, 3 items per scale)








Problem Solving
Listening
Praising
Providing Rationale
Information Sharing –Organisation
Information Sharing –Self
Asking for Input

21

2. Self-concern and Otherorientation as Moderators
Hypothesis (SCOOM)

3. Leader Self-concern

3

4. Leader Other-orientation

3

3. International Positive and
Negative Affect Schedule–
SF (I-PANAS-SF)

5. Positive Affect

5

6. Negative Affect

5

7. Intent to use Discretionary Effort

3

8. Intent to Perform

3

9. Intent to Endorse the Organisation

3

10. Intent to Stay in the Organisation

3

11. Intent to use OCB

3







5

4. Work Intention Inventory–
SF (WII-SF)

General Information

Gender
Organisation Level
Age
Organisation Tenure
Department
Total
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3.7

Procedures

The primary aim of this study was to examine the empirical relationship between employee
cognitive perceptions of their interpersonal work experience with their leader, employee
affect and the relationship these two constructs have with employee work intentions.
Fundamental to this aim is the examination of the work passion appraisal process that
contends that employees are constantly making cognitive and affective appraisals of their
work experience that, in turn, impacts on employee behavioural intentions. This study’s aims
and its theoretical underpinnings influenced the data collection procedures, that is, sample
selection, data collection, the development of a data collection framework and data analysis.
These four aspects of the data collection procedures will be discussed in turn.

3.7.1 Sample Selection

The aims of the study, the theoretical underpinnings of the EWPA model and methodological
considerations, all had implications for sample selection. First, considering the primary aim
of this study, the study sample was drawn from within organisation samples as opposed to
non-organisational samples drawn from the general population. Specifically, the study sample
was drawn from three medium-sized (100-500 employees) Australian private sector
organisations. The three organisations were selected due to the existence of a professional
relationship between the researcher and the organisation and the willingness of the
organisation to grant permission for their employees to participate in the study. One
organisation is located in Perth, Western Australia, and is in the pharmaceutical industry. One
organisation is situated in Melbourne, Victoria, and is in the healthcare industry. The third
organisation is located in Bathurst, New South Wales, and is in the food production industry.

Second, given the methodological considerations outlined in 3.3.2 Data Triangulation, the
sample consisted of employees from multiple levels of each organisation, that is, individual
contributor/associate, supervisor/manager and director/executive. As the research study
involved human subjects, approval of the research design and the self-report survey
questionnaire was sought from the University of Canberra’s Committee for Ethics in Human
Research. Approval was granted (see Appendix 1, 4. Ethics Approval).
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Third, in keeping with the conceptual underpinnings of the EWPA model, the nature of the
latent variables being examined had implications for sample selection. Specifically, this study
measured the four environmental variables (that is, directive behaviour, supportive behaviour,
leader self-concern and leader other-orientation) through employee perceptions of leadership
behaviour and leader values as opposed to leader ratings of these constructs. The reasons for
using employee ratings (or other ratings) to measure environmental variables are twofold.
First, there is much support in the literature that suggests that self ratings are only weakly
related to ratings made by others (see Atwater, Ostroff, Yammarino, & Fleenor, 1998;
Atwater, Wang, Smither, & Fleenor, 2009; Bass & Yamarino, 1991; Harris & Schaubroeck,
1988). This finding has been observed in relation to perceptions of traits, behaviour, skills
and performance (see Atwater et al., 1998, 2009). Second, as discussed in 2.18.1 Individual
Values, research examining individual values as independent variables typically involves
gathering leader self-report data and comparing it with follower perceptions of various
dependent variable measures such as job satisfaction or organisational commitment.
However, to minimise the occurrence of reporting bias in self-report data in relation to
perceptions of individual values, various authors (for example, Agle & Caldwell, 1999; Bardi
et al., 2008; Meglino & Ravlin, 1998) argued that asking an employee to rate his/her
perceptions of his/her leader’s value driven behaviour is a largely unexplored methodology
and may prove beneficial.

The two affect variables (that is, positive affect and negative affect) represent internal states
of the appraiser, that is, the feelings and emotions generated from the appraisal process. The
five work intention variables measure respondent’s intentions of future behaviours which
stem from cognitive appraisals of environmental variables and associated affective
inferences. Such affective inferences and behavioural intentions are all within the domain of
the appraiser. Authors such as Kuppens, Tuerlinckx, Russell, and Barrett (2013) and Spector
(1987, 1994, 2006) argued that self ratings are the most feasible, appropriate and accurate
measures of such internal constructs. For example, Spector (2006) stated: “...it is difficult to
get accurate information about internal states, such as attitudes or emotions, with anything
other than self-reports” (p. 229). Thus, in this study, the two affect variables and five work
intention variables were measured by self ratings, that is, employee perceptions.
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3.7.2 Sample Representativeness and Sampling Frame

Simsek and Veiga (2001) suggested consideration be given to sample representativeness and
sampling frame when using an internet-based self-administered survey. Simsek and Veiga
(2001) contended that sample representativeness hinges primarily on the population being
investigated. Due to the phenomenon of interest in this study, that is, the role of leadership
behaviour and leader values as antecedents in the EWPA model, the self-report survey
required respondents to rate leadership behaviour in detail. Therefore, a relevant, informed
sample was required. Accordingly, sample respondents needed to hold the following
attributes: have a formal, one-on-one, direct relationship with a supervisor/leader, represent
multiple organisational levels, and have access to email and the internet which would enable
an internet-based self-report survey to be deployed.

According to Dillman, Smyth, and Christian (2009), the ideal sampling frame is one in which
every element of the population is represented and has an equal chance of being selected.
Further, Simsek and Veiga (2000) contend the sampling frame is a master listing of
population members from which a random sample can be drawn and from which data can be
collected. However, in this study, all three participating organisations would not provide the
researcher with lists of employees from which a random sample could be drawn. Two reasons
were cited by the organisations for this decision. The first reason related to privacy concerns
of the organisation, as multiple organisations were involved in the study. The second reason
was due to concerns relating to anonymity and confidentiality of respondent data given
survey respondents were asked to rate the behaviour of their professional associates (that is,
leaders), disclose their feelings associated with perceived leadership behaviour and leader
values, and disclose their future related work intentions (for example, intention to engage in
discretionary effort, intention to perform, intention to stay in the organisation). Given this
constraint, obtaining or constructing an unbiased sampling frame from which to draw a
random sample was not possible.

All three organisations did, however, agree that the sample provided for the study would
consist of all organisational employees. Accordingly, all employees were invited to
participate in the study, although participation was voluntary. Therefore, every member of
each organisation’s population had an equal chance of participating in the study. However,
sampling error, that is, the result of collecting data from only a subset rather than all of the
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members of the sampling frame (Dillman et al., 2009), needed to be minimised. In order to
reduce the risk of sampling error, sample categorical data (for example, percentage of
responses for categories including gender and organisational level) were examined and
discussed with each organisation project leader during the data collection process to ascertain
the representativeness of the sample and to determine whether additional responses were
required.

3.7.3 Sampling Control

Strategies to ensure sample control are needed when internet-based survey modalities are
employed in research and particularly where non-organisational samples are used (Simsek &
Veiga, 2001). In the absence of sample controls concerns can arise. For example, subject
fraud and the misrepresentation of categorical data (for example, age, gender and level of
education), ballot box stuffing (that is, multiple responses from single individuals) and the
use of non-unique survey links which allow one respondent to forward the link to a friend or
colleague who in turn completes the survey and submits data (Simsek & Veiga, 2001;
Stanton, 1998).

Sample control was of low concern in this study because organisational samples were used, a
unique organisational link to the survey was provided to each participating organisation,
access to the survey was provided to respondents via email distributed within each
organisation, using current and active email addresses and ballot box stuffing controls were
enacted. Consequently, each respondent could only complete the survey once. Although
unique respondent access links to the survey add greater sample control, this practice was not
deployed in this study because it can raise respondent concerns relating to confidentiality and
anonymity (Simsek & Veiga, 2001) and such concerns can contribute to levels of nonresponse error.

3.7.4 Sample Size

The theoretical underpinnings of this study, that is, the employee work passion appraisal
process, had implications for the sample size. Specifically, in order to test the discriminant
validity of the latent factors that comprise the three broad conceptual categories of the
hypothesised model and to test the overall fit of the 11 factor measurement model,
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multivariate statistical analysis was required. Accordingly, the sample size needed to be of
sufficient size in order to satisfy the requirements of multivariate statistical analysis, for
example, structural equation modeling (SEM).

SEM is a large sample technique. However, there is little consensus on the recommended
sample size for SEM. Some authors (for example, Bentler & Chou, 1987; Schreiber, Nora,
Stage, Barlow, & King, 2006; Sivo, Fan, Witta, & Willse, 2006) suggested that the generally
agreed-upon ratio of sample size to number of free parameters is 10 respondents for every
free parameter estimated. Kline (2011) proposed the ratio of sample size to number of free
parameters may be able to go as low as 5:1 especially when there are many indicators of
latent variables and the associated factor loadings are large. Other authors have argued a
sample size of 200 as a “rule of thumb”, that is, any sample size above 200 is considered
adequate in order to provide sufficient statistical power for data analysis using SEM (Garver
& Mentzer, 1999). Lei and Wu (2007) suggested the minimum sample size should be no less
than 200, preferably no less than 400, or 5-20 times the number of parameters to be
estimated, whichever is larger. The measurement model that was examined in this study
contained 11 latent factors, 63 items and 193 distinct parameters (see Figure 7.19). This study
followed the guidelines set forth by Lei and Wu (2007). Thus, a minimum sample size of N =
400 was needed in order to achieve an acceptable level of statistical power.

3.8

Data Collection

Since the late 1990s, the emergence and use of the World Wide Web to facilitate internetbased surveying as a data collection methodology has risen exponentially (Bryman & Bell,
2011; de Leeuw, 2005; Dillman et al., 2009; Shin, Johnson, & Rao, 2011). Bryman and Bell
(2011) cited common research strategies that have been deployed using the internet as a
platform for gathering data which include qualitative online focus groups, qualitative online
personal interviews and qualitative and quantitative surveys.

As outlined in 3.2 Research Design, an internet-based self-report survey was used to collect
quantitative data in this study. This survey modality can be used to conduct surveys both
within and external to an organisational context by using organisational or non-organisational
samples (Simsek & Veiga, 2001). Given the focus of this study is on samples within
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organisations, the following discussion will be limited to internet-based self-report surveys
using organisational samples and internal survey applications.

3.8.1 Internet-based Self-report Surveying

Internet surveys are a means of gathering information about a data set of interest that can
include descriptive information, attitudes, opinions and perceptions (Bryman & Bell, 2011).
An internet-based self-report survey involves a researcher sending an electronic questionnaire
to respondents who complete it online. Internet self-report surveys can be administered in a
number of ways. For example, the researcher can send an email and the survey is included as
part of the email text, the researcher can send an email containing the survey as an attachment
or the researcher can send an email containing a URL-embedded text hyperlink on which the
respondent clicks and a web host site that houses the survey opens whereby the respondent
can access the electronic survey.

An electronic self-report survey, sent to respondents via email and accessed on a web host
site (that is, Qualtrics) was used in this study. This type of survey administration has a
number of advantages over other email based surveys. For example, features of web-based
electronic surveys include: (a) enhanced appearance, that is, the use of logos, colour, one
question per screen, question highlights and scroll features (the ability for respondents to look
at questions in advance of their response); (b) media richness, that is, features that contribute
to a higher capacity for the respondent to process information (for example, use of text,
audio, video and the use of filter questions which give the respondent the ability to skip
questions based on a response and be taken directly to the next appropriate question); (c) the
use of text boxes that enable respondents to answer open-ended questions by typing in their
responses directly on the screen; and (d) download features that automatically transfer the
data into a database thus eliminating the need to manually code survey data.

There are advantages and disadvantages relating to internet-based self-report surveys
compared to traditional methods of surveying such as in-person interview, mail
questionnaires and telephone interviews. Authors such as Bryman and Bell (2011),
Denscombe (2006), Dillman et al. (2009), Simsek and Veiga (2000, 2001) reported a number
of advantages of internet-based self-report surveys. These include cost savings, data
collection speed, time efficiency for both respondent and researcher, media richness, the
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ability to reach large sample populations simultaneously, ability to reach geographically
dispersed or mobile populations simultaneously, greater respondent anonymity, less
respondent evaluation anxiety, greater levels of respondent self-disclosure, less respondent
social concern and constraint, fewer unanswered questions resulting in less missing data,
absence of coding error resulting in higher quality of data and minimisation of interviewer
bias.

The literature also documents a number of disadvantages of internet-based self-report
surveys. For example, coverage bias, that is, segments of the population may not have access
to the internet and therefore cannot access the email invitation and the survey (Dillman et al.,
2009), low response rates and non-completion or abandonment rates (Bech & Kristensen,
2009; Couper, 2000; Crawford, Couper, & Lamias, 2001), confidentiality concerns that
discourage participation (Simsek & Veiga, 2000, 2001; Smith, 1997), and technical
challenges that can originate from survey design and/or the technical competence of the
survey designer, administrator or respondent (Bryman & Bell, 2011). Dillman et al. (2009)
make an insightful point related to disadvantages of internet-based self-report surveys that
contribute to low response rates when they stated: “One fundamental difference between mail
and the Web is that with mail one delivers the questionnaire to the respondents, but with the
Web one asks respondents to essentially go and get the questionnaire themselves” (p. 271).
Consequently, the email invitation plays a disproportionately important role in eliciting
responses to an internet-based self-report survey. Denscombe (2006) makes an additional and
important point when he stated:

The benefits that stem from the efficiency of delivery do not provide
sufficient grounds in their own right to adopt the use of the web-based
questionnaires in preference to paper-based questionnaires.
Consideration also needs to be given to quality of the data produced. (p.
246)
Issues relating to data quality of internet-based self-report surveys will be considered next.
There is widespread agreement in the literature that the internet-based self-report survey
mode produces a lower unit response rate compared to the mail mode (Bech & Kristensen,
2009; Couper, 2000; Crawford et al., 2001; Dillman et al., 2009). Also, there is general
agreement amongst researchers that four types of error, that is, coverage error, sampling
error, measurement error and non-response error, are associated with low response rates
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(Couper, 2000; Dillman et al., 2009; Simsek & Veiga, 2000, 2001). Dillman et al. (2009)
suggested that conducting high-quality, internet-based, self-administered surveying requires
simultaneously holding all four error types to levels that are as low as possible. Additionally,
they contended that this was the most difficult challenge associated with internet-based selfadministered surveys. Dillman et al. (2009) commented: “as of yet there is no accepted way
of providing a meaningful combined measure of the effect of the four sources of error on
overall accuracy” (p. 63). In the next sections, each of these types of error will be discussed
and the steps taken in this study to minimise the chance of these errors occurring are
presented.

3.8.2 Coverage, Sampling, Measurement and Non-response Error

Coverage Error

Coverage error can be attributed to situations where every unit in the survey population does
not have a known, non-zero chance of being included in the survey sample and when those
who are excluded are different from those who are included on measures of interest (Dillman
et al., 2009). For organisational populations in this study, coverage error was reduced because
the survey sample population was defined as all employees in the participating organisations,
all had known, active, email addresses, all had access to the internet, all were educated in the
use of email and internet technology and all had everyday professional experience of using
the internet.

Sampling Error
Dillman et al. (2009) defined sampling error as “the result of collecting data from only a
subset, rather than all, of the members of the sampling frame” (p. 43). If sampling error is
present, the precision of the survey estimates is limited. Like other traditional forms of
surveying, for example, mail questionnaires, sampling error in internet-based self-report
surveying is dependent upon effective determination of the sample frame, selection of a
sampling procedure and computation of the sample size (Simsek & Veiga, 2000). The steps
taken in this study to minimise sampling error and ensure sample representativeness in this
study were outlined in 3.7 Procedures.
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Measurement Error
Survey measurement error is the deviation between the “true” and the “observed” responses
and can be random or systematic (Simsek & Veiga, 2001). There is agreement in the
literature (see Dillman et al., 2009; Kiesler & Sproull, 1986; Simsek & Veiga, 2000, 2001)
that measurement error has three typical sources including: (a) the survey instrument, for
example, poor question wording, questionnaire design and layout, scale reliability and
validity; (b) respondent behaviour, for example, respondents do not follow instructions,
systematically refuse to answer questions, give incomplete answers, under-report socially
undesirable information, over-report socially desirable information and choose certain
categories more often; and (c) the data collection technique or the survey modality employed,
for example, respondent concerns in relation to anonymity and confidentiality. Measurement
error in data collected from internet-based self-report surveying stems from the same sources
that cause measurement error in traditional forms of data collection, for example, mail
questionnaires. To reduce the risk of measurement error in this study, Dillman et al.’s (2009)
Tailored Design Method was used as a guide to develop a robust data collection framework
(see 3.8.3 Data Collection Framework).

Non-response Error

Non-response error occurs when some members of the sample do not respond to the survey
and are different in a way that is important to the study from those who do respond (Dillman
et al., 2009). A low response rate can threaten the validity of a survey if the respondents’ data
differs greatly from those not responding and this may introduce “non-response bias” (Sax,
Gilmartin, & Bryant, 2003). Crawford et al. (2001) and Gaelsic and Bosjac (2009) both
reported two concerns relating to non-response errors and internet-based self-report surveys.
The first is overall non-response or the complete failure to react to the survey invitation. The
second is survey break-offs or abandonments which result in partially completed surveys.

A number of strategies have been tested and reported to reduce both of these non-response
concerns and therefore reduce non-response error. These strategies include: (a) survey prenotification communication, quality and wording of survey invitation email and involvement
of respected, trusted survey sponsors and the assurance of respondent confidentiality and
anonymity (for example, use of password access) (Dillman et al., 2009); (b) length of survey
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mentioned in the survey invitation email, use of access controls that allow respondents to
suspend and resume completion of the survey, use of a graphical progress indicator that
positively impacts respondent motivation, general respondent information items appearing at
the end of the survey, timing of reminder emails (Gaelsic & Bosjac, 2009); and (c) the use of
mixed survey modes, that is, offering respondents a choice of survey mode used for data
collection (Dillman & Christian, 2005; Shin et al., 2011). To reduce the risk of non-response
error in this study, Dillman et al.’s (2009) Tailored Design Method was used as a guide to
develop a robust data collection framework. The data collection framework developed and
implemented in this study will be outlined next.

3.8.3 Data Collection Framework

According to Dillman et al. (2009), a tailored survey design is the development of a survey
questionnaire and survey implementation procedures that combine to motivate respondents to
complete the survey by establishing trust, increase the perceived benefits of survey
completion whilst simultaneously decreasing expected costs of participation. Key factors that
influence a tailored design include the topic of the survey and therefore survey content and
perceived relevance to respondents, the sponsor of the survey, characteristics of the survey
population (for example, organisational or non-organisational, student or professional, worker
or non-worker, levels of computer literacy, culture, language capabilities) and the budget and
timeframe for reporting results (Dillman et al., 2009).

Developing an effective data collection framework for this study involved four key phases:
(a) Develop the survey questionnaire; (b) Pre-test the survey questionnaire; (c) Develop the
survey administration process; and (d) Administer the survey questionnaire. Table 3.2 lists
the Tailored Design Method principles adopted in Phase 1: Develop the survey questionnaire
and Phase 2: Pre-test the survey questionnaire and how each principle was operationalised in
the organisations participating in this study.
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Table 3.2: Data Collection Framework: Phase 1 – Develop the Survey Questionnaire and Phase 2 –
Pre-test the Survey Questionnaire

2. Pre-test the Survey Questionnaire

1. Develop the Survey Questionnaire

Phase

Tailored Design
Method Principle*
Use valid and reliable
item scales

Application of Principle
 See 3.6 Instrumentation.
 Items were grouped in sections that corresponded to the constructs of
the hypothesised model.

Order questions
appropriately

 Items were presented in the order specified in the hypothesised model
(that is, independent variable items, then dependent variable items).
 Within each section items were randomised.
 Items relating to respondent general information were placed at the
end of the survey.

Create a common
visual stimulus

Obtain feedback on
questionnaire content
from subject matter
experts

 The survey template included consistent formatting, colour scheme,
item highlighter, use of progress indicator bar and use of access
controls.
 The survey was reviewed by 3 content experts (2 x organisational
behaviour academics and 1 x Director of Research of a management
development consulting organisation). The content experts provided
feedback about survey content, layout and the administration process.
Actions:
1. No changes were made to survey content.
2. Minor changes were made to the survey layout.
3. Minor changes were made to email text and survey introductory text.
Pilot Study 1

Conduct pilot studies

 The survey was administered to a small group (10 professional
colleagues of the researcher who were all external to the participating
organisations) in order to emulate the survey administration process
(that is, distribution of survey link via email, access and online
completion of survey and data submission). Respondents provided
feedback about survey content, layout, survey completion time and
the survey administration process.
 Average survey completion time was 13 minutes.
Actions:
1. No changes were made to survey content, layout or the administration
process.
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Table 3.2: Data Collection Framework: Phase 1 – Develop the Survey Questionnaire and Phase 2 –
Pre-test the Survey Questionnaire cont.
Phase

Tailored Design
Method Principle*

Application of Principle

2. Pre-test the Survey Questionnaire cont.

Pilot Study 2
 The survey was administered to a small group (2 non-professional
colleagues of the researcher) in order to emulate the survey
administration process. Respondents provided feedback about survey
content, survey layout, survey completion time and the survey
administration process.
 Average survey completion time was 12 minutes.
Actions:
1. No changes were made to survey content, layout or the administration
process.
Conduct pilot studies
cont.

Pilot Study 3
 For each participating organisation, the survey was administered to a
small group (3-5 organisational employees) in order to emulate the
survey administration process. Respondents provided feedback about
survey content, survey layout, survey completion time and the survey
administration process.
 Average survey completion time in this study was 12 minutes.
Actions:
1. No changes were made to survey content or layout.
2. Minor changes were made to email text and survey introduction text.
3. No changes were made to the survey administration process.

*Source: Dillman et al. (2009). Internet, Mail, and Mixed-mode Surveys: The Tailored Design Method. Hoboken, NJ: John
Wiley & Sons.

Overall, the pre-testing of the survey questionnaire revealed no significant challenges relating
to survey email content, survey content, survey layout or the administration process. Some
authors (for example, Crawford et al., 2001; Dillman et al., 2009; Gaelsic & Bosjac, 2009)
have identified concerns relating to questionnaire length of web-based surveys and related
non-response error rates. The results of the pilot tests in this study revealed that the length of
the survey questionnaire (that is, 78 items) and average time for completion (that is, 13
minutes) did not raise concerns for respondents in any of the pilot studies.

The Tailored Design Method (Dillman et al., 2009) suggests that to develop an effective
survey administration process aimed at reducing the occurrence of measurement error and
non-response error, consideration should be given to how the elements of the process
combine to establish trust, highlight the benefits of participation and decrease the costs of
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participation. Dillman et al. (2009) suggested that multiple aspects of the survey
questionnaire and implementation process be tailored to positively impact respondents’
motivation to complete the survey. Table 3.3 outlines Dillman et al.’s (2009) tailored design
method principles adopted in Phase 3: Develop the survey administration process and how
each principle was applied in this study.
Table 3.3: Data Collection Framework: Phase 3 – Develop the Survey Administration Process
Tailored Design Method
Principle*

2. Increase the Benefits of Participation

1. Establish Trust

Obtain survey
sponsors

Application of Principle
 Human Resources Manager or similar acted as organisation project
leader and chief liaison with researcher.
 Senior executive provided authorisation to conduct research, approved
survey content, approved content of all email correspondence and sent
pre-notification communication email to respondent sample.
 All email correspondence to respondents was internal to organisation
originating from either the project leader or the senior executive.

Make the task appear
important

 All email correspondence to respondents and the introduction to the
survey stressed the importance of gaining respondent opinion in order
to develop leadership capability within the participating organisation
(see Appendix 1, 2. Survey Emails and 3. Self-report Survey
Questionnaire).

Ensure
confidentiality,
anonymity and
security of
information

 All email correspondence and the introduction to the survey
highlighted the precautions taken to ensure confidentiality and security
of individual respondent data and organisational data, anonymity of
respondents, leaders and organisations (see Appendix 1, 2. Survey
Emails and 3. Self-report Survey Questionnaire).

Provide information
about the survey

 Information about the aims of the study, theoretical background,
benefits to organisation and survey process were provided to all project
sponsors (see Appendix 1, 1. Study Overview).
 Respondents received information about the aims of the study, benefits
to organisation and survey process via introductory email, survey link
email and survey introduction (see Appendix 1, 2. Survey Emails and
3. Self-report Survey Questionnaire).

Ask for respondents’
help

 All email correspondence and survey introduction requested
respondents help by requesting their opinion (see Appendix 1, 2.
Survey Emails and 3. Self-report Survey Questionnaire).

Inform respondents
that opportunities to
respond are limited

 Timelines for survey completion were clearly stated in all email
correspondence and survey introduction (see Appendix 1, 2. Survey
Emails and 3. Self-report Survey Questionnaire).

Show positive regard,
say thank you

 All email correspondence and survey content contained respectful
language and thanked the respondents for their participation (see
Appendix 1, 2. Survey Emails and 3. Self-report Survey Questionnaire).
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Table 3.3: Data Collection Framework: Phase 3 – Develop the Survey Administration Process cont.
Tailored Design Method
Principle*

3. Decrease the Costs of Participation

Make it convenient to
respond

Application of Principle
 Respondents received an email from the organisation project leader
containing a URL-embedded text hyperlink on which the respondent
clicked. The respondent was then directed to a web host site that
housed the survey. The web site page opened automatically at the
Introduction section of the survey.
 Estimated survey completion time was highlighted in the survey
invitation email and survey introduction (that is, 10-15 minutes) and
was accurate in reflecting the actual survey completion time (that is, an
average of 13 minutes).

Make the
questionnaire short
and easy to complete

 Respondents were able to complete the electronic survey by selecting
their responses on each screen.
 Use of access controls allowed respondents to suspend and resume
completion of the survey.
 Use of a graphical progress indicator allowed respondents to monitor
their progress.

Minimise requests to
obtain personal
information

 The survey contained 5 items relating to personal information
including gender, age, organisation level, organisation tenure and
department.

*Source: Dillman et al. (2009). Internet, Mail, and Mixed-mode Surveys: The Tailored Design Method. Hoboken, NJ: John
Wiley & Sons.
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Table 3.4 outlines the actions and timeline adopted in Phase 4: Administer the survey
questionnaire, of the data collection framework developed and implemented in this study.
The actions taken to administer the internet-based self-report survey were broadly based on
web survey implementation best practices suggested by Dillman et al. (2009). These actions
were used to administer the survey consistently in all participating organisations.
Table 3.4: Data Collection Framework: Phase 4 –Administer the Survey Questionnaire
Action

Timeframe

1. Secure organisational permission to administer the survey. Send Study Overview
(see Appendix 1, 1. Study Overview) to organisation sponsors (project leader and
senior executive).

Pre survey
administration

2. Agree with organisation project leader content of all project correspondence to
respondents, that is, survey pre-notification email, survey email, survey
questionnaire and survey reminder email; agree procedures for responding to
respondent questions.

Pre survey
administration

3. Secure authorisation of all project correspondence to respondents from senior
executive.

Pre survey
administration

4. Conduct pilot Study 3 (see Table 3.1).

Pre survey
administration

5. Send survey pre-notification email (see Appendix 1, 2. Survey Emails) to all
respondents.

Week 1, Day 1

6. Send survey email containing live link to the questionnaire (see Appendix 1, 2.
Survey Emails) to all respondents.

Week 1, Day 3

7. Monitor response rates and communicate with organisation project leader.

As needed

8. Send survey reminder email (see Appendix 1, 2. Survey Emails) to all respondents.

Week 3, Day 3

9. Close survey.

Week 4, Day 3
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3.9

Data Analysis

This section outlines the data analysis process implemented in this study. As discussed in
3.6.1 A Multiple Measures Approach, this study aimed to examine the employee work
passion appraisal process, that is, a multi-dimensional process involving the interaction of
multiple latent constructs. Therefore, a multiple measures approach was considered
appropriate in order to facilitate measurement of the relationships between latent variables as
specified in the hypothesised model. Given the multi-dimensional nature of the hypothesised
model, multivariate statistical analysis techniques were employed to examine the data.

According to Hair et al. (2010), multivariate analysis refers to all statistical techniques that
simultaneously analyse multiple measurements of constructs of research interest. Garver and
Mentzer (1999) suggested multivariate analysis is suitable when examining variables that are
interrelated in a way that their different effects cannot be meaningfully interpreted separately.
Numerous multivariate statistical techniques exist and are dependent on the type of
relationship amongst the variables of research interest, for example, dependent or
interdependent (Hair et al., 2010). In this study the variables in the hypothesised model were
theorised to be interdependent. Therefore, the primary multivariate statistical techniques that
were utilised to examine the data included exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and structural
equation modelling (SEM).

Following a strategy of method triangulation, both exploratory and confirmatory techniques
were applied sequentially to the data following a five-stage process of analysis. An overview
of each stage of the data analysis process is listed in Table 3.5. Each stage of the data analysis
process involved multiple phases of analysis and a variety of statistical tests were employed
depending upon the phenomenon of interest being assessed in each phase. It is important to
note that the principle of theoretical relevance taking precedence over statistical convenience
(Hair et al., 2010) guided the data analysis process.
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Table 3.5: Data Analysis Process
Stage

Phase of Analysis
1. Evaluation of missing data.

1. Data
Preparation

2. Identification and exclusion of unengaged respondents.
3. Identification and exclusion of univariate and multivariate outliers.
4. Assessment of normality.
1. Analysis of the survey response rate.

2. Analysis of
Exploratory
Statistics

2. Univariate analysis of categorical variables.
3. Univariate analysis of hypothesised EWPA model variables.
4. Bivariate correlational analysis of hypothesised EWPA model variables.

3. Assessment
of Factor
Structures

1. EWPA model EFA.

4. Assessment
of
Measurement
Models

1. Development of the EWPA measurement model and assessment of factor construct
validity.

5. Assessment
of Structural
Models

2. First-order directive behaviour EFA.
3. First-order supportive behaviour EFA.

2. Assessment of the EWPA measurement model for construct validity.
3. Assessment of the EWPA measurement model for common method variance.
1. Specification of the structural model and assessment of structural model fit and
validity.
2. Examination of direct and indirect effects.
3. EWPA structural model interpretation.

SPSS (version 21.0, SPSS Inc.) was used to analyse the data in Stage1, Stage 2 and Stage 3 of
the data analysis process. AMOS (version 21.0, SPSS Inc.) was employed to analyse the data
in Stage 1, Stage 4 and Stage 5 of the data analysis process. In total, this five-stage data
analysis process allowed the research questions to be answered and the research hypotheses
tested by statistically examining the theoretical relationships between variables as specified in
the hypothesised model.

3.10

Research Methodology

The overall research methodology in this study comprised three key phases as follows. Phase
1: Information Gathering, involved two tasks: (a) a review of the literature and (b) an
internet-based self-report questionnaire survey. Phase 2: Development and Analysis, involved
two distinct processes: (a) developing a data collection framework prior to gathering data and
(b) statistical analysis of the data. Phase 3 of the research methodology involved reporting the
findings from Phase 1 and Phase 2.
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The three phases of this study’s research methodology are depicted in Figure 3.1.

Figure 3.1: Research Methodology.
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3.11

Study Limitations

A number of limitations of the study, relating to both contextual and methodological aspects
of the research, were encountered. These are as follows:

3.11.1 Context

First, the research was undertaken within the context of Australian private sector
organisations. Whilst this somewhat narrow scope enhances internal validity of the findings,
it inhibits generalisability of the findings to other sectors, for example, public and non-profit,
and other cultures, for example, collectivist cultures compared to Australia’s individualistic
culture (Hofstede, 1998). Second, limitations were placed on the scope of the research, that
is, the thesis had to be completed within a fixed, three year time-frame, and an upper limit of
100 000 words was placed on the research report.

3.11.2 Methodology

Sample Size

Considering the time-frame available to collect, analyse and interpret the data and write the
research report, the number of organisations and therefore respondents invited to participate
in the study was limited. Also, two methodological factors could have impacted the sample
size. First, despite developing an effective survey administration process in order to reduce
the occurrence of both measurement error and non-response error, participation in the
research was voluntary. Therefore, even though all employees in each organisation were
invited to participate in the study, individuals could opt not to participate. Furthermore, no
tangible incentives were offered to respondents to encourage participation nor were there any
consequences for not participating.

Second, due to the nature of this study the content of the self-report survey required a
respondent

to

rate

his/her

leader’s

behaviour.

As

outlined

in

3.7.2

Sample

Representativeness and Sampling Frame, respondents needed to be in a formal, one-onone, relationship with a supervisor/leader. In addition, respondents needed to have access to
both email and the internet which would enable them to receive the survey invitation email
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and access the internet-based self-report survey. Those employees who were unable to meet
these criteria could not complete the survey and therefore the sample size may have been
limited. The size of the sample is important in that it has implications in relation to the types
of statistical tests that can be performed, for example, multivariate analysis using SEM and
the subsequent ability to generalise findings to the wider population.

Data Collection

A further limitation of this study involves observations of leaders interacting with followers.
This is relevant to this study in relation to the aim of examining the role of leadership
behaviour in the employee work passion appraisal process. Critics such as Hunt (1991) and
Yukl (2012) recommended using observational data to supplement survey measures of
leadership behaviour. Observational analyses were unable to be conducted in this study as the
participating organisations were geographically dispersed which made physical access by the
researcher costly and therefore difficult. In addition, access to organisational employees was
limited by the organisations which cited time pressure as a concern.

3.11.3 Analytical Procedures

The data analysis procedures employed in this study, for example, data preparation,
exploratory factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis, resulted in 10 measurement
items being deleted. Although the empirical findings indicated that the remaining items
sufficiently represented the latent constructs of the hypothesised model, by reducing a
construct’s indicators the construct’s theoretical domain and content validity may have
suffered (Kline, 2011).

A further limitation related to the final sample size as it was not large enough to be subjected
to the analytical procedure of cross-validation. Model cross-validation involves fitting the
study’s final structural model to a new sample of data (Byrne, 2010). This can be achieved by
randomly splitting the original sample into two groups, that is, analysis or calibration sample
and a validation sample, thus enabling the final structural model to be subjected to crossvalidation using the validation sample. This procedure is a recommended best practice in
SEM in order to guard against the possibility that the analysis or calibration sample-based
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solution has capitalised on chance relationships that are not present in another sample and to
assess the generalisability of the findings (Hair et al., 2010).

3.12

Chapter Summary

This chapter described the study’s design and methodology, that is, the framework and
procedures used for the collection and analysis of data. This study followed a deductive
theoretical approach and positivist paradigm, that is, one that entails developing a sound
theoretical framework and associated hypotheses followed by testing of the theory. Primary
methodological

considerations,

including

sample

selection,

questionnaire

design,

measurement instrumentation, the survey administration process and the data analysis process
reflect the multi-dimensional phenomenon under investigation, that is, the employee work
passion appraisal process.
The study’s research questions, hypotheses and hypothesised model were developed from
theory. The research strategy used in this study was quantitative and the research design
employed was cross-sectional. Due to theoretical considerations relating to the employee
appraisal process, self-reporting was employed for both independent and dependent variables.
Potential concerns relating to CMV that could be associated with this combination of
research strategy, design and self-reporting were minimised by incorporating a number of
design and statistical procedures. The study’s instrumentation, that is, an internet-based selfreport questionnaire survey, comprised four valid and reliable measuring instruments, all of
which have been used in previous academic research. The sample consisted of employees,
representing multiple organisational levels, from three medium-sized private sector
organisations in Australia.
In this chapter the study’s research methodology which was implemented to gather and test
data in order to measure the relationships between variables of the hypothesised model was
outlined. This chapter focussed primarily on the second phase of the research methodology,
that is, Development and Analysis. First, a data collection framework was developed with
consideration given to developing and pre-testing the survey questionnaire and, in
conjunction with participating organisations, developing and consistently implementing the
survey administration process. The objective of developing an effective survey administration
process was to reduce the occurrence of measurement error and non-response error by
Chapter 3 – Research Design and Methodology

Page 142

Employee Work Passion: Leadership Behaviour, Employee Affect and Work Intentions

establishing trust, highlighting the benefits of participation, and reducing any perceived costs
of participation, simultaneously.

Second, the data analysis process developed for this study was outlined and involved five key
stages: (a) Data preparation (see Chapter 4); (b) Analysis of exploratory statistics (see
Chapter 5); (c) Assessment of factor structures (see Chapter 6); (d) Assessment of
measurement models (see Chapter 7); and (e) Assessment of structural models (see Chapter
8). The analytical technique at the heart of this data analysis process is SEM. SEM allows the
examination of relations between latent variables simultaneously in order to determine
whether the data collected is consistent with the factor structure specified in the hypothesised
model. This chapter concluded with a summary of contextual, methodological and analytical
limitations that may have impacted the study. The following five chapters document the
results of the five-stage data analysis process.
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CHAPTER 4
DATA ANALYSIS – STAGE 1: DATA PREPARATION
4.1

Introduction

The objective of Chapter 4 is to present the results of Stage 1 of the data analysis process,
that is, the preparation of the data for multivariate statistical analysis. This preparatory step is
important in order to ensure the data that underpin the statistical analysis meet the
requirements for multilevel analysis, otherwise, the results obtained may not be truly valid or
accurate (Hair et al., 2010). For example, if missing data is not accommodated a bias in the
correlations between variables may be introduced. If outliers are not identified and deleted
results may be skewed. If non-normal variables are included results may be invalid.

Stage 1 of the data analysis process involved four sequential phases of analysis (see Table
4.1). In phase 1, the extent of missing data was examined and accommodations were made as
necessary. In phase 2, unengaged respondents were identified and deleted from the data set.
In phase 3, outliers that might disproportionately affect statistical tests were identified and
excluded from the data set. The underlying statistical assumptions that are required for
multivariate analysis, such as normality, were assessed in phase 4. Results from Stage 1 of
the data analysis process are presented sequentially in alignment with these four phases. The
chapter concludes with a summary of the key actions taken during the data examination and
preparation process. (Note: in this chapter the term “variable” is used as it commonly appears
in the literature relating to data preparation, that is, referring to a “survey item”).
Table 4.1: Data Analysis Process – Stage 1
Stage

Phase of Analysis
1. Evaluation of missing data.

1. Data
Preparation

2. Identification and exclusion of unengaged respondents.
3. Identification and exclusion of univariate and multivariate outliers.
4. Assessment of normality.
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4.2

Missing Data

The first step in preparing the data for multivariate statistical analysis involved examining the
extent of missing data and making appropriate accommodations. Missing data is where valid
values on one or more variables are not present in the data set and therefore are not available
for analysis (Hair et al., 2010). Byrne (2010) suggested that causes of missing data can
include survey participants being unable or unwilling to respond to some items due to lack of
time or interest and/or systematic events external to the respondent such as data entry errors.
Hair et al. (2010) made a valid point when they commented that it is not the cause of missing
data that is of primary concern, moreover, it is the need to “identify the patterns and
relationships underlying the missing data in order to maintain as close as possible the original
distribution of values when any remedy is applied” (p. 42).

Missing data results in reduced sample size and as a consequence, a loss of statistical power
(Graham, 2009). There is widespread agreement in the literature that because missing data
can bias conclusions drawn from an empirical study, regardless of the reason for their
missingness, they must be addressed (Byrne, 2010; Graham, 2009; Hair et al., 2010; Schafer
& Graham, 2002). However, before action could be taken to address missing data in this
study, both the amount and pattern of missing data were analysed.

Hair et al. (2010) recommended the following steps in missing data analysis. First,
understand the type of the missing data. For example, whether the data loss is “ignorable”
(that is, accidental or not systematic or stemming from the research design) or “not
ignorable” (that is, reasons mostly related to the respondent, for example, refusal to respond
to certain items in the survey questionnaire). Second, if the missing data is “not ignorable”,
assess the extent of missing data and decide if deletion of variables (that is, survey items)
and/or cases is justified. Third, diagnose the randomness of missing data, that is, missing at
random (MAR) or missing completely at random (MCAR). Fourth, if warranted, use an
appropriate data imputation method, that is, a statistical process which replaces the missing
data with known values or values calculated from the remaining data. In section 3.8.3 Data
Collection Framework the steps taken in this study to minimise the chance of non-response
error, and hence missing data, in partially completed surveys were outlined. Notwithstanding
these precautionary steps, the recommendations offered by Hair et al. (2010) were adopted in
this study to analyse the data for missingness. Results of the missing data analysis follow.
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4.2.1 Type and Extent of Missing Data

All respondent data from each of the three participating organisations were downloaded by
the researcher from the survey host company (that is, Qualtrics) to SPSS. The three separate
data sets were combined into one data set in SPSS. The data set contained responses from
450 participants. Given all data was downloaded electronically there was no manual data
entry by the researcher and hence no margin for procedural error such as data entry error or
mistakes in coding. Therefore, all missing data in this study was due to participant nonresponse and beyond the researcher’s control. As such, the missing data was “not ignorable”
(Hair et al., 2010) and required further investigation relating to the extent of missing data.
The extent of missing data was assessed by analysing the number of cases with missing data
for each variable. Results of this analysis are listed in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2: Frequency of Missing Data by Case
Missing data points

Missing No.

Case No.

No.

%

1.

1

71

91.0

2.

8

72

92.3

3.

18

59

75.6

4.

62

69

88.5

5.

109

62

79.5

6.

174

56

71.8

7.

277

73

93.6

8.

408

59

75.6

9.

420

62

79.5

10.

435

71

91.0

11.

442

61

78.2

12.

445

62

79.5

13.

450

64

82.1

14.

10

1

1.3

15.

24

1

1.3

16.

119

4

5.1

17.

194

1

1.3

18.

243

1

1.3

19.

247

1

1.3

20.

250

1

1.3

21.

258

1

1.3

22.

339

3

3.8

23.

354

1

1.3

24.

407

3

3.8

25.

415

3

3.8

26.

421

3

3.8
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Analysis of the data revealed 26 cases (that is, 5.77%) contained missing data. Responses
from 13 of these 26 cases were missing 70% or more of the data (that is, 2.88%). Following
recommendations provided by Hair et al. (2010), these 13 cases were deleted from the data
set which left a sample size of 437. For the remaining 13 cases that contained missing data,
respondents did not answer 10% or less of the items and these cases were retained (Hair et
al., 2010). Consequently, the number of missing data remaining was 24 out of 34 086 data
values (that is, 0.07%), a level considered insignificant (Hair et al., 2010).

Analysis of the pattern of missing data by case (see Table 4.3) revealed that the amount of
missing data ranged from zero missing for 424 cases (that is, 97.02%) to 4 missing for 1 case
(that is, 0.23%), a level considered insignificant (Hair et al., 2010). Thus, no further cases
were deleted from the data set.

Table 4.3: Pattern of Missing Data by Case
No. of Missing Data

No. of Cases

%

0

424

97.02

1

8

1.83

2

0

0.00

3

4

0.92

4

1

0.23

Total

437

100.00

Analysis of the frequency of missing data by variable (see Table 4.4) revealed that of the 78
variables in the survey questionnaire, 22 contained missing data (that is, 28.21%). No
categorical variables (that is, gender, age, organisation level, organisation tenure and
department) were found to have any missing data. Of those variables that had missing data,
no items had 50 percent or more missing data (Hair et al., 2010).
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Table 4.4: Frequency of Missing Data by Variable
Missing No.

Variable

Frequency of Missing Values

1.

Pty2

1

2.

Tl1

1

3.

Tl2

2

4.

Tl3

1

5.

Sh1

1

6.

Sh2

2

7.

Sh3

1

8.

Pln3

1

9.

InfoShSlf1

1

10.

InfoShSlf2

1

11.

InfoShSlf3

1

12.

SC1

1

13.

SC2

1

14.

SC3

1

15.

OO2

1

16.

Inspired

1

17.

Nervous

1

18.

Perf1

1

19.

Perf2

1

20.

Stay1

1

21.

Stay2

1

22.

Stay3

1

Total

24

Analysis of the pattern of missing data by variable (see Table 4.5) revealed that the amount of
missing data ranged from zero missing for 56 variables (that is, 71.79%) to 2 missing for 2
variables (that is, 0.23%). Of those variables that had missing data, there did not appear to be
any non-random patterns in the data (that is, a concentration of missing data in specific
questions or a set of related questions), as missing data were detected in variables associated
with 9 out of 11 latent factors in the hypothesised model. Following guidelines suggested by
Hair et al. (2010), no variables were deleted on the basis of missing data.

Table 4.5: Pattern of Missing Data by Variable
No. of Missing Data

No. of Variables

%

0

56

71.79

1

20

25.64

2

2

2.57

Total

78

100.00
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4.2.2 Randomness of Missing Data

The number of cases remaining in the sample totaled 437. The number of cases containing
missing data that remained in the sample totaled 13 (that is, 2.97%). Although the percentage
of remaining missing data in the data set (that is, 0.07%) was a level considered insignificant
(Hair et al., 2010), the type of randomness of the missing data was diagnosed so an
appropriate data imputation method could be used to accommodate the missing data. Data
imputation was implemented because multivariate statistical techniques such as SEM that
were used in stages 4 and 5 of the data analysis process require no missing values in the data
(Byrne, 2010).

According to Byrne (2010), if the pattern of missing data for a variable is related to other
variables, but not related to its own values, then it is considered to be missing at random
(MAR). Missing data are considered missing completely at random (MCAR) if the pattern of
missing data for a variable does not depend on any other variable in the data set or on the
values of the variable itself (Byrne, 2010). Hair et al. (2010) posited that if the missing data is
MCAR and is less than 10% of all observations, and the factor loadings are high, any type of
missing data remedy, such as the complete case approach (for example, list-wise deletion),
all-available data approach (for example, pair-wise deletion), imputation techniques (for
example, mean substitution, regression imputation) and model-based approaches (for
example, expectation maximisation) are sufficient to accommodate the missing data.

Post hoc tests were conducted to diagnose the randomness of the remaining missing data. The
data were missing completely at random (MCAR), as suggested by Little’s MCAR test being
non-significant, χ2 (990) = 1034.34, p = 0.16. Consequently, missing data were estimated
using expectation maximisation, a robust estimation technique suitable for SEM (Newman,
2003; Schafer & Graham, 2002).
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4.3

Unengaged Respondents

The second phase in preparing the data for analysis involved identifying unengaged
respondents. Unengaged responses are categorised by Huang, Curran, Keeney, Poposki, and
DeShon (2012) as insufficient effort responding (IER). Huang et al. (2012) defined IER as “a
response set in which the respondent answers a survey measure with low or little motivation
to comply with survey instructions, correctly interpret item content, and provide accurate
responses” (p. 100). Huang et al. (2012) argued that screening data for IER enables
researchers to improve scale psychometric properties (for example, reduce measurement
error), obtain better fitting models and derive more accurate estimates of the relationships
between constructs. The literature details a number of approaches that are commonly used to
detect IER including infrequency (see Beach, 1989), inconsistency (see Johnson, 2005),
response time (see Wise & Kong, 2005), and response pattern (see Huang et al., 2012).
Huang et al. (2012) advised researchers to include one or more mechanisms of IER detection
to filter insufficient effort responses before statistical analysis.

This study used the response pattern approach to detect IER. The response pattern approach
involves identification of responses where some respondents opt to endorse the same
response option repeatedly, leading to a non-random response pattern (Huang et al., 2012).
When the number of consecutive identical responses exceeds the associated cutoff criteria,
the respondent can be suspected of IER. There is no universal agreement in the literature
relating to cutoff criteria using the response pattern approach. In this analysis, guidelines
offered by Huang et al. (2012) were adopted in relation to cutoff criteria using the response
pattern approach. Specifically, all cases were analysed for a non-random response pattern by
calculating the standard deviation of items scores for each case. Four cases (see Table 4.6)
had standard deviations of zero and were thus excluded from the data set. The deletion of
four cases due to IER left a sample size of 433.

Table 4.6: Unengaged Respondents
IER No.

Case No.

Std Deviation

1.

6

.00

2.

184

.00

3.

388

.00

4.

449

.00

Chapter 4 – Data Preparation

Page 151

Employee Work Passion: Leadership Behaviour, Employee Affect and Work Intentions

4.4

Outliers

The third phase of the data preparation process involved identifying and dealing with outliers
that might disproportionately affect statistical tests. Outliers are observations with a unique
combination of characteristics that are identifiable as distinctly different from the other
observations in the sample (Hair et al., 2010). For example, outliers could be unusually high
or low values for a variable or a unique combination of values across several variables.
Outliers become problematic when they have a significant impact on statistical tests. For
example, an outlier can bias a parameter estimate such as the mean and has great influence on
the sum of squared errors associated with that estimate which is used to calculate the standard
deviation, which in turn, is used to estimate the standard error (Field, 2013).

Hair et al. (2010) described three groups of outliers, that is, outliers stemming from
procedural error (for example, data entry or data recording), extraordinary observations that
are markedly different from the population, and outliers that contain responses that fall within
the ordinary range of values for each of the variables but are unique in their combination of
values across the variables. Hair et al. (2010) argued multiple perspectives (that is, univariate,
bivariate or multivariate) be used to identify consistent patterns across perspectives in order
to designate a case an outlier. In this analysis, the data was examined for the presence of
outliers from a univariate and multivariate perspective.

4.4.1 Univariate Outliers

The identification of univariate outliers involves examining the distribution of responses for
each item and detecting those cases that fall at the outer range of the distribution (that is,
either high or low). Two complementary processes were used to identify univariate outliers.
The first process followed the recommendations of Field (2013), that is, all data values were
converted to z-scores (that is, a standardised distribution of scores with a mean of zero and a
standard deviation of one) and standard deviation cut-off criteria were used as the threshold
for outlier designation. Specifically, in a normal distribution curve 5% of the population
would be expected to have absolute values > 1.96 (that is, significant at p < 0.05), 1% of the
population would be expected to have absolute values > 2.58 (that is, significant at p < 0.01)
and 0.1% of the population would be expected to have absolute values > 3.29 (that is,
significant at p < 0.001) (Field, 2013). This study used the following criteria for designating a
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univariate outlier: z > ± 2.58 (potential outlier) and z > ± 3.29 (probable outlier). Z-scores
were analysed for each variable. For values that were above or below the benchmark, the
associated case no. was identified (see Appendix 2, Table A2.1). Further, cases that were
identified as univariate outliers for more than one variable were identified and are marked in
bold (see Appendix 2, Table A2.1).

Results of this analysis follow. No univariate outliers were detected for any categorical
variable (that is, gender, age, organisation level, organisation tenure, department). No
univariate outliers were detected in response to any of the variables (that is, survey items)
relating to the following latent factors: leader other-orientation, leader self-concern, positive
affect, intent to use discretionary effort and intent to stay in the organisation. Potential
univariate outliers were identified in responses to variables (that is, survey items) relating to
the following latent factors: directive behaviour, supportive behaviour, negative affect, intent
to perform, intent to endorse the organisation and intent to use OCB. Probable univariate
outliers were detected in responses to variables (that is, survey items) hostile, ashamed,
nervous and afraid and OCB3.

The second process involved the calculation and examination of descriptive statistics
(including mean, standard deviation and variance), histogram distributions and frequency
boxplot graphs. For variables that had more than one case identified as a univariate outlier,
visual inspection of variable statistics, histogram distributions and frequency boxplot graphs
were conducted. Particular scrutiny was applied to the frequency boxplot graphs of variables
hostile, ashamed, nervous, afraid and OCB3 in order to corroborate the findings of the zscore analysis.

4.4.2 Multivariate Outliers

Multivariate outliers are cases in which the combination of scores involving more than two
variables (that is, survey items) is unusual or atypical, or cases with extreme scores on two or
more variables (Kline, 2011). In this analysis, multivariate outliers were examined using the
Mahalanobis D2 distance test which is a common test for multivariate outliers (Byrne, 2010;
DeCarlo, 1997; Field, 2013). This method measures the multi-dimensional position of each
observation’s distance from the mean centre of all observations (Field, 2013). The D2 statistic
measures the distance in standard deviation units between a set of scores for one case and the
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sample means for all variables (Byrne, 2010). An outlying case (that is, a higher D2 value
relative to the other cases) will have a D2 that stands clearly apart from all other D2 values
(Byrne, 2010). These distances have a chi-square distribution with degrees of freedom equal
to the number of predictors (that is, variables) in the test. In this analysis, the number of
predictors was 73 (that is, the number of interval scale variables). Following the
recommendations of Field (2013), cut-off criterion for designating multivariate outliers was
established by finding the critical value of chi-square for a conservative alpha level, that is, p
< .001.

For the Mahalanobis distance test involving 73 predictor items (p < .001), the cut-off criterion
of chi-square was 124.839. 21 cases were identified with values ≥ 124.839 and therefore,
were designated as multivariate outliers (see Appendix 2, Table A2.2). Of the 21 cases
identified as multivariate outliers, 6 cases (that is, 39, 63, 151, 196, 313 and 415) were also
identified as potential or probable univariate outliers (see Appendix 2, Table A2.2).

The retention or deletion of outliers is the subject of much discussion in the literature (see
Field, 2013; Hair et al., 2010; Kline, 2011). Hair et al. (2010) advocated that once outliers
have been detected through the use of multiple methods, outliers must only be deleted if they
“demonstrate real uniqueness in comparison with the remainder of the population across as
many perspectives as possible” (p. 67). Other authors have contended that the removal of
outliers will improve multivariate analysis but such action will also limit the generalisability
of the findings (Field, 2013; Kline, 2011). A further consideration relating to the deletion of
outliers is that the multivariate analysis technique of SEM is particularly sensitive to
multivariate abnormality in the data (Kline, 2011). Accordingly, Kline (2011) recommended
that as part of the data cleaning process prior to SEM, extreme outliers need to be identified
and removed. Considering SEM was the primary method of multivariate analysis in this
study, the 21 cases identified as multivariate outliers were deleted from the data set. In
addition, three cases (that is, 13, 118 and 414) identified as univariate outliers for multiple
items (that is, 5, 4 and 4 items respectively) were also deleted. The deletion of 24 cases due to
identification of outliers left a final sample size of 409. Considering the requirements of
statistical analyses to be conducted (see 3.7.4 Sample Size), this sample size was deemed
adequate.
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4.5

Assessment of Normality

The fourth step in preparing the data for analysis involved testing each variable for the
presence of significant departures from normality. A variable’s distribution can be nonnormal in two ways, skew and kurtosis (meaning “curvature”), and they can occur either
separately or together in a single variable (Kline, 2011). Skew implies that the shape of the
distribution is asymmetrical about the mean. Positive skew indicates that the majority of the
scores are below the mean and negative skew indicates that the majority of scores are above
the mean (DeCarlo, 1997). Relative to a normal distribution curve with the same variance,
positive kurtosis represents heavier tails and a higher peak, negative kurtosis indicates lighter
tails and a lower, flatter peak (DeCarlo, 1997). Put simply, skew and kurtosis provide
summary information about the shape of the distribution of data for a variable, that is,
skewness is used to describe the balance of the distribution and kurtosis refers to the height of
the distribution.

There is much debate in the literature relating to the impact of non-normal variables in
multivariate statistical procedures (see DeCarlo, 1997; Hair et al., 2010; Kline, 2011). Hair et
al. (2010) argued that with large sample sizes (that is, > 200), non-normal variables are of a
low concern. Field (2013) posited that according to the tenets of the central limit theorem,
there are a variety of situations in which the researcher can assume normality regardless of
the shape of the sample data especially when sample size is large (that is, > 200) and outliers
are more of a concern than normality. However, multivariate analysis assumes multivariate
normality of continuous variables (Byrne, 2010; Kline, 2011; Looney, 1995). In addition, if
the assumption of normality is untenable, for example, if significant levels of kurtosis are
detected, large effects on significance tests and standard errors of parameter estimates can
occur (Byrne, 2010), tests and confidence intervals based on normal theory methods can be
adversely affected (DeCarlo, 1997), and because the reduction of multivariate data to
covariance matrices may overlook some aspects of the data, a model may not fit (DeCarlo,
1997).

Numerous authors (see Byrne, 2010; Kline, 2011; Micceri, 1989; Zhu, 1997) advocated that
because SEM makes the assumption that the measured variables have a multivariate normal
distribution, data being subjected to multivariate analysis using SEM should be tested for
violation of normality. In addition, DeCarlo (1997) suggested that in the context of
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multivariate analysis, data that is multivariate kurtotic is more of a concern than data that is
skewed as the latter tends to impact means whereas the former affects tests of variance and
covariance. Considering SEM was the primary method of multivariate analysis in this study,
the data was tested for departures from normality and was assessed for skewness and
kurtosis. However, following the recommendations of DeCarlo (1997), the focus of the
analysis was to examine the data for univariate and multivariate kurtotic non-normality.

A prerequisite to the assessment of multivariate normality is the need to test each variable
separately for univariate normality because univariate normality is a necessary condition for
multivariate normality (Byrne, 2010; DeCarlo, 1997). However, if all variables exhibit
univariate normality, it would help but not guarantee multivariate normality (Byrne, 2010;
DeCarlo, 1997). Accordingly, assessment of the data for univariate and multivariate
normality were conducted using two methods. First, AMOS was used to conduct statistical
tests for skewness and kurtosis. Second, SPSS was employed to generate a histogram with an
overlayed normal probability distribution plot for each variable.

Skewness and kurtosis of a normal distribution have values of zero and measures of skewness
and kurtosis that are different from zero indicate departure from normality (Field, 2013).
However, the literature does not reveal a clear consensus as to how large the non-zero values
should be before conclusions of significant skewness can be drawn. Curran, West, and Finch
(1996) argued that absolute skew values ≥ 2.0 are moderately non-normal and absolute skew
values ≥ 3.0 are severely non-normal. These criteria were adopted in this study.

Univariate values for skewness for each variable and its critical ratio (c. r., that is, z-value)
are listed in Appendix 2, Table A2.3. Positive skewness values ranged from .026 to 2.06 and
negative values from -.013 to -1.175. Analysis of the skew values in Table A2.3 and variable
normal distribution plots and histograms suggest variables ashamed and afraid were
moderately positively skewed (that is, a distribution shifted to the left indicating many
respondents rated these items low on the scale). Considering only two out of 73 variables
were found to be moderately non-normal and that skewness tends to affect only mean-based
analysis and even so, tests of means are robust to moderate departures from normality
(DeCarlo, 1997; Zhu, 1997), the effects these two variables would have on the SEM analysis
(that is, a covariance based analysis) were considered minor. Thus, the presence of these two
univariate non-normal variables was noted but tolerated.
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Univariate values for kurtosis for each variable and its critical ratio are listed in Appendix 2,
Table A2.4. Positive kurtosis values range from .036 to 3.434 and negative values from -.007
to -1.184. The literature does not reveal a clear consensus as to how large the non-zero values
should be before non-normal values of kurtosis become problematic. However, Curran et al.
(1996) suggested that absolute values ≥ 7 to be moderately non-normal and absolute values ≥
21.0 to be severely non-normal. These criteria were adopted in this study. A review of the
kurtosis values reported in Table A2.4 revealed no variables to be significantly univariate
kurtotic.

The index of multivariate kurtosis and its critical ratio appear at the bottom of Table A2.4. In
this context the c. r. value represents Mardia’s (1970) normalised estimate of multivariate
kurtosis (Byrne, 2010). Byrne (2010) recommended that absolute values > 5.00 are indicative
of data that are non-normally distributed. Using this application, the z statistic of 49.128 is
suggestive of non-normality in the sample.

The literature revealed three notable themes in relation to the presence of multivariate nonnormality. First, authors including Curran et al. (1996) and Micceri (1989) reported that, in
practice, most data collected in behavioural research fail to meet the assumption of
multivariate normality. Second, numerous authors (see Breckler, 1990; Micceri, 1989; Zhu,
1997) found that a vast majority of studies that employed SEM methodology failed to
acknowledge the normal theory assumptions that underpin much of SEM testing and only a
very small percentage tested for their possible violation. Third, Hair et al. (2010) suggested
that if univariate normality is found for each variable, then “any departures from multivariate
normality are usually inconsequential” (p. 46). Further, authors including Hair et al. (2010)
and Zhu (1997) contended that violations of the multivariate normality assumption have little
impact with larger samples (that is, ≥ 200). Considering these perspectives, given that all
variables were found to be univariate normal when tested for kurtosis, and the sample size in
this study is considered large (that is, ≥ 200), the multivariate non-normality detected in the
sample was deemed tolerable.

4.6

Chapter Summary

This chapter discussed the results of Stage 1 of the data analysis process – preparation of the
data for multivariate statistical analysis. Using SPSS and AMOS, the data were examined to
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ascertain the accuracy of data entry, to identify missing values, unengaged respondents and
univariate and multivariate outliers, and to test the data for departures from normality.
Appropriate action was taken to estimate missing data so the fit between the data distributions
and the assumptions of multivariate statistical analysis could be investigated. Unengaged
respondents were identified and deleted. Univariate and multivariate outliers were detected.
All multivariate outliers and a small number of univariate outliers were deleted. The final
study sample size was considered adequate given statistical analyses that would be
conducted.

The assumptions for univariate and multivariate normality were tested by examining
skewness and kurtosis. Mild skew was detected in a small minority of variables. However,
considering this study would employ SEM as the primary means of data analysis, evidence of
kurtosis was of greater concern than skewness as SEM is based on the analysis of covariance
structures. A review of the kurtosis values for each variable found no evidence of significant
univariate kurtosis. However, evidence that the assumption of multivariate normality was
violated was found. Following the recommendations of Hair et al. (2010) and Zhu (1997) in
relation to the presence of univariate normal variables when tested for kurtosis, and
considering the large sample size in this study, the level of multivariate non-normality
detected was deemed to be acceptable. A summary of the steps taken to examine the data and
actions taken to prepare the data for statistical analysis is presented in Table 4.7.

Table 4.7: Data Examination Steps and Actions
Step
1. Data collection
2. Analysis of missing data by case
3. Analysis of missing data by variable
4. Analysis of cases for unengaged respondents
5. Analysis of cases for univariate outliers
6. Analysis of cases for multivariate outliers
7. Analysis of variables for univariate non-normality
8. Analysis of variables for multivariate non-normality

Action
13 cases deleted
0 variables deleted
4 cases deleted
3 cases deleted
21 cases deleted
0 variables deleted
0 variables deleted
Final sample size

No. of Cases
450
437
437
433
430
409

409

Once the data was free from missing cases, unengaged respondents, significant outliers and
the variables were found to be univariate normal and levels of multivariate non-normality
were considered tolerable, the data was ready for Stage 2 of the data analysis process – the
exploratory statistical analysis.
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CHAPTER 5
DATA ANALYSIS – STAGE 2: ANALYSIS OF EXPLORATORY STATISTICS

5.1

Introduction

Having adequately prepared the data for multivariate statistical analysis, the objective of
Chapter 5 is to present the results of Stage 2 of the data analysis process, that is, a preliminary
exploration of the data. Stage 2 of the data analysis process consisted of four sequential
phases of analysis (see Table 5.1). In phase 1, the survey response rate was calculated. In
phase 2, a profile of the sample was developed by conducting univariate analysis of
categorical variables in order to understand the composition and representativeness of the
final study sample. In phase 3, the variables of the hypothesised model were subjected to
univariate statistical analysis. In phase 4, bivariate correlational analyses were performed
between all possible pairings of hypothesised model variables. The chapter concludes with a
summary of the findings from the exploratory statistical analysis.
Table 5.1: Data Analysis Process – Stage 2
Stage

Phase of Analysis
1. Evaluation of missing data.

1. Data
Preparation

2. Identification and exclusion of unengaged respondents.
3. Identification and exclusion of univariate and multivariate outliers.
4. Assessment of normality.
1. Analysis of the survey response rate.

2. Analysis of
Exploratory
Statistics

2. Univariate analysis of categorical variables.
3. Univariate analysis of hypothesised EWPA model variables.
4. Bivariate correlational analysis of hypothesised EWPA model variables.
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5.2

Response Rate

As stated in 3.7.1 Sample Selection, the study target population consisted of all employees
from three medium-sized Australian private sector organisations. The three organisations
ranged in size from 120 to 485 employees. All employees from each organisation were
invited to participate in the study (see 3.7.2 Sample Representativeness and Sampling
Frame). Adopting the recommendations of Bryman and Bell (2011), the response rate for the
study was calculated as follows: the number of usable surveys (409) divided by the total
sample (880) x 100. Thus, the response rate for the study was 46.5%. The response rate for
each organisation was approximately 47%, 54% and 42% respectively. Table 5.2 lists the
response for each organisation, the overall study response rate and the final sample size.

Table 5.2: Response Rate

Number of employees invited to participate in survey
Number of surveys received by the researcher
Number of surveys deemed unusable
Number of usable surveys*
Response Rate (%)

1
485
255
27
228
47.0

Organisation
2
3
120
275
69
126
4
10
65
116
54.1
42.2

Total
880
450
41
409+
46.5

*Usable surveys = no. of surveys received less no. of surveys eliminated in data analysis Stage 1 – Data Preparation.
+Final study sample size.

The literature reveals widely varying response rates to internet-based surveys (see Sax et al.,
2003; Simsek & Veiga, 2000, 2001). For example, Simsek and Veiga (2001) conducted an
extensive examination of response rates to surveys using email survey techniques and found
response rates ranging from 7% to 76%. The response rate achieved in this study (that is,
46.5%) was considered adequate considering the response rates found in other studies that
used an email survey technique to invite respondents to participate in research. Further, the
response rate yielded a final study sample size of 409 which was considered adequate given
the types of statistical analyses to which the data would be subjected, for example, SEM (see
3.7.4. Sample Size).

Table 5.3 lists the distribution of employees invited to participate in the research by
organisation.
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Table 5.3: Respondents by Organisation
Organisation

Frequency of Employees Invited
to Participate

%

Frequency of Usable Surveys

%

1

485

55

228

56

2

120

14

65

16

3

275

31

116

28

Total

880

100

409

100

Organisation 1 represented 55% of the sample, organisation 2 made up 14% and organisation
3 represented 31% respectively. The percentage of usable surveys for each organisation (that
is, 56%, 16% and 28% respectively) approximated each organisation’s proportion of the
sample.

Comments:

The distribution of respondents between the three organisations in the final sample, although
not equal, approximated the proportions of the original sample invited to participate in the
research. The final response rate (46.5%) was considered adequate given documented
response rates for other studies that used an email survey technique.

To guard against concerns raised by authors such as Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) relating to
pooling data from disparate samples and the possibility that dependent variables may differ
systematically by categorical variables, a one-way multivariate analysis of variance
(MANOVA) was conducted to examine possible differences in the combined dependent
variables by organisation. Five dependent variables were used in the MANOVA, that is,
intent to use discretionary effort, intent to perform, intent to endorse the organisation, intent
to stay in the organisation and intent to use OCB.

The multivariate main effects revealed a statistically significant difference between
organisations on the combined dependent variables, Wilks’ Λ = 0.886, F(10, 804) = 5.01, p =
.001, η2 = 0.059. The results for the dependent variables were considered separately, using a
Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of 0.01, and two out of five dependent variables reached
statistical significance, that is, intent to use discretionary effort, F (2, 406) = 7.20, p < .001, η2
= 0.03 and intent to stay in the organisation, F (2, 406) = 14.02, p < .001, η2 = 0.06.
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An inspection of the mean scores indicated that respondents from organisation 3 reported
slightly higher levels for intent to use discretionary effort (M = 4.18, SD = 1.24) than did
respondents from organisation 1 (M = 3.63, SD = 1.31) and slightly higher levels for intent to
stay in the organisation (M = 4.53, SD = 1.37) than did respondents from organisation 1 (M =
3.73, SD = 1.31). However, for the dependent variable intent to use discretionary effort,
despite reaching statistical significance, the actual difference in mean scores between
organisation 1 and 3 was quite small as indicated by the small effect size (3%). For the
dependent variable intent to stay in the organisation, despite reaching statistical significance,
the actual difference in mean scores between organisation 1 and 3 was small as indicated by
the medium effect size (6%). Cohen (1988) classifies .01 as a small effect, .06 as a medium
affect and .14 as a large effect.

Notwithstanding statistical significant results were obtained for two out of five dependent
variables, involving two organisations, for both variables, the actual difference in the mean
scores of the groups was small. It is important to note that with large samples (in this case, N
= 409) quite small differences can become statistically significant, even if the difference
between groups is of little practical importance (Field, 2013; Pallant, 2013). Thus, from a
statistical perspective, pooling the data from three different organisations to create the final
sample size was considered acceptable. Furthermore, representation of respondents from
three different organisations in the final sample was important given that one of the methods
of data triangulation deployed in this study to reduce the risk of CMV was space triangulation
(see 3.3 Common Method Variance).
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5.3

Univariate Analysis of Categorical Variables

Univariate analysis of categorical variables was conducted by calculating descriptive
statistics in order to develop a profile of the final sample. Each element of the sample profile,
for example, gender, age, organisation level, organisation tenure and department, was
examined in terms of sample representativeness. Results of this analysis are presented below.

5.3.1 Gender
Table 5.4 lists frequency scores and percentages for the variable “Gender”.

Table 5.4: Gender of Respondents
Gender
Male
Female
Total

Frequency
208
201

%
50.9
49.1

409

100

Descriptive statistics listed in Table 5.4 revealed that the proportion of male to female
respondents was approximately 50:50.

Comments:

As respondents were from all levels within each organisation, the almost equal ratio of male
to female respondents evident was not considered surprising. If the sample had been drawn
from middle to senior management levels, the ratio of male to female respondents would be
expected to be skewed with a higher proportion of male respondents. This is because
traditionally, senior management in Australian organisations has been male-dominated and
recent industry figures suggest that female representation at this level remains comparatively
low (see Smith, Crittendon, & Caputi, 2012; Still, 2006).

Validation of the almost even ratio of male to female respondents in the final sample was
received when project leaders from each participating organisation reported to the researcher
that this ratio was indicative of the overall employee population within their respective
organisations (personal communication, October, 2013).
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5.3.2 Age
Table 5.5 lists frequency scores and percentages for the variable “Age”.

Table 5.5: Age of Respondents
Age
Under 25
25 – 29
30 – 39
40 – 49
50 and Over
Total

Frequency
25
66
112
118
88
409

%
6
16
27
29
22
100

Descriptive statistics listed in Table 5.5 revealed:
•

22% of respondents were under 30 years of age and of these, 6% were under 25 years,

•

56% of respondents were between 30 and 49 years,

•

22% of respondents were over 50 years.

Comments:

The distribution of the data in Table 5.5 reflects an approximate 1:2 ratio of younger
employees to mid-age employees and a 2:1 ratio of mid-age employees to older employees.
Validation of these ratios was given by each of the participating organisation project leaders
who reported to the researcher that they approximated the age distribution of the overall
employee population in their respective organisations (personal communication, October,
2013).

Considering the distribution of the data illustrated in Table 5.5, and particularly, the
comparatively small representation of employees under 25 years of age (N = 25), the variable
“Age” was recoded (see Table 5.6). The decision to reduce the number of categories from
five to two was taken to aid subsequent statistical analysis of the variable “Age” in the
structural model analysis (see 8.2.2 Assessing Structural Model Fit and Validity, Step 3).
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Table 5.6: Age of Respondents Recoded
Age

Frequency

%

Under 40

203

49.6

40 and Over

206

50.4

Total

409

100

5.3.3 Organisation Level
Table 5.7 lists frequency scores and percentages for the variable “Organisation level”.

Table 5.7: Organisation Level of Respondents
Organisation Level
Employee/Associate
Supervisor/Manager
Director/Executive
Total

Frequency
296
105
8
409

%
72
26
2
100

Descriptive statistics listed in Table 5.7 revealed:
•

72% of respondents were employees/associates,

•

26% of respondents were front line supervisors/middle level managers,

•

2% were senior leaders or executives.

Comments:

The distribution of data in Table 5.7 indicated the ratio of individual contributors to leaders
was approximately 3:1, that is, a skew towards employees/associates. This skew was not
considered atypical by organisation project leaders who reported to the researcher that this
ratio approximated the distribution of employees by organisation level within their respective
organisation (personal communication, October, 2013).

Considering the distribution of the data in Table 5.7, and particularly, the small representation
of senior leaders (N = 8), the variable “Organisation level” was recoded (see Table 5.8). The
reduction of categories within this variable to two was made to aid subsequent statistical
analysis of the variable “Organisation level” in the structural model analysis (see 8.2.2
Assessing Structural Model Fit and Validity, Step 3).
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Table 5.8: Organisation Level of Respondents Recoded
Organisation Level
Individual Contributor
Leader
Total

Frequency
296
113
409

%
73
27
100

5.3.4 Organisation Tenure
Table 5.9 lists frequency scores and percentages for the variable “Organisation tenure”.

Table 5.9: Organisation Tenure of Respondents
Years Experience
0–1
2–5
6 – 10
11 – 20
21 – 30
Over 30
Total

Frequency
67
91
97
109
39
6
409

%
16
22
24
27
9
2
100

Descriptive statistics listed in Table 5.9 revealed:
•

38% of respondents had 5 or less years of work experience with their organisation,

•

51% of respondents had between 6 and 20 years of work experience with their
organisation,

•

11% of respondents had 21 or more years of work experience with their organisation.

Comments:

Respondents reflected a wide range of years of work experience. The distribution of the data
in Table 5.9 reflects a moderate skew towards less years experience with the organisation.
However, 84% of respondents had two or more years of work experience with their
organisation and 62% of respondents had six or more years of work experience with their
organisation. These statistics are indicative of the fact that the majority of respondents were
experienced employees in terms of organisation tenure. This finding is important when
considering employees with longer tenure are likely to have experience of working with
different leaders. Therefore, such employees would have a perspective that would enable
them to comment pertinently on leadership behaviour and leader values. In addition,
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experienced employees are likely to possess levels of self awareness required to reflect on
their own internal states, that is, the feelings and emotions generated during the appraisal
process. Such internal states were measured in this study.

Employees with 21 or more years work experience with their organisation represented 11%
of the sample and formed an approximate 1:2 ratio with all other groups with the exception of
respondents who had 0-1 years experience. The proportionally lower representation of
employees with 21 or more years experience and 0-1 years of experience were not considered
surprising by organisation project leaders who reported to the researcher that these statistics
approximated the distribution of years of experience of the overall employee population in
their respective organisations (personal communication, October, 2013).

Considering the distribution of the data illustrated in Table 5.9, specifically, the small
representation of employees with 21 or more years work experience with their organisation
(that is, 11%), the variable “Organisation tenure” was recoded (see Table 5.10). The
reduction of categories from six to two was made to aid subsequent statistical analysis of the
variable “Organisation tenure” in the structural model analysis (see 8.2.2 Assessing
Structural Model Fit and Validity, Step 3).

Table 5.10: Organisation Tenure of Respondents Recoded
Years Experience
10 years and under
Over 10 years
Total
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255
154

%
62.3
37.7
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100
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5.3.5 Department
Table 5.11 lists frequency scores and percentages for the variable “Department”.

Table 5.11: Department of Respondents
Department
Finance
Human Resources
Sales
Operations
Information Technology
Marketing
Customer Service
Research and Development
Warehouse
Manufacturing
Engineering
Other
Total

Frequency
9
21
18
26
4
7
5
55
6
86
51
121
409

%
2
5
5
6
1
2
1
13
1
21
13
30
100

Descriptive statistics listed in Table 5.11 revealed:
•

35% of respondents represented departments which could be classified as “white-collar”
(that is, finance, human resources, sales, operations, information technology, marketing,
customer service and research and development),

•

35% of respondents represented departments which could be classified as “blue-collar”
(that is, warehouse, manufacturing and engineering),

•

30% of respondents classified their department in the “other” category.

Comments:

Respondents represented approximately equal proportions of white-collar and blue-collar
departments and totaled 70% of the sample. However, around 30% of respondents selected
the “other” category indicating they worked in a department not specifically listed in the
survey.

The almost even ratio of white-collar to blue-collar employees in the final study sample was
validated by one organisation project leader as being representative of his/her organisation
(personal communication, October, 2013). This ratio was questioned by two organisation
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project leaders (personal communication, October, 2013) who reported to the researcher that
considering the nature of their businesses (that is, pharmaceutical production and food
production) a representative ratio of white-collar to blue-collar workers within their
organisations would approximate 1:2. When questioned further by the researcher, both of
these organisation project leaders suspected that many of the respondents who chose the
“other” category were most likely blue-collar workers who typically labelled the department
in which they worked by an organisation specific title, for example, finishing department,
quality control, logistics or packaging (personal communication, October, 2013).
Considering nearly one-third of respondents were in the “other” category, recoding of the
variable “Department” into a smaller number of categories to aid subsequent statistical
analysis was not possible. Specifically, recoding respondents into two new categories such as
white-collar and blue-collar could not occur given the specific type of department for
approximately one-third of the sample was unknown. Given the doubt relating to the
composition of respondents in the “other” category, no further analysis involving the variable
“Department” was conducted.
5.3.6 Conclusions – Univariate Analysis of Categorical Variables

The distribution of respondents in terms of gender, age, organisation level and organisation
tenure was representative of the study target population and considered appropriate given the
nature and aims of the study. Although 70% and approximately equal proportions of
respondents indicated they worked in white-collar or blue-collar departments, nearly onethird of respondents could not be accurately identified by department. Consequently, no
further analyses of responses by “Department” were conducted.
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5.4

Univariate Analysis of Hypothesised EWPA Model Variables

Each of the variables of the hypothesised EWPA model (Figure 2.2) was subjected to
univariate analysis where descriptive statistics including the mean and standard deviation
scores were calculated. Results of these analyses are presented next.

5.4.1 Leadership Behaviour

Table 5.12 lists mean and standard deviation scores for the cognitive variables directive
behaviour and supportive behaviour.

Table 5.12: Leadership Behaviour Variables
Variable
Directive Behaviour
Supportive Behaviour

Mean
3.40
4.01

Standard Deviation
1.15
1.14

1 – Almost Never, 2 – Very Infrequently, 3 – Infrequently, 4 – Frequently, 5 – Very Frequently, 6 – Almost Always.

Descriptive statistics listed in Table 5.12 revealed that respondents perceive supportive
behaviour is used more frequently than directive behaviour.

In 3.6.2 Leadership Behaviour Measure: Leader Action Profile it was noted that directive
behaviour is a higher order scale consisting of seven directive subscales and that supportive
behaviour is a higher order scale consisting of seven supportive subscales. In order to provide
further insight relating to the perceived use of directive behaviour and supportive behaviour,
the mean scores for the seven directive subscales and the mean scores for the seven
supportive subscales were calculated and are listed in Table 5.13 and Table 5.14 respectively.

Also, Table 5.13 and Table 5.14 list the LAP normative mean score for the seven directive
subscales and the seven supportive subscales respectively. LAP norms were constructed by
Zigarmi, Zigarmi, Edeburn, and Blanchard (2008) from data collected by the LAP Self and
Other Questionnaire. However, t-tests for Independent Samples could not be conducted in
order to statistically compare mean scores for the seven directive subscales and seven
supportive subscales in this study with the respective LAP norms for these subscales, as
independent t-tests involve calculating the t-statistic which tests whether the difference
between means is significantly different from zero (Field, 2013). As the data which make up
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the LAP norms are unknown, the variance (that is, the standard error) for subscales within
this group could not be calculated. Thus, the mean scores for the seven directive subscales
and the seven supportive subscales were compared to the LAP norms with the LAP norms
being considered the average. The numerical difference between mean scores for the seven
directive subscales and the respective LAP norms were calculated (see Table 5.13). This
process was repeated for the seven supportive subscales and the respective LAP norms (see
Table 5.14).

Table 5.13: Directive Behaviour Mean Scores and LAP Norms
Directive Behaviours

Respondents

LAP*

Difference

Evaluating

3.35

4.30

- 0.95

Setting Priorities

3.53

3.48

+0.05

Establishing Timelines

3.57a

3.57

Showing How

3.18

3.28

Action Planning

3.31

3.92

- 0.61

Goal Setting

3.49

3.52

- 0.03

Clarifying Roles

3.36

4.35a

- 0.99

b

0.00
b

- 0.10

1 – Almost never, 2 – Very infrequently, 3 – Infrequently, 4 – Frequently, 5 – Very frequently, 6 – Almost always.
*Source: Zigarmi et al. (2008). LAP Essentials: Composite Report. Escondido, CA: The Ken Blanchard Companies.
a = Highest mean; b = Lowest mean.

Results of the comparison of mean scores for the seven directive subscales presented in Table
5.13 revealed:
•

the frequency of use of behaviours relating to setting priorities, establishing timelines,
showing how and goal setting approximate the respective LAP norm,

•

the frequency of use of behaviours relating to evaluating, action planning and clarifying
roles were below the average,

•

the least frequently used directive behaviour was showing how which is also the least
used of the LAP directive behaviours,

•

the most frequently used directive behaviour was establishing timelines, whereas the most
frequently used LAP directive behaviour is clarifying roles.

Comments:

Overall, respondents perceived their leaders to use less directive behaviour compared to the
average.
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Table 5.14: Supportive Behaviour Mean Scores and LAP Norms
Supportive Behaviours
Problem Solving
Listening
Praising
Providing Rationale
Information Sharing–Organisation
Information Sharing–Self
Asking Input

Respondents
4.04
4.21a
4.04
3.99
4.14
3.70b
3.93

LAP*
3.98b
4.80a
4.73
4.47
4.74
4.15
4.56

Difference
+0.06
- 0.59
- 0.69
- 0.48
- 0.60
- 0.45
- 0.63

1 – Almost never, 2 – Very infrequently, 3 – Infrequently, 4 – Frequently, 5 – Very frequently, 6 – Almost always.
*Source: Zigarmi et al. (2008). LAP Essentials: Composite Report. Escondido, CA: The Ken Blanchard Companies.
a = Highest mean; b = Lowest mean.

Results of the comparison of mean scores for the seven supportive subscales presented in
Table 5.14 revealed:
•

the frequency of use of all supportive behaviour subscales were below the respective LAP
norm with the exception of problem solving which was perceived to be slightly above the
LAP norm,

•

the least frequently used supportive behaviour was information sharing–self whereas the
least frequently used LAP supportive behaviour was problem solving,

•

the most frequently used supportive behaviour was listening which is also the most
frequently used of the LAP supportive behaviours.

Comments:

Overall, respondents perceived their leaders to use less supportive behaviour compared to the
average, with the exception of problem solving.

5.4.2 Leader Values

Table 5.15 lists mean and standard deviation scores for the cognitive variables leader otherorientation and leader self-concern.

Table 5.15: Leader Values Variables
Variable
Leader Other-orientation
Leader Self-concern

Mean
3.51
3.20

Standard Deviation
1.12
1.21

1 – Not at all, 2 – Very little, 3 – Sometimes, 4 – Often, 5 – Very much.
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Descriptive statistics listed in Table 5.15 revealed that leader other-orientation behaviours are
used more frequently than leader self-concern behaviours.

Comments:

Only one study has investigated the role of leader value orientations as antecedents in the
EWPA model (see Zigarmi & Roberts, 2012). Zigarmi and Roberts (2012) reported leader
self-concern behaviours were used more frequently than leader other-orientation behaviours.
The results listed Table 5.15 indicate that employees from organisations in Australia
perceived the opposite. It is interesting to note that the standard deviation reported in this
study for both leader self-concern and leader other-orientation is higher than the
corresponding standard deviations reported by Zigarmi and Roberts (2012). This suggests
that responses for these two variables were more widely dispersed about the mean in this
study.

5.4.3 Affect

Mean and standard deviation scores for the variables positive affect and negative affect are
presented in Table 5.16.

Table 5.16: Affect Variables
Variable
Positive Affect
Negative Affect

Mean
3.41
1.53

Standard Deviation
.98
.74

1 – Never, 2 – A little, 3 – Moderately, 4 – Quite a bit, 5 – Always.

Descriptive statistics listed in Table 5.16 revealed that positive affect is more common than
negative affect.

Comments:

A limited number of studies have investigated the role of employee affect in the EWPA
model (see Roberts & Zigarmi, 2014; Zigarmi et al., 2011, 2015; Zigarmi & Roberts, 2012).
In these studies, it was reported that employees perceived positive affect to be more common
than negative affect. The results listed in Table 5.16 suggest that when thinking about
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interactions with their leader, employees from Australian organisations also perceived
positive affect to be more common that negative affect.

5.4.4 Work Intention

Mean and standard deviation scores for the five variables relating to work intention are
presented in Table 5.17.

Table 5.17: Work Intention Variables
Variable
Intent to use discretionary effort
Intent to perform
Intent to endorse the organisation
Intent to stay in the organisation
Intent to use OCB

Mean
3.84
4.89
4.55
3.99
4.94

Standard Deviation
1.31
1.23
1.30
1.38
1.09

1 – To no extent, 2 – To a little extent, 3 – To some extent, 4 – To a great extent, 5 – To a very great extent, 6 – To the
fullest extent.

Descriptive statistics listed in Table 5.17 revealed:
•

intention to engage in discretionary effort and intent to stay with the organisation were
comparatively lower than all other intention variables,

•

intent to perform, intent to endorse and intent to use OCB were likely to occur to a great
extent or more.

Comments:

The results listed in Table 5.17 suggest that when appraising leadership behaviour and leader
values and considering feelings and emotions generated from the appraisal process, overall,
intent to engage in the five work intentions was great. A number of studies have investigated
the role of employee work intentions in the context of the EWPA model (see Roberts &
Zigarmi, 2014; Shuck et al., 2015; Zigarmi et al., 2012, 2014, 2015; Zigarmi & Roberts,
2012). The mean scores for the five work intention scales in this study approximated those
reported in other studies.

It is important to note that t-tests for Independent Samples could not be conducted in order to
statistically compare mean scores for leader values, affect and work intentions measured in
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this study and those same variables measured in other employee work passion studies
because the sample data from the other studies are unknown. Hence, the variance for each
variable that is required to calculate the t-statistic could not be calculated.
5.4.5 Conclusions – Univariate Analysis of Hypothesised EWPA Model Variables

Respondents perceive leaders to use supportive behaviour more frequently than directive
behaviour. Respondents perceived leaders to demonstrate leader other-orientation behaviours
more frequently than leader self-concern behaviours. Respondents reported that when
thinking about interactions with his/her leader, positive affect was more common than
negative affect. Behavioural intentions such as performing at a higher than average level,
endorsing the organisation to others and willingness to be an altruistic organisational citizen
were likely to occur to a great extent or more. Although, intent to engage in discretionary
effort and intent to stay with the organisation were lower than all other intention variables,
they were still rated as likely to occur.

To date, comparative research using the EWPA model has not been conducted. In this study,
respondents perceived leaders to use less directive behaviour compared to the average and
use less supportive behaviour compared to the average, with the exception of problem solving
which approximates the average. In contrast to respondents from organisations in the USA,
Australian respondents perceived leader other-orientation behaviours were used more
frequently than leader self-concern behaviours. The findings that positive affect is more
common than negative affect and the willingness of respondents to engage in the five work
intentions, are similar to findings reported from organisations in the USA.

Chapter 5 – Exploratory Statistical Analysis

Page 175

Employee Work Passion: Leadership Behaviour, Employee Affect and Work Intentions

5.5

Bivariate Analysis of Hypothesised EWPA Model Variables

Bivariate correlational analysis is used to describe the strength and direction of the linear
relationship between two variables (Field, 2013). The size of the absolute value of the
correlation indicates the strength of the relationship between the two variables, that is, a
perfect correlation of ± 1 indicates that the value of one variable can be determined exactly
by knowing the value of the other variable (Pallant, 2013). The sign of the correlation
indicates the direction of the relationship, that is, a positive correlation means that as one
variable increases, so too does the other. A negative correlation means that as one variable
increases, the other decreases.

5.5.1 Bivariate Correlational Analysis
Given data in this study was deemed to be at the interval level, Pearson’s correlation coefficient (r) was calculated to examine the strength of association and the direction of the
relationship between all pairings of the hypothesised EWPA model variables. Results of
bivariate correlations appear in Table 5.18. Guidelines suggested by Cohen (1988) were
adopted in relation to interpreting the magnitude (or effect size) of the correlations as follows:
the absolute value of r = .10 to .29 (small effect); r = .30 to .49 (medium effect); and r = .50
to 1.0 (large effect).
Table 5.18: Pearson’s Correlations of Hypothesised Model Variables
Variable

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1. DIR

1

2. SUP

.675

1

3. OO

.358

.545

1

4. SC

-.158

-.185

-.410

1

5. PA

.390

.534

.717

-.370

1

6. NA

-.341

-.552

-.708

.499

-.726

1

7. DE

.272

.413

.599

-.336

.621

-.549

1

8. PERF

.323

.402

.595

-.360

.668

-.633

.658

1

9. END

.314

.376

.560

-.351

.587

-.561

.660

.800

1

10. STAY

.311

.382

.509

-.321

.566

-.539

.547

.622

.717

1

11. OCB

.262

.343

.503

-.287

.607

-.532

.575

.775

.727

.578

11

1

DIR = Directive Behaviour, SUP = Supportive Behaviour, OO = Leader Other-orientation, SC = Leader Self-concern, PA
= Positive Affect, NA = Negative Affect, DE = Intention to use Discretionary Effort, PERF = Intention to Perform, END=
Intention to Endorse the Organisation, STAY = Intention to Stay in the Organisation, OCB = Intention to use OCB.
All correlations were significant at ** p < 0.01. All ** omitted for clarity.
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Results of the bivariate correlational analysis revealed the following findings (note: the
correlation relating to each variable in the bivariate relationship is listed once):

Leadership Behaviours

Variable 1 (directive behaviour) was positively correlated with:
•

supportive behaviour (r = .675) as expected,

•

leader other-orientation (r = .358) as expected,

•

positive affect (r = .390) as expected,

•

all intention variables (rs ranged from .262 to .323) as expected.

Variable 1 (directive behaviour) was negatively correlated with:
•

leader self-concern (r = -.158) as expected,

•

negative affect (r = -.341) as expected.

Variable 2 (supportive behaviour) was positively correlated with:
•

leader other-orientation (r = .545) as expected,

•

positive affect (r = .534) as expected,

•

all intention variables (rs ranged from .343 to .413) as expected.

Variable 2 (supportive behaviour) was negatively correlated with:
•

leader self-concern (r = -.185) as expected,

•

negative affect (r = -.552) as expected.

Leader Values

Variable 3 (leader other-orientation) was positively correlated with:
•

positive affect (r = .717) as expected,

•

all intention variables (rs ranged from .503 to .599) as expected.

Variable 3 (leader other-orientation) was negatively correlated with:
•

leader self-concern (r = -.410) as expected,

•

negative affect (r = -.708) as expected.
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Variable 4 (leader self-concern) was positively correlated with:
•

negative affect (r = .499) as expected.

Variable 4 (leader self-concern) was negatively correlated with:
•

positive affect (r = -.370) as expected,

•

all intention variables (rs ranged from -.287 to -.360) as expected.

Affect

Variable 5 (positive affect) was positively correlated with:
•

with all intention variables (rs ranged from .566 to .668) as expected.

Variable 5 (positive affect) was negatively correlated with:
•

negative affect (r = -.726) as expected.

Variable 6 (negative affect) was negatively correlated with:
•

all intention variables (rs ranged from -.532 to -.633) as expected.

Work Intentions

Variable 7 (intent to use discretionary effort) was positively correlated with:
•

all other intention variables (rs ranged from .547 to .660) as expected.

Variable 8 (intent to perform) was positively correlated with:
•

all other intention variables (rs ranged from .622 to .800) as expected.

Variable 9 (intent to endorse the organisation) was positively correlated with:
•

all other intention variables (rs ranged from .660 to .800) as expected.

Variable 10 (intent to stay in the organisation) was positively correlated with:
•

all other intention variables (rs ranged from .547 to .717) as expected.

Variable 11 (intent to use OCB) was positively correlated with:
•

all other intention variables (rs ranged from .575 to .775) as expected.
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Comments:

The magnitude of the correlations indicates a stronger relationship between:
•

supportive behaviour and leader values, affect and intentions than between directive
behaviour and these variables,

•

leader other-orientation and leadership behaviours, affect and intentions than between
leader self-concern and these variables,

•

positive affect and leadership behaviours (with the exception of the correlation between
negative affect and supportive behaviour),

•

positive affect and leader values (with exception of the correlation between negative
affect and leader self-concern),

•

positive affect and intentions than between negative affect and intentions.

5.5.2 Conclusions – Bivariate Analysis of Hypothesised EWPA Model Variables

The results of the bivariate correlational analyses provide preliminary support for the
relationships depicted in the hypothesised EWPA model. Specifically, all environmental
variables were correlated with each other as expected. Directive behaviour, supportive
behavior and leader other-orientation were positively correlated with positive affect and
negatively correlated with negative affect as expected. Leader self-concern was negatively
correlated with positive affect and positively correlated with negative affect as expected.
Positive affect was positively correlated with each intention variable and negative affect was
negatively correlated with each intention variable as expected. The magnitude of the bivariate
correlations between positive affect and all intention variables indicate stronger relationships
than between negative affect and all intention variables.

Overall, these findings suggest supportive behaviour, leader other-orientation and positive
affect each play a significant role within in the appraisal process. Directive behaviour, leader
self-concern and negative affect play a significant role in the appraisal process, but the
strength of the relationships associated with these variables is, for the most part, weaker. The
findings in this correlational analysis in relation to the strength and direction of relationships
between environmental variables, affect variables and work intentions, support similar
findings reported in past research (see Roberts & Zigarmi, 2014; Zigarmi et al., 2011, 2015;
Zigarmi & Roberts, 2012).
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5.6

Chapter Summary

This chapter discussed the results of Stage 2 of the data analysis process – a preliminary
analysis of the research data. The final response rate and the final study sample size were
considered adequate given the aims and nature of the study and the statistical analyses that
would be performed. Results of statistical analysis relating to potential concerns resulting
from combining the data from three disparate organisations proved acceptable. A profile of
the sample was developed by conducting univariate analysis of categorical variables and the
final study sample was found to be representative of the organisational populations from
which it originated.

The variables of the hypothesised EWPA model were subjected to univariate analysis where
descriptive statistics were calculated. Supportive behaviour was found to be more frequent
than directive behaviour. Overall, respondents perceived leaders to use less of both of these
behaviours compared to the average. Leader other-orientation behaviours were found to be
used more frequently than leader self-concern behaviours. Positive affect is more common
than negative affect. Work intentions are likely to occur to a great extent.

Minor differences between the results of the univariate analysis of latent variables in this
study compared to those reported in similar studies using samples from the USA were
evident. However, overall, the data confirms the trends reported in USA based studies. Given
an empirical-based comparative study of the work passion appraisal process between
employees of Australian and USA organisations was not a stated aim of this study, and
analysis of this aspect of the data is beyond its scope, future research of this nature could
prove valuable, for example, investigating the generalisability of the EWPA model. Results
of the bivariate correlational analysis provided preliminary support for the relationships
depicted in the hypothesised EWPA model. Specifically, supportive behaviour, leader otherorientation and positive affect appear to play a key role within in the appraisal process.

This study aimed to examine the multi-dimensional employee work passion appraisal
process. Consequently, in addition to bivariate analysis, multivariate analysis was required to
measure the strength and direction of the relationships between variables in the hypothesised
model when tested simultaneously. Multivariate analytical techniques used to examine the
data are explained the following three chapters.
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CHAPTER 6
DATA ANALYSIS – STAGE 3: ASSESSMENT OF FACTOR STRUCTURES
6.1

Introduction

The results of the exploratory statistical analysis presented in Chapter 5 provided preliminary
support for the relationships depicted in the hypothesised model. The objective of Chapter 6
is to present the results of Stage 3 of the data analysis process – the investigation of the latent
factor structure within the data using factor analysis, a multivariate technique.

The objectives of the exploratory factor analysis (EFA) implemented in Stage 3 of the data
analysis process were three-fold. The first objective was to define or extract a number of
factors from the data that adequately represent this study’s hypothesised model. The second
objective was to examine the extracted factors for measures of unidimensionality, reliability
and validity so the data could be tested with confidence in subsequent multivariate analysis.
The third objective was to investigate opportunities for data reduction, that is, the
identification of a representative and more parsimonious set of variables that could be used in
subsequent multivariate analysis. In order to fulfill these objectives, a three-phase EFA
process was implemented: Phase 1: Factor derivation; Phase 2: Factor interpretation; and
Phase 3: Factor validation. These three phases of analysis were first applied to the
hypothesised EWPA model and second, to the hypothesised first order directive behaviours
and third, to the first order supportive behaviours (see Table 6.1).

To assist understanding, this chapter is organised in four sections. Section 1 provides an
overview of key theoretical aspects of EFA that underpin the analytical process deployed in
three-phase EFA process. Section 2 contains the results of the three-phase EFA process in
relation to the hypothesised EWPA model. Section 3 details the results of the three-phase
EFA process in relation to the latent constructs of the hypothesised model that was theorised
to consist of first and second-order factors (that is, directive behaviour and supportive
behaviour). Section 4 concludes the chapter with a summary of the findings from the EFA
process.
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Table 6.1: Data Analysis Process – Stage 3
Stage

Phase of Analysis
1. Evaluation of missing data.

1. Data
Preparation

2. Identification and exclusion of unengaged respondents.
3. Identification and exclusion of univariate and multivariate outliers.
4. Assessment of normality.
1. Analysis of the survey response rate.

2. Analysis of
Exploratory
Statistics

2. Univariate analysis of categorical variables.
3. Univariate analysis of hypothesised EWPA model variables.
4. Bivariate correlational analysis of hypothesised EWPA model variables.

3. Assessment
of Factor
Structures

1. EWPA model EFA.
2. First-order directive behaviour EFA.
3. First-order supportive behaviour EFA.

SECTION 1 – EFA THEORETICAL OVERVIEW
Factor analysis is a statistical procedure which can help clarify the underlying structure
among variables by identifying variable redundancy with the aim of reducing the set to a
smaller number of derived variables called factors (Briggs & Cheek, 1986). In addition,
factor analysis establishes underlying dimensions between measured variables and
hypothesised latent constructs and evaluates the construct validity of a scale (Williams,
Brown, & Onsman, 2012). Given this study tested an a priori theoretical model, EFA was
used to investigate the hypothesised latent factor structure in more of a “confirmatory” than
“exploratory” approach. In this context, EFA is best seen as support to inductive reasoning
and hypothesis generation but does not produce definitive, incontrovertible results (Kline,
2013).

6.2

Phase 1: Factor Derivation

Three key decisions were made in Phase 1 of the factor analysis process. The first decision
related to the method of factor extraction. There are two primary methods of factor
extraction: (a) Principal Component Analysis (PCA), that is, an approach that considers the
total variance and derives factors that contain diminishing proportions of unique variance and
error variance (Hair et al., 2010); and (b) Common Factor Analysis, that is, a technique that
considers only the common or shared variance, assuming that neither the unique nor error
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variance is of interest in defining the structure of the variables (Hair et al., 2010). Both
techniques are widely used in social science research. Much debate exists in the literature
relating to the effectiveness of each type of factor extraction (see Costello & Osborne, 2005;
Ferguson & Cox, 1993). Given this study tested a specified, a priori theoretical model and its
objective was to identify and examine the relationships between latent constructs represented
in the measured variables (or items), Common Factor Analysis was deemed an appropriate
method of extraction.

In both PCA and Common Factor Analysis, commonly, not all factors are retained. The
second decision made in Phase 1 of the EFA process was to decide the number of factors to
extract. In this study an initial EFA using the “principal axis factoring” extraction method
(that is, a Common Factor Analysis extraction technique) specifying 11 factors was
conducted. The decision to extract 11 factors was based on the theoretical structure of this
study’s hypothesised model, that is, an a priori criterion (Hair et al., 2010). In subsequent
EFA’s that were conducted as part of this factor analysis, the number of factors specified for
extraction was based on the theoretical structure of that aspect of the hypothesised model that
was being scrutinised.

The third decision made in Phase 1 of the EFA process was to decide the method of factor
rotation. Factor rotation is a statistical technique applied to the factor solution to discriminate
between the factors and to achieve a simpler and theoretically more meaningful factor
structure (Field, 2013). Many constructs in the hypothesised model in this study were
conceptually related and therefore might correlate, for example, the environmental variables
directive behaviour and supportive behaviour, leader other-orientation and leader selfconcern, positive and negative affect, and the five work intention variables. Therefore,
oblique rotation (promax and a maximum of 25 rotations) was employed (Field, 2013;
Ferguson & Cox, 1993; Kline, 2013).

6.3

Phase 2: Factor Interpretation

Seven consecutive steps of analysis were taken in Phase 2 of the EFA process. An overview
of the statistical tests conducted in each of these steps is presented next.
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(1) The appropriateness or suitability of the data for EFA was assessed by examining the
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy, the Measure of Sampling
Adequacy (MSA) and Bartlett’s test of sphericity. The KMO measure of sampling adequacy
is a statistic between 0 and 1 where a value closer to 1 indicates the patterns of correlations
are relatively compact and so factor analysis should reveal distinct and reliable factors (Field,
2013). Kaiser (1974) recommended accepting values > .50 (and preferably higher) and this
criterion was adopted in this study. The anti-image correlation matrix was examined to
ascertain the degree of inter-correlations among the items. The anti-image correlation matrix
displays a MSA for each item ranging from 0 to 1, reaching 1 when each item is perfectly
predicted without error by the other items in the analysis. The MSA is based on the
correlations, and also the patterns, between items (Field, 2013). Field (2013) recommended
MSA values > .50 as a minimum standard and this criterion was adopted in this study.
Bartlett’s test of sphericity is a test to see if the correlations of items, when taken collectively,
are significant at the .0001 level which indicates that the correlation matrix is significantly
different from the identity matrix (Hair et al., 2010). Bartlett’s test of sphericity was the third
test conducted in order to examine the appropriateness of the data for EFA.
(2) Item communality was examined in order to assess if items were not adequately
accounted for by the factor solution. “Communalities after Extraction” represent the amount
of variance in each item that can be explained by the retained factors (Field, 2013). Higher
communality values indicate that a large amount of the variance in an item has been extracted
by the factor solution. Hair et al. (2010) suggested that at least one-half of the variance of
each item must be taken into account, that is, items with communalities < .50 would be
considered to not have sufficient explanation. Item communality of ≥ .50 was adopted as an
acceptable level in this analysis.
(3) Eigenvalues – estimates of the proportion of variance in the item indicators explained by
the factor – were assessed. The total of all eigenvalues represents the total amount of variance
extracted by the factor solution. According to Kaiser (1960), an eigenvalue of one represents
a substantial amount of variance and all factors recording an eigenvalue > 1.0 should be
retained. Jolliffe (1986) argued that Kaiser’s criterion is too conservative and advocates
retaining all factors with eigenvalues > .70. Given Kaiser’s criterion for retaining factors with
eigenvalues > 1.0 is the most commonly used in EFA (Field, 2013), it was used as a guide
when assessing the amount of variance associated with factors in this EFA process. However,
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as recommended by numerous authors (see Hair et al. 2010; Kline, 2013), the decision to
retain a factor in this EFA process was also guided by theoretical considerations and not on
statistical grounds alone.

(4) Item loadings were examined. In EFA, item factor loadings represent the correlation
between an observed variable (sometimes called a manifest variable or an item indicator) and
its latent factor. Furthermore, the squared item loading is the amount of the observed
variable’s total variance accounted for by the factor (Hair et al., 2010). No universal rules
governing the optimal magnitude of item factor loadings in EFA have been agreed (Clark &
Watson, 1995; Kline, 2013). However, Hair et al. (2010) suggested for a sample size > 400,
item factor loadings in the range ±.30 to ±.40 meet the minimal level for interpretation of
structure and factor loadings ± ≥ .50 are considered practically significant and ideal. These
guidelines were adopted in this analysis. However, the decision to retain or delete an
observed variable based on the size of its factor loading was also influenced by theoretical
considerations.

(5) Item cross-loadings were assessed. In EFA a cross-loading item is one that has more than
one significant factor loading (Ferguson & Cox, 1993). No universal rules governing the
optimal magnitude of the differential between factor loadings for a cross-loading item in EFA
have been agreed (Clark & Watson, 1995; Kline, 2013). Hair et al. (2010) suggested that if
the differential between factor loadings for a cross-loading item is ≤ .20 then removal of the
item is warranted because it is unclear as to which factor it represents. If the differential
between factor loadings for a cross-loading item is > .20 then the item can be retained and
assumed to load on the factor for which is has the highest loading (Hair et al., 2010).
Numerous authors (see Clark & Watson, 1995; Ferguson & Cox, 1993; Kline, 2013)
suggested decisions relating to the deletion or retention of cross-loading items should be
guided not only by the relative difference in magnitude between the two loadings but by the
eigenvalue of the factor on which an item cross-loads and relevant theory. For example,
theoretically related items all cross-loading on the same two factors may be of theoretical
interest when examining construct overlap (Ferguson & Cox, 1993). In this analysis, the
decision to retain or delete cross-loading items was guided by the recommendations of Hair et
al. (2010), the eigenvalue of the factor on which items cross-load, and theoretical
considerations.
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(6) Once tests for data appropriateness had been satisfied, variable communality and factor
eigenvalues examined and significant loadings and cross-loadings identified, the factor model
was respecified if needed. The objective of model respecification was to obtain the most
parsimonious factor structure that contained both empirical and conceptual support.
Respecifying the factor model included applying an alternative rotation method, increasing or
decreasing the number of factors retained or deleting problematic items (that is, low-loading,
cross-loading or free standing) from the analysis.

(7) After an acceptable factor solution was obtained in which all items had a significant
loading on only one factor, each factor was labelled. In this analysis factor labelling was
guided by the labelling conventions applied to the hypothesised model (see Figure 2.2).

6.4

Phase 3: Factor Validation

Various authors (see Clark & Watson, 1995; Cortina, 1993; Garver & Mentzer, 1999)
suggested key tests for validating retained and labelled factors include examining item
unidimensionality, item and factor reliability, and factor validity (that is, face, convergent and
discriminant validity). These three tests were employed to validate factors in Phase 3 of the
EFA and will be discussed next.

6.4.1 Unidimensionality

In the context of EFA, there is broad agreement in the literature (see Clark & Watson, 1995;
Cortina, 1993; Garver & Mentzer, 1999; Hattie, 1985) that each item must demonstrate a
satisfactory level of unidimensionality. Item unidimensionality is the extent to which an item
reflects one underlying factor without significantly reflecting other factors. Garver and
Mentzer (1999) contended that an acceptable test of unidimensionality is that each factor
consists of items loading highly on it and not highly on other factors. This test of
unidimensionality of items was adopted in this EFA. Also, Cortina (1993) posited that
Cronbach’s alpha (that is, the reliability coefficient) can be used as a “confirmatory” measure
of unidimensionality once the existence of a single factor has been determined. This
confirmatory role of the alpha coefficient in relation to the unidimensionality of each factor
was adopted in this analysis.
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6.4.2 Item and Factor Reliability

A factor must demonstrate an acceptable level of internal consistency reliability, that is, the
overall degree to which the items that make up that factor are inter-correlated as estimated by
an index such as coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1951). Furthermore, Clark and Watson (1995)
recommend that in addition to calculating Cronbach’s alpha, the reliability of each item
should be examined by calculating the item-to-total correlations (that is, the correlation
between each item and the total or summated scale score) and the inter-item correlations (that
is, the correlation among items). A low item-to-total correlation value suggests that an item
does not represent that construct, has the potential to produce measurement error and is a
candidate for deletion (Clark & Watson, 1995). Challenges stemming from highly intercorrelated items are based on the “attenuation paradox”, that is, the idea that increasing the
internal consistency of a scale beyond a certain point does not enhance its construct validity
(Briggs & Cheek, 1986; Clark & Watson, 1995). As Clark and Watson (1995) stated:
“strongly intercorrelated items are highly redundant: Once one of them is included in the
scale, the other(s) contribute virtually no incremental information. A scale will yield far more
information if it contains more differentiated items that are only moderately intercorrelated”
(p. 316).

This analysis included tests for item-to-total correlations, inter-item correlations and
Cronbach’s alpha. Adopting the recommendations of Hair et al. (2010), the acceptable level
for an item-to-total correlation was set at > .50 in this analysis. Hair et al. (2010) suggested
that the acceptable level for an inter-item correlation is > .30. Clark and Watson (1995) take a
more restrictive position and argued acceptable levels for inter-item correlations should fall in
the range of .15 to .50. Furthermore, Clark and Watson (1995) stated that to ensure items are
strongly associated with each other, and represent a single concept, “almost all of the interitem correlations should be moderate in magnitude and should cluster narrowly around the
mean value” (p. 316). The recommendations offered by Hair et al. (2010) relating to
acceptable inter-item correlations (that is, > .30) were adopted in this analysis. Consideration
was also given to the guidelines suggested by Clark and Watson (1995). Cronbach’s alpha
was calculated to assess the internal consistency of the overall scale (that is, all items)
measuring each factor. Despite debate in the literature in relation to the acceptable lower limit
for Cronbach’s alpha (see Clark & Watson, 1995; Cortina, 1993), it is generally agreed than
an alpha score > .70 is acceptable and this level was adopted in this analysis.
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6.4.3 Factor Validity

Following the assessment of item and factor reliability, an analysis of factor validity was
conducted. Validity is defined as the extent to which a set of measures accurately represents
the construct of interest (Hair et al., 2010). Three types of construct validity, that is, face,
convergent and discriminant validity, were examined in this stage of the analysis. First, face
validity, that is, the extent that a measure appears, on the surface, to reflect the content of the
concept under analysis (Bryman & Bell, 2011) was assessed. It is important to note, however,
that face validity does not guarantee that the test actually measures the phenomenon (Clark &
Watson, 1995).

Second, convergent validity, that is, the degree to which a measure is correlated with other
measures with which it is theoretically predicted to correlate (Bryman & Bell, 2011), was
examined. In the context of an EFA, convergent validity assesses the degree to which two or
more measures of the same factor are correlated and is evident by their factor loadings (Hair
et al., 2010). Item factor loadings were assessed to see if items correlated highly with their
theoretically intended factor.

Third, discriminant validity, that is, the degree to which conceptually similar concepts are
distinct (Bryman & Bell, 2011) was examined. Discriminant validity in an EFA refers to the
extent to which factors are uncorrelated and items should relate more strongly to their own
factor than to another factor in the analysis (Kline, 2013). Two methods were used to
examine discriminant validity in this analysis. First, the pattern matrix was assessed to see if
all items loaded significantly on only one factor, that is, no significant cross-loadings were
identified. Second, the inter-factor correlation matrix was examined. Hair et al. (2010)
suggested that inter-factor correlations should be ≤ .70 given that a correlation > .70 indicates
the majority of variance is shared between the two factors (that is, .70 x .70 = 49%). Authors
such as Field (2013) and Kline (2013) contended that mild multicollinearity is acceptable in
factor analysis but factors that correlate very highly (that is, r > .80) represent high
multicollinearity and as a consequence, it becomes difficult to distinguish between factors.
Following the guidelines suggested by Hair et al. (2010), the acceptable level for inter-factor
correlations of ≤ .70 was adopted in this study.
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SECTION 2 – EFA STATISTICAL ANALYSIS: EWPA MODEL
Section 2 details the results of statistical tests conducted for the three phases of the EFA
process in relation to the hypothesised EWPA model.

6.5

Results – Phase 1: Factor Derivation and Phase 2: Factor Interpretation

6.5.1 EFA No. 1 – EWPA Model
EFA No. 1 – EWPA model used “principal axis factoring” extraction specifying 11 factors
with oblique rotation (promax) with a maximum of 25 rotations. The KMO = .970 and
therefore verified the sampling adequacy for the analysis. The anti-image correlation matrix
revealed that all values for MSA individual items were > .850 which is above the acceptable
limit of .50. Bartlett’s test χ2 (2628) = 32 865, p < 0.0001, indicated there were sufficient
inter-correlations in the data to proceed with principal axis factoring. Examination of the
variable communalities revealed that all variables had communalities after extraction ≥ .50
and were therefore sufficiently high to proceed with the rotation of the factor matrix.
Table 6.2 lists the pattern matrix factor loadings for EFA No. 1 – EWPA model, after
rotation, and revealed:
•

an 11 factor solution that converged in nine iterations and explained 77.73% of the
variance,

•

eight factors were reproduced as theorised and included four environmental variables
(directive behaviour, supportive behaviour, leader self-concern and leader otherorientation), two affect variables (positive affect and negative affect) and two intention
variables (intent to stay in the organisation and intent to use discretionary effort),

•

factors 9, 10 and 11 had eigenvalues < 1.0,

•

all items loaded on at least one factor with significant loadings ranging from .450 to .961
in absolute value,

•

all items loaded in the expected direction, that is, all factors consisted of items with
positive loadings with the exceptions of factor 4 (leader self-concern) and factor 5
(negative affect) which were theorised to have negative loadings,

•

item cross-loadings ranged from .000 to .527 in absolute value.
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Table 6.2: EFA No. 1 – EWPA Model Pattern Matrix
Factor

Communality

Item
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

Eval1

.802

.680

Eval2

.780

.680

Eval3

.871

.736

Pty1

.916

.764

Pty2

.842

.703

Pty3

.877

.773

Tl1

.870

.789

Tl2

.888

.723

Tl3

.904

.823

Sh1

.702

Sh2

.793

.743

Sh3

.876

.824

Pln1

.830

.779

Pln2

.811

.741

Pln3

.814

.736

Goal1

.710

.648

Goal2

.684

.693

Goal3

.780

.747

Role1

.759

.761

Role2

.792

.752

Role3

.676

.677

.428

.768

PSolve1

.734

.723

PSolve2

.894

.794

PSolve3

.735

.791

Ltn1

.695

.688

Ltn2

.928

.771

Ltn3

.860

.766

InfoShOrg1

.872

.746

InfoShOrg2

.862

.686

InfoShOrg3

.961

.778

Rnl1

.856

.759

Rnl2

.795

.776

Rnl3

.885

.768

Praise1

.729

.599

Praise2

.716

.687

Praise3

.785

.737

InfoShSlf1

.601

.527

.764

InfoShSlf2

.600

.444

.792

InfoShSlf3

.642

.419

.768

Input1

.788

.695

Input2

.759

.742

Input3

.797

.714
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Table 6.2: EFA No. 1 – EWPA Model Pattern Matrix cont.
Item

Factor
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Communality

11

Perf1

.832

.783

Perf2

.885

.833

Perf3

.868

.817

End1

.738

.767

End2

.786

.801

End3

.779

.776

OCB1

.904

.747

OCB2

.887

.723

OCB3

.848

.656

SC1

-.913

.876

SC2

-.907

.795

SC3

-.794

.777

Ashamed

-.687

.595

Afraid

-.885

.728

Nervous

-.737

.642

Hostile

-.500

.607

Upset

-.471

.714

Determined

.620

.663

Attentive

.603

.738

Alert

.597

.508

Active

.553

.692

Inspired

.450

.714

OO1

.781

.829

OO2

.853

.856

OO3

.779

.736

Stay1

.561

.740

Stay2

.820

.829

Stay3

.823

.811

DE1

.587

.668

DE2

.723

.693

DE3

.759

.769

Eigenvalues

31.64

9.77

4.77

2.56

1.67

1.40

1.21

1.10

.933

.887

.815

Total

% of Variance

43.34

13.39

6.53

3.50

2.28

1.92

1.66

1.50

1.28

1.22

1.12

77.73

Pty = Setting Priorities, Tl = Establishing Timelines, Sh = Showing How, Eval = Evaluating, Pln = Action Planning, Goals =
Goal Setting, Roles = Clarifying Roles, InfoShOrg = Information Sharing–Organisation, Ltn = Listening, Rnl = Providing
Rationale, PSolve = Problem Solving, Input = Asking for Input, Praise = Praising, InfoShSlf = Information Sharing–Self, Perf
= Intent to Perform, End = Intent to Endorse the Organisation, OCB = Intent to use OCB, SC = Leader Self-concern, NA =
Negative Affect, PA = Positive Affect, OO = Leader Other-orientation, Stay = Intent to Stay in the Organisation, DE = Intent
to use Discretionary Effort. Factor Loadings > .40 are listed.
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6.5.2 EFA No. 1 – EWPA Model Post Hoc Analysis
EFA No. 1 – EWPA model reproduced eight factors as theorised. Factor 3 consisted of nine
intention items that were theorised to load on to three separate factors (that is, intent to use
OCB, intent to perform and intent to endorse the organisation). Factors 10 and 11 had weak
eigenvalues (that is, < .90). Item analysis revealed item Inspired (.450) had the weakest
loading in the analysis and it was below the ideal minimum acceptable threshold. Item Sh1
loaded on factor 1 (.702) and cross-loaded on factor 11 (.428). Items InfoShSlf1, InfoShSlf2
and InfoShSlf3 loaded on factor 2 (.601, .600 and .642 respectively) and cross-loaded on
factor 10 (.527, .444 and .419 respectively).

Considering the factor loading for item Inspired was below the minimum acceptable
threshold, was the weakest loading item on its factor which had four other strongly loading
items, and was the weakest loading item in the analysis, it was deleted in order to improve
goodness-of-fit and to aid model parsimony. The model was respecified as EFA No. 2 –
EWPA model. The associated pattern matrix of factor loadings is listed in Appendix 3, Table
A3.1.
6.5.3 EFA No. 2 – EWPA Model Post Hoc Analysis
EFA No. 2 – EWPA model reproduced eight factors as theorised. Factor 3 consisted of nine
intention items that were theorised to load on to three separate factors. Factors 10 and 11 had
weak eigenvalues. Item analysis revealed item Upset (-.484) had the weakest factor loading
in the analysis and was below the ideal minimum acceptable threshold. Items InfoShSlf1,
InfoShSlf2, InfoShSlf3 and item Sh1 cross-loaded on factors 10 and 11 respectively in the
same manner as was evident in EFA No. 1 – EWPA model.

Given the factor loading for item Upset was below the minimum acceptable threshold, was
the weakest loading item on its factor which had four other items with strong factor loadings,
and was the weakest loading item in the analysis, it was deleted in order to improve
goodness-of-fit and to aid model parsimony. The factor model was respecified as EFA No. 3
– EWPA model. The associated pattern matrix of factor loadings is listed in Appendix 3,
Table A3.2.
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6.5.4 EFA No. 3 – EWPA Model Post Hoc Analysis
EFA No. 3 – EWPA model reproduced eight factors as theorised. Factor 3 consisted of nine
intention items that were theorised to load on to three separate factors. Factors 10 and 11 had
weak eigenvalues. Item analysis revealed item Hostile (-.418) had the weakest factor loading
in the analysis and was below the minimum acceptable threshold. Items InfoShSlf1,
InfoShSlf2, InfoShSlf3 and item Sh1 cross-loaded on factors 10 and 11 respectively in the
same manner as was evident in EFA No. 2 – EWPA model.

Considering the factor loading for item Hostile was below the minimum acceptable threshold,
was the weakest loading item on its factor which had three other strongly loading items, and
was the weakest loading item in the analysis, it was deleted in order to improve goodness-offit and to aid model parsimony. The model was respecified as EFA No. 4 – EWPA model.
6.5.5 EFA No. 4 – EWPA Model
EFA No. 4 – EWPA model used “principal axis factoring” extraction specifying 11 factors
with oblique rotation (promax) and a maximum of 25 rotations was employed. The KaiserMeyer-Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy for the analysis, KMO = .969. The
anti-image correlation matrix revealed that all values for MSA individual items were greater
than .840 which is above the acceptable limit of .50. Bartlett’s test of sphericity χ2 (2415) =
31 512.78, p < 0.0001, indicated there were sufficient inter-correlations in the data.
Examination of the variable communalities revealed that all variables had communalities
after extraction ≥ .50 and were sufficiently high to proceed with the rotation of the factor
matrix. Table 6.3 lists the pattern matrix factor loadings for EFA No. 4 – EWPA model, after
rotation.
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Table 6.3: EFA No. 4 – EWPA Model Pattern Matrix
Factor

Communality

Item
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

Eval1

.802

.680

Eval2

.780

.680

Eval3

.868

.734

Pty1

.919

.766

Pty2

.845

.704

Pty3

.880

.779

Tl1

.868

.790

Tl2

.889

.723

Tl3

.904

.826

Sh1

.708

Sh2

.798

.742

Sh3

.881

.823

Pln1

.833

.779

Pln2

.813

.742

Pln3

.813

.736

Goal1

.707

.646

Goal2

.683

.694

Goal3

.778

.745

Role1

.763

.763

Role2

.794

.752

Role3

.677

.415

.765

.678

PSolve1

.725

.722

PSolve2

.892

.794

PSolve3

.734

.790

Ltn1

.694

.687

Ltn2

.922

.771

Ltn3

.857

.767

InfoShOrg1

.873

.746

InfoShOrg2

.864

.685

InfoShOrg3

.959

.778

Rnl1

.851

.760

Rnl2

.789

.776

Rnl3

.876

.768

Praise1

.730

.599

Praise2

.720

.688

Praise3

.786

.739

InfoShSlf1

.599

.524

.762

InfoShSlf2

.599

.442

.791

InfoShSlf3

.638

.415

.766

Input1

.786

.695

Input2

.755

.744

Input3

.794

.711
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Table 6.3: EFA No. 4 – EWPA Model Pattern Matrix cont.
Item

Factor
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Communality

11

Perf1

.845

.785

Perf2

.898

.834

Perf3

.878

.818

End1

.747

.770

End2

.791

.803

End3

.784

.778

OCB1

.900

.747

OCB2

.875

.724

OCB3

.834

.657

SC1

-.902

.878

SC2

-.893

.797

SC3

-.789

.778

OO1

.760

.830

OO2

.837

.866

OO3

.750

.727

Ashamed

-.592

.581

Afraid

-.818

.745

Nervous

-.707

.675

Stay1

.550

.743

Stay2

.809

.826

Stay3

.819

.815

Determined

.582

.658

Attentive

.571

.731

Alert

.555

.505

Active

.519

.684

DE1

.578

.769

DE2

.713

.693

DE3

.758

.668

Eigenvalues

30.41

9.29

4.76

2.43

1.61

1.39

1.18

1.08

.910

.869

.808

Total

% of Variance

43.44

13.26

6.80

3.47

2.30

1.98

1.69

1.54

1.30

1.24

1.16

78.18

Pty = Setting Priorities, Tl = Establishing Timelines, Sh = Showing How, Eval = Evaluating, Pln = Action Planning, Goals =
Goal Setting, Roles = Clarifying Roles, InfoShOrg = Information Sharing–Organisation, Ltn = Listening, Rnl = Providing
Rationale, PSolve = Problem Solving, Input = Asking for Input, Praise = Praising, InfoShSlf = Information Sharing–Self, Perf
= Intent to Perform, End = Intent to Endorse the Organisation, OCB = Intent to use OCB, SC = Leader Self-concern, NA =
Negative Affect, PA = Positive Affect, OO = Leader Other-orientation, Stay = Intent to Stay in the Organisation, DE = Intent
to use Discretionary Effort. Factor Loadings > .40 are listed.
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Table 6.3 lists the pattern matrix factor loadings for EFA No. 4 – EWPA model, after
rotation, and revealed:
•

an 11 factor solution that converged in eight iterations and explained 78.18% of the
variance,

•

eight factors (that is, directive behaviour, supportive behaviour, leader self-concern and
leader other-orientation, positive affect and negative affect and intent to stay in the
organisation and intent to use discretionary effort) were reproduced as theorised,

•

factors 9, 10 and 11 had eigenvalues < 1.0,

•

all items loaded on at least one factor with a significant loading ranging from .519 to .959
in absolute value,

•

all items loaded in the expected direction,

•

item cross-loadings ranged from .000 to .524 in absolute value.

6.5.6 EFA No. 4 – EWPA Model Post Hoc Analysis
EFA No. 4 – EWPA model reproduced 11 factors in identical fashion to EFA’s No. 1 to 3. Of
note was item Sh1 that loaded on factor 1 (.708), that is, a factor on which it was
hypothesised to load and cross-loaded on factor 11 (.415). However, considering Sh1 was the
only item loading on factor 1 and cross-loading on factor 11, the magnitude of the crossloading on factor 11 was < .50, the magnitude of the differential between cross-loadings was
> .20, and the low eigenvalue of factor 11, item Sh1 was noted and retained in the analysis.

Also of note were items InfoShSlf1, InfoShSlf2 and InfoShSlf3 that loaded on factor 2 (.599,
.599 and .638 respectively), that is, a factor on which they were hypothesised to load and
cross-loaded factor 10 (.524, .442, and .415 respectively). Considering these three items
loaded strongly on factor 2, the magnitude of the cross-loadings on factor 10 for InfoShSlf2
and InfoShSlf3 were below < .50, the magnitude of the differential between cross-loadings
for InfoShSlf3 was > .20, and the low eigenvalue of factor 11, items InfoShSlf1, InfoShSlf2
and InfoShSlf3 were noted and retained in the analysis.

Of greater concern was the item loading pattern of nine work intention items, that is, nine
items loaded on factor 3 instead of loading on three independent factors as theorised. Interitem correlations for these nine items were examined and out of a possible 36 bivariate
correlations, 21 were correlated at r ≥ .70 (p < .01). Hair et al. (2010) argued that bivariate
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item correlations > .70, particularly between items measuring the same construct could be
indicative of multicollinearity.

Collinearity creates larger portions of shared variance between variables and lower portions
of unique variance, thus decreasing the ability to predict the dependent measure as well as
ascertain the relative roles of each independent variable (Hair et al., 2010). Multicollinearity
occurs when an independent variable is highly correlated with a number of other independent
variables (Hair et al., 2010). It may stem from item content overlap or item redundancy
(Byrne, 2010). Multicollinearity often results in estimation problems, for example, reduction
in overall predictive fit (that is, a reduction in R2, the coefficient of determination, a value
that indicates the percentage of total variation of the dependent variable), confounds
estimation of the regression coefficients and adversely affects the statistical significance test
of coefficients (Grapentine, 2000; Hair et al., 2010; Jagpal, 1982). It is important to note that
the impact of multicollinearity among independent variables is often apparent at later stages
of multivariate analysis. For example, when testing the structural model, regression
coefficients can be incorrectly estimated and coefficient signs can be reversed (that is, even
though bivariate correlations of independent variables are positive/negative, when the
regression equation is estimated, the coefficient can become reversed) (Hair et al., 2010).
Consequently, all work intention items were investigated separately by conducting EFA No.
5 – Work Intention.
6.5.7 EFA No. 5 – Work Intention
EFA No. 5 – Work Intention involved only the 15 work intention items with “principal axis
factoring” extraction method specifying five factors with promax rotation. The KaiserMeyer-Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy for the analysis, KMO = .942. The
anti-image correlation matrix revealed that all values for MSA individual items were greater
than .898 which is above the acceptable limit of .50. Bartlett’s test of sphericity χ2 (105) =
6393.85, p < 0.0001, indicated there were sufficient inter-correlations in the data.
Examination of the variable communalities revealed that all variables had communalities
after extraction ≥ .50 and were therefore sufficiently high to proceed with the rotation of the
factor matrix.
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Table 6.4: EFA No. 5 – Work Intention Pattern Matrix
Items

Factors
1

2

3

4

5

Communality

Stay1

.614

.717

Stay2

.955

.867

Stay3

.927

.822

OCB1
OCB2
OCB3

.658
.910
.900

.759
.829
.783

DE1

.689

.665

DE2

.835

.699

DE3

.889

.781

Perf1

.869

.858

Perf2

.882

.908

Perf3

.838

.875

End1

.905

.881

End2

.764

.854

End3

.863

.872

Eigenvalues

9.63

1.20

1.11

.662

.494

Total

% of Variance

64.17

8.02

7.38

4.41

3.30

87.28

Stay = Intent to Stay in the Organisation, OCB = Intent to use OCB, DE = Intent to use Discretionary Effort, Perf = Intent
to Perform, End = Intent to Endorse the Organisation. Factor Loadings > .40 are listed.

Table 6.4 lists the pattern matrix factor loadings for EFA No. 5 – Work Intention, after
rotation, and revealed:
•

a five factor solution that converged in 6 iterations and explained 87.28% of the variance,

•

five intention factors were produced as theorised,

•

factors 4 and 5 had weak eigenvalues,

•

all items loaded in the expected direction,

•

coefficients for items on their assigned factors ranged from .614 to .955 in absolute value,

•

there were no concerning item cross-loadings (ranging in absolute value from .000 to
.195).

6.5.8 EFA No. 5 – Work Intention Post Hoc Analysis
EFA No. 5 – Work Intention produced all five intention factors as theorised with significant
and sizeable factor loadings and with no significant cross-loadings. Not unexpectedly,
eigenvalues for factors 4 and 5 were weak given that these six items all loaded on factor 3 in
EFA No. 4 – EWPA model. No respecification of EFA No. 5 – Work Intention was
conducted and the solution was retained.
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Comments:
Considering the findings and decisions made in EFA No. 4 – EWPA Model Post Hoc
Analysis and EFA No. 5 – Work Intention Post Hoc Analysis, EFA No. 4 – EWPA model
was not respecified and the solution was retained. The EFA process subsequently moved to
factor labelling.
6.5.9 Factor Labelling – EWPA Model
Based on the empirical evidence from EFA No. 4 – EWPA model, eight of the 11
hypothesised latent constructs were reproduced as theorised, with significant factor loadings
and with no significant cross-loadings. Thus, these eight constructs were retained and labelled
as factors (see Table 6.5).

Given the low eigenvalues for factors 10 and 11 and considering the item loadings on these
factors consisted mostly of weak item cross-loadings, neither factor was retained. Factor 3
could have been retained and labelled “intent to use positive organisational behaviour” or
similar. However, EFA No. 5 – Work Intention produced the five work intention factors as
theorised. Therefore, some empirical support for the independence of the five hypothesised
work intention factors was evident (albeit two of these factors had low eigenvalues).
Importantly, a decision to combine the nine work intention items loading on factor 3 into one
factor lacked theoretical support. For example, past research reported evidence supporting the
conceptual and empirical distinctiveness of the five latent work intention variables (see
Roberts & Zigarmi, 2014; Shuck et al., 2015; Zigarmi et al., 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015; Zigarmi
& Roberts, 2012). Last, the five work intention factors were theorised to be five conceptually
distinct dependent variables in the hypothesised model and the hypothesised relationships
between independent and dependent variables were of keen interest in this study. Thus, factor
3 was not retained and the nine highly correlated work intention items were noted and would
be subjected to further statistical analysis.
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Table 6.5: EWPA Model Labelled Factors
Factor No.

Factor Name

Shorthand

1

Directive Behaviour

DIR

2

Supportive Behaviour

SUP

4

Leader Self-concern

SC

5

Leader Other-orientation

OO

6

Negative Affect

NA

7

Intent to Stay in the organisation

STAY

8

Positive Affect

PA

9

Intent to use Discretionary Effort

DE

6.6

Results – Phase 3: Factor Validation

Tests for validating the eight labelled factors in Phase 3: Factor validation of this EFA
process included assessment of item unidimensionality, item and factor reliability and factor
validity. The results of these tests are presented next.

6.6.1 Unidimensionality and Reliability

As outlined in 6.4.1 Unidimensionality, the tests for unidimensionality adopted in this
analysis are the degree to which items represent one and only one latent factor and an
acceptable Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for each factor (that is, a “confirmatory” measure of
unidimensionality). The results of EFA No. 4 – EWPA model (see Table 6.3) and the
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for each factor (see Table 6.6) indicate that for all factors
labelled in Table 6.5, these tests of unidimensionality were met.
Inter-item correlations, item-to-total correlations and Cronbach’s alpha were used in this
analysis as measures of factor reliability. Minimum standards for acceptable levels for these
measures were outlined in 6.4.2 Item and Factor Reliability. Results for item-to-total
correlations, inter-item correlations and Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for each factor are
presented in Table 6.6 and revealed:
•

item-to-total correlations were all above the minimum acceptable standard,

•

inter-item correlations for each factor were high,

•

Cronbach’s alpha coefficients indicate high internal consistency of each factor.
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Table 6.6: EWPA Model Factor Reliabilities

1. DIR

21

Item-to-Total
Correlations
> .50


2. SUP

21



.537

.847

.684

.978

4. SC

3



.732

.832

.792

.919

5. OO

3



.758

.871

.801

.923

6. NA

3



.637

.696

.673

.853

7. STAY

3



.732

.843

.776

.912

8. PA

4



.578

.723

.651

.881

9. DE

3



.672

.739

.707

.876

Factor

No.
Items

Inter-Item
Correlations
Min.
.556

Inter-Item
Correlations
Max.
.839

Inter-Item
Correlations
Mean
.693

Cronbach’s
alpha (α)
.979

DIR = Directive Behaviour, SUP = Supportive Behaviour, SC = Leader Self-concern, OO = Leader Other-orientation,
NA = Negative Affect, STAY = Intent to Stay in the Organisation, PA = Positive Affect, DE = Intent to Use
Discretionary Effort.

Comments:

Item-to-total correlations were acceptable. The inter-item correlations for each factor
exceeded the minimum criterion set for this analysis (that is, > .30) which was satisfactory
but also exceeded the upper limit of the range (that is, .50) set forth by Clark and Watson
(1995). Challenges stemming from highly inter-correlated items in relation to the effects of
multicollinearity in structural model analysis were outlined in EFA No. 4 – EWPA model
Post Hoc Analysis. Although the upper limit of .50 for inter-item correlations set by Clark
and Watson (1995) is considered stringent (Hair et al., 2010), the moderate to high inter-item
correlations listed in Table 6.6 were noted as the effects may have implications in later stages
of the data analysis, for example, SEM.
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients indicate high internal consistency of each factor. This is
important information because it implies that there is little item specific variance within each
factor and it can be concluded that a large proportion of the variance in the test is attributable
to the factor (Cortina, 1993). However, it is important to treat these results with a degree of
caution as high alpha coefficients can be obtained by having either many items (as the value
of α depends on the number of items in the factor so as the number of items increases, α will
increase) or highly intercorrelated items (Clark & Watson, 1995; Cortina, 1993; Field, 2013).
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6.6.2 Validity

Three types of validity, that is, face, convergent and discriminant, were examined as part of
the analysis and the results follow. First, face validity was assessed. Considering the
theoretical structure of the hypothesised model, the eight factors retained from EFA No. 4 –
EWPA model make theoretical sense. Furthermore, the pattern matrix developed in EFA No.
5 – Work Intention (see Table 6.4) illustrates five distinct factors that reproduce the five
theorised work intention factors which makes theoretical sense. Overall, adequate face
validity is present in the data suggesting the hypothesised underlying factor structure does
exist with the possible exception of the conceptual distinctiveness of three of the work
intention latent factors (that is, intent to perform, intent to endorse the organisation and intent
to use OCB).

Second, convergent validity was examined. The high and significant factor loadings in Table
6.3 demonstrate that all items correlate highly with their theoretical factor. Therefore, there is
evidence of adequate convergent validity among the items measuring each of the eight
factors.

Third, two methods were used to assess discriminant validity. First, the pattern matrices (see
Table 6.3) were examined. All items were found to load significantly on only one factor.
Second, the factor correlation matrix for EFA No. 4 – EWPA model (see Table 6.7) was
examined.

Table 6.7: EWPA Model Factor Correlation Matrix
1

2

4

5

6

7

8

1. DIR

1.000

2. SUP

.651

1.000

4. SC

.137

.421

1.000

5. OO

.308

.163

.339

1.000

6. NA

.292

.495

.529

.373

1.000

7. STAY

.259

.498

.556

.412

.651

1.000

8. PA

.314

.328

.535

.244

.455

.388

1.000

9. DE

.225

.456

.533

.248

.466

.504

.223

9

1.000

DIR = Directive Behaviour, SUP = Supportive Behaviour, SC = Leader Self-concern, OO = Leader Other-orientation, NA
= Negative Affect, STAY = Intent to Stay in the Organisation, PA = Positive Affect, DE = Intent to Use Discretionary
Effort. Note: Inter-factor correlations include only those factors that were labelled and retained as factors (see Table 6.5).
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Inter-factor correlations listed in Table 6.7 revealed:
•

inter-factor correlations ranged from .137 to .651 and were acceptable,

•

the lowest inter-factor correlation (.137) was between factor 1 (directive behaviour) and
factor 4 (leader self-concern),

•

the highest inter-factor correlation (.651) was between factor 1 (directive behaviour) and
factor 2 (supportive behaviour).

Comments:

All inter-factor correlations were below the maximum threshold (that is, .70). Therefore, the
eight factors exhibited satisfactory discriminant validity and could be considered statistically
distinct.
6.6.3 Conclusions – EFA Statistical Analysis: EWPA Model

Eight of the 11 hypothesised EWPA model factors were retained from the EFA process, that
is, directive behaviour, supportive behaviour, leader self-concern, leader other-orientation,
negative affect, intent to stay in the organisation, positive affect and intent to use
discretionary effort. The unidimensionality of these factors was confirmed. A satisfactory
degree of internal consistency between multiple items within each of these factors was found
to exist, albeit inter-item correlations were moderate to high. In addition, this EFA found
evidence of acceptable levels of face, convergent and discriminant validity relating to these
eight factors. The unidimensionality, reliability and validity of three hypothesised work
intention factors (intent to perform, intent to endorse the organisation and intent to use OCB)
were not confirmed.
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SECTION 3 – EFA STATISTICAL ANALYSIS: DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR AND
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
Section 3 encompasses the use of EFA to investigate opportunities for data reduction in
relation to the hypothesised second-order factors, that is, directive behaviour and supportive
behaviour. The reason for pursuing data reduction was to balance the use of rich descriptions
of concepts that stem from multiple measurement items and to maintain parsimony in the
overall number of variables in the measurement model. Considering seven directive
behaviours were theorised to be conceptually related and indicators of a higher order factor
(that is, directive behaviour) and seven supportive behaviours were theorised to be
conceptually related and indicators of a higher order factor (that is, supportive behaviour), the
data measuring these two leadership behaviours were examined using EFA.

6.7

Directive Behaviour EFA

In the next section of the EFA the factorial structure of the seven hypothesised directive
behaviours (that is, evaluating, setting priorities, establishing timelines, showing how, action
planning, goal setting and clarifying roles) was investigated. Specifically, the three phases of
the EFA process (that is, Phase 1: Factor derivation; Phase 2: Factor interpretation; and Phase
3: Factor validation) were applied to the seven hypothesised directive behaviours and results
are reported in this section.
6.7.1 EFA No. 6 – Directive Behaviour
To investigate the factorial structure of the 21 directive behaviour items, EFA No. 6 –
Directive Behaviour with “principal axis factoring” extraction method specifying seven
factors was conducted with promax rotation. The decision to extract seven factors was based
on the theoretical structure of the directive behaviour variable in the hypothesised model, that
is, an a priori criterion (Hair et al., 2010). Considering the seven directive behaviour
subscales are theoretically related and therefore might correlate, oblique rotation (promax and
a maximum of 25 rotations) was employed (Ferguson & Cox, 1993; Field, 2013; Kline,
2013).
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The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy for the analysis, KMO =
.976. The anti-image correlation matrix revealed that all values for MSA individual items
were greater than .960 which is above the acceptable limit of .50. Bartlett’s test of sphericity
χ2 (210) = 9648.28, p < 0.0001, indicated there were sufficient inter-correlations in the data.
The variable communalities revealed that all variables had communalities after extraction ≥
.50 and were therefore sufficiently high to proceed with the rotation of the factor matrix.
Table 6.8: EFA No. 6 – Directive Behaviour Pattern Matrix
Item

Factor
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Communality

Tl2

.913

.792

Tl1

.878

.838

Tl3

.773

.849

Eval3

.446

.725

Sh1

.952

.862

Sh3

.645

.844

Sh2

.590

.760

Pln1

.418

.355

.795

Goal1

1.04

.866

Goal2

.710

.781

Goal3

.425

.807

Eval2

.735

Eval1

.700

.810
.794

Pty2

.787

.823

Pty3

.676

.830

Pty1

.546

.794

Pln3

.846

.845

Pln2

.389

.744

Role1

.644

.840

Role2

.404

.767

Role3

.319

.686

Eigenvalues

14.88

.877

.688

.525

.428

.394

.371

Total

% of Variance

70.85

4.17

3.27

2.50

2.04

1.87

1.76

86.48

Tl = Establishing Timelines, Sh = Showing How, Goal = Goal Setting, Eval = Evaluating, Pty = Setting Priorities, Pln =
Action Planning, Role = Clarifying Roles. Factor Loadings > .30 are listed.

Table 6.8 lists the pattern matrix factor loadings for EFA No. 6 – Directive Behaviour, after
rotation, and revealed:
•

a seven factor solution that converged in seven iterations and explained 86.48% of the
variance,

•

coefficients for items on their assigned factors ranged from .319 to 1.04 in absolute value,
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•

cross-loadings ranged from .000 to .355 in absolute value,

•

item Eval3 loaded on factor 1 (.446) although it was theorised to load on factor 4,

•

item Pln1 loaded on factor 2 (.418) although it was theorised to load on factor 6 and
cross-loaded on factor 6 (.355) and the magnitude of the differential between loadings
was ≤ .20,

•

item Goal1 (1.04) was problematic given the item loading was > 1.0,

•

item Role3 (.319) and item Pln2 (.389) had the weakest item loadings on their respective
factors.

6.7.2 EFA No. 6 – Directive Behaviour Post Hoc Analysis
EFA No. 6 – Directive Behaviour reproduced seven factors as theorised although six of the
seven factors had eigenvalues < 1.0. Of concern were items Eval3 (“This leader monitors my
work performance”) and item Pln1 (“This leader helps me plan out the tasks that I need to do
to accomplish my goals”) because they did not load on their theoretical factor. Goal1 (“This
leader meets with me to discuss the goals he or she would like me to accomplish”) was
problematic considering it had an unusually high item coefficient.

Considering Eval3 and Pln1 did not load on their respective theorised factor and Goal3 (.425)
was the weakest loading item on factor 3 (a problematic factor given the very high loading
coefficient of Goal1), these three items were deleted from the analysis individually and
subsequent EFAs were analysed. The final EFA was respecified as EFA No. 7 – Directive
Behaviour.
6.7.3 EFA No. 7 – Directive Behaviour
EFA No. 7 – Directive Behaviour used “principal axis factoring” extraction specifying seven
factors with oblique rotation (promax) and a maximum of 25 rotations. The Kaiser-MeyerOlkin measure verified the sampling adequacy for the analysis, KMO = .971. The anti-image
correlation matrix revealed that all values for individual MSA items were greater than .960
which is above the acceptable limit of .50. Bartlett’s test of sphericity χ2 (153) = 7947.62, p <
0.0001, indicated there were sufficient inter-correlations in the data. The variable
communalities revealed that all variables had communalities after extraction ≥ .50 and were
sufficiently high to proceed with the rotation of the factor matrix.
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Table 6.9 lists the pattern matrix factor loadings for EFA No. 7 – Directive Behaviour, after
rotation, and revealed:
•

a seven factor solution that converged in seven iterations and explained 87.86% of the
variance,

•

pattern coefficients for items on their assigned factors ranged from .327 to .991 in
absolute value,

•

cross-loadings ranged from .000 to .262 in absolute value.

Table 6.9: EFA No. 7 – Directive Behaviour Pattern Matrix
Item

Factor
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Communality

Tl1

.860

.842

Tl2

.833

.779

Tl3

.764

.853

Sh1

.991

.848

Sh3

.695

.844

Sh2

.661

.771

Goal1

.979

.853

Goal2

.694

.783

Eval2

.751

.806

Eval1

.718

.797

Pty2

.787

.820

Pty3

.692

.828

Pty1

.581

.799

Pln3

.846

.860

Pln2

.375

.740

Role1

.682

.847

Role2

.403

.761

Role3

.327

.685

Eigenvalues

12.72

.826

.601

.513

.409

.384

.360

Total

% of Variance

70.67

4.59

3.34

2.85

2.27

2.14

2.00

87.86

Tl = Establishing Timelines, Sh = Showing How, Goal = Goal Setting, Eval = Evaluating, Pty = Setting Priorities, Pln =
Action Planning, Role = Clarifying Roles. Factor Loadings > .30 are listed.

6.7.4 EFA No. 7 – Directive Behaviour Post Hoc Analysis
EFA No. 7 – Directive Behaviour reproduced seven factors as theorised albeit six of the
seven factors had eigenvalues < 1.0. Item analysis revealed items Role3 (.327) and Pln2
(.375) had the two weakest item loadings on their respective factors and were < .50.
However, as these items loadings were > .30, that is, above the acceptable minimum level
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(Hair et al., 2010), and to ensure each factor had multiple indicators they were retained in the
analysis. No concerning cross-loadings were identified. No respecification for EFA No. 7 –
Directive Behaviour was conducted and the solution was retained.
6.7.5 Factor Labelling – Directive Behaviour
Based on the empirical evidence from EFA No. 7 – Directive Behaviour, all seven of the
hypothesised latent constructs were reproduced as theorised, with significant factor loadings
and with no significant cross-loadings. Thus, these seven constructs were labelled as factors
(see Table 6.10).

Table 6.10: Directive Behaviour Labelled Factors
Factor No.

Factor Name

Shorthand

1

Establishing Timelines

TIMELINES

2

Showing How

SHOWHOW

3

Goal Setting

GOALS

4

Evaluating

EVALUATING

5

Setting Priorities

PRIORITIES

6

Action Planning

PLANNING

7

Clarifying Roles

ROLES

The next stage of the analysis involved the validation of each of the factors labelled in Table
6.10. The validation process involved assessing item unidimensionality, item and factor
reliability and factor validity. Results of these tests are presented next.

6.7.6 Directive Behaviour Unidimensionality and Reliability

The tests for unidimensionality used in this analysis were the degree to which items represent
one and only one latent factor and an acceptable Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for each factor
(see 6.4.1 Unidimensionality). The results of EFA No. 7 – Directive Behaviour and the
absence of any significant item cross-loadings (see Table 6.9) and acceptable levels for
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for each factor (see Table 6.11) indicate that all seven factors
met the tests for unidimensionality.

Chapter 6 – Assessment of Factor Structures

Page 208

Employee Work Passion: Leadership Behaviour, Employee Affect and Work Intentions

Table 6.11: Directive Behaviour Factor Reliabilities

1. TIMELINES

3

Item-toTotal
Correlations
> .50


2. SHOWHOW

3



.777

.812

.798

.922

3. GOALS

2



.787

.787

.787

.881

4. EVALUATING

2



.799

.799

.799

.888

5. PRIORITIES

3



.799

.811

.806

.926

6. PLANNING

2



.763

.763

.763

.865

7. ROLES

3



.718

.788

.748

.898

Factor

No.
Items

Inter-Item
Correlations
Min.

Inter-Item
Correlations
Max.

Inter-Item
Correlations
Mean

Cronbach’s
alpha (α)

.795

.839

.813

.929

Scale reliability was assessed by examining inter-item correlation, item-to-total correlations
and Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for each factor. Results are presented in Table 6.11 and
revealed:
•

item-to-total correlations were acceptable,

•

inter-item correlations for each factor were high,

•

Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were > .70 and were acceptable.

Comments:

Evidence supported an acceptable level of unidimensionality and internal consistency
reliability for each latent factor. The high inter-item correlations for each factor were noted
because associated effects, for example, multicollinearity, may have implications for
relationships between constructs in later stages of the data analysis, for example, structural
analysis.

6.7.7 Directive Behaviour Validity

Three types of validity (face, convergent and discriminant) were examined as part of the
analysis. The factors in Table 6.11 are theorised to be lower order factors that are
conceptually related and indicators of a higher order factor (that is, directive behaviour).
Therefore, the seven factors retained from EFA No. 7 – Directive Behaviour make theoretical
sense. Thus, adequate face validity was present in the data which suggests that, on the
surface, the hypothesised underlying factor structure does exist.
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Convergent validity was examined. The moderate to high factor loadings in Table 6.8
demonstrate that all items correlate with their theoretical factor. Thus, there is evidence of
adequate convergent validity among the items measuring each factor.

Two methods were used to examine discriminant validity. First, the pattern matrix (see Table
6.8) was examined. All items were found to load on one factor with no significant crossloadings. Thus, evidence of adequate discriminant validity was found (Anderson & Gerbing,
1988). Second, the factor correlation matrix for EFA No. 7 – Directive Behaviour (see Table
6.12) was examined and revealed:
•

inter-factor correlations ranged from .705 to .823,

•

the correlation between factor 1 (TIMELINES) and factor 5 (PRIORITIES) was > .80.

Table 6.12: Directive Behaviour Factor Correlation Matrix
1

2

4

5

6

7

1. TIMELINES

1.000

2. SHOWHOW

.733

1.000

3. GOALS

.728

.752

1.000

4. EVALUATING

.763

.720

.708

1.000

5. PRIORITIES

.823

.789

.732

.741

1.000

6. PLANNING

.779

.784

.793

.758

.773

1.000

7. ROLES

.705

.785

.772

.709

.725

.743

Comments:

All directive behaviour inter-factor correlations were greater than the maximum threshold
(that is, .70). Furthermore, the high correlation between factors TIMELINES and
PRIORITIES (.82) could be indicative of multicollinearity (Field, 2013). Thus, the interfactor correlations for the seven directive behaviours provided little evidence of discriminant
validity. However, considering the seven directive behaviours were theorised to be lower
order factors that are conceptually related and indicators of a higher order factor (that is,
directive behaviour), it would follow that these lower order factors are, at least, moderately
correlated (Ferguson & Cox, 1993). The high correlations indicate, from a statistical
perspective, respondents view the phenomenon directive behaviour at the second-order factor
level (Byrne, 2010; Garver & Mentzer, 1999; Hair et al, 2010).
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6.7.8 Conclusions – Directive Behaviour EFA

The EFA and associated tests confirmed the unidimensionality of all seven directive
behaviour factors. A satisfactory degree of internal consistency between multiple items
within each directive behaviour factor was found. There is evidence of adequate face validity
and convergent validity among the items measuring each directive behaviour factor. Some
evidence of discriminant validity was found, however, the analysis revealed that all seven
directive factors were highly correlated. Thus, the discriminant validity of the seven directive
behaviour factors requires further investigation. For example, examination of item content
redundancy. However, such an examination is beyond the scope of this analysis as the level
of abstraction that is of primary interest to this study is that of the second-order factor
directive behaviour (see Figure 2.2).

The data indicating directive behaviour in this EFA analysis suggests a hierarchical factor
structure. Specifically, the first-order factors establishing timelines, showing how, goal
setting, evaluating, setting priorities, action planning and clarifying roles are explained best
by a single second-order factor, that is, directive behaviour. This finding supports past
research (see 2.22.2 Directive Behaviour and Supportive Behaviour).
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6.8

Supportive Behaviour EFA

In the next section of the EFA the factorial structure of the seven hypothesised supportive
behaviours (that is, problem solving, listening, praising, providing rationale, information
sharing–organisation, information sharing–self and asking for input) was investigated.
Specifically, the three phases of the EFA process (that is, Phase 1: Factor derivation; Phase 2:
Factor interpretation; and Phase 3: Factor validation) were applied to the seven hypothesised
supportive behaviours and results follow.
6.8.1 EFA No. 8 – Supportive Behaviour
To investigate the factorial structure of the 21 supportive behaviour items, EFA No. 8 –
Supportive Behaviour with “principal axis factoring” extraction method specifying seven
factors was conducted with promax rotation. The decision to extract seven factors was based
on the theoretical structure of the supportive behaviour variable in the hypothesised model,
that is, an a priori criterion (Hair et al., 2010). Given the seven supportive behaviour
subscales are theoretically related and therefore might correlate, oblique rotation (promax and
a maximum of 25 rotations) was employed (Ferguson & Cox, 1993; Field, 2013; Kline,
2013).

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy for the analysis, KMO =
.974. The anti-image correlation matrix revealed that all values for MSA individual items
were greater than .954 which is above the acceptable limit of .50. Bartlett’s test of sphericity
χ2 (210) = 9601.39, p < 0.0001, indicated there were sufficient inter-correlations in the data.
Examination of the variable communalities revealed all variables had communalities after
extraction ≥ .50 and were therefore sufficiently high to proceed with the rotation of the factor
matrix.

Table 6.13 lists the pattern matrix factor loadings after rotation and revealed:
•

a seven factor solution that converged in seven iterations and explained 86.83% of the
variance,

•

coefficients for items on their assigned factors ranged from .333 to 1.04 in absolute value,

•

cross-loadings ranged from .000 to .355 in absolute value,
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•

items Rnl1, Rnl2, Rnl3, PSolve1, PSolve2 and PSolve3 all loaded on factor 1 and not on
two separate factors as hypothesised,

•

items PSolve3 (1.04) and PSolve1 (1.01) had high item loadings > 1.0 and therefore were
problematic,

•

item Ltn1 (.334) loaded weakly on factor 7, was the only item that loaded on factor 7 and
cross-loaded on factor 1 (.331),

•

item InfoShOrg3 (.333) was the weakest loading item in the analysis.

Table 6.13: EFA No. 8 – Supportive Behaviour Pattern Matrix
Item

Factor
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Communality

PSolve3

1.04

.864

PSolve1

1.01

.790

Rnl2

.614

.807

Rnl1

.607

PSolve2

.587

Rnl3

.567

.784
.355

.795
.783

InfoShSlf1

.932

.795

InfoShSlf3

.836

.818

InfoShSlf2

.799

.805

Praise2

.884

.860

Praise3

.801

.853

Praise1

.570

.651

InfoShOrg2

.960

.852

InfoShOrg1

.642

.803

InfoShOrg3

.333

.798

Input2

.756

.853

Input3

.642

.799

Input1

.568

.747

Ltn2

.695

Ltn3
Ltn1

.846

.621
.331

.832
.334

.753

Eigenvalues

14.70

.973

.684

.560

.506

.444

.365

Total

% of Variance

70.01

4.64

3.26

2.66

2.41

2.11

1.74

86.83

PSolve = Problem Solving, Rnl = Providing Rationale, InfoShSlf = Information Sharing–Self, Praise = Praising, InfoShOrg
= Information Sharing–Organisation, Input = Asking for Input, Ltn = Listening. Factor Loadings > .30 are listed.
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6.8.2 EFA No. 8 – Supportive Behaviour Post Hoc Analysis
EFA No. 8 – Supportive Behaviour reproduced seven factors as theorised although five of the
seven factors had low eigenvalues. Of concern was item Ltn1 (“This leader checks with me to
see if I have any concerns I need to discuss”) because it loaded on factor 7 and cross-loaded
on factor 1 yet it was theorised to load on factor 6. Item PSolve2 (“This leader is willing to
help me think through my work problems if asked”) loaded on factor 1 (.587) and crossloaded on factor 6 (.355). Item InfoShOrg3 (“This leader encourages the free flow of ideas”)
was the weakest loading item on factor 4 and below the ideal minimum level. Given items
Ltn1, PSolve2 and InfoShOrg3 appeared problematic, they were deleted individually and
subsequent EFAs were analysed. The final EFA was respecified as EFA No. 9 – Supportive
Behaviour.
6.8.3 EFA No. 9 – Supportive Behaviour
EFA No. 9 – Supportive Behaviour used “principal axis factoring” extraction specifying
seven factors with oblique rotation (promax) and a maximum of 25 rotations. The KaiserMeyer-Olkin measure verified the sampling adequacy for the analysis, KMO = .968. The
anti-image correlation matrix revealed that all values for individual MSA items were greater
than .951 which is above the acceptable limit of .50. Bartlett’s test of sphericity χ2 (153) =
7931.87, p < 0.0001, indicated there were sufficient inter-correlations in the data. The
variable communalities revealed that all variables had communalities after extraction ≥ .50
and were sufficiently high to proceed with the rotation of the factor matrix.

Table 6.14 lists the pattern matrix factor loadings after rotation and revealed:
•

a seven factor solution that converged in eight iterations and explained 88.22% of the
variance,

•

pattern coefficients for items on their assigned factors ranged from .505 to .991 in
absolute value,

•

cross-loadings ranged from .000 to .265 in absolute value.
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Table 6.14: EFA No. 9 – Supportive Behaviour Pattern Matrix
Item

Factors
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Communality

InfoShSlf1

.849

.778

InfoShSlf3

.833

.841

InfoShSlf2

.737

.803

PSolve3

.991

.927

PSolve1

.648

.774

Praise2

.895

.843

Praise3

.827

.858

Praise1

.570

.648

InfoShOrg2

.841

.856

InfoShOrg1

.540

.791

Input2

.798

.846

Input3

.754

.812

Input1

.638

.745

Ltn3

.754

Ltn2

.707

.848
.819

Rnl3

.528

.798

Rnl1

.522

.797

Rnl2

.505

.818

Eigenvalues

12.56

.899

.677

.534

.493

.381

.335

Total

% of Variance

69.79

4.99

3.76

2.97

2.74

2.11

1.86

88.22

PSolve = Problem Solving, Rnl = Providing Rationale, InfoShSlf = Information Sharing–Self, Praise = Praising, InfoShOrg
= Information Sharing–Organisation, Input = Asking for Input, Ltn = Listening. Factor Loadings > .30 are listed.

6.8.4 EFA No. 9 – Supportive Behaviour Post Hoc Analysis
EFA No. 9 – Supportive Behaviour reproduced seven factors as theorised albeit five of the
seven factors had low eigenvalues. Item analysis revealed all items had loading coefficients ≥
.50 with no significant cross-loadings. No respecification of EFA No. 9 – Supportive
Behaviour was conducted and the solution was retained.
6.8.5 Factor Labelling – Supportive Behaviour
Based on the empirical evidence from EFA No. 9 – Supportive Behaviour, all seven of the
hypothesised latent constructs were reproduced as theorised, with significant factor loadings
and with no significant cross-loadings. Thus, these seven constructs were labelled as factors
(see Table 6.15).
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Table 6.15: Supportive Behaviour Labelled Factors
Factor No.

Factor Name

Shorthand

1

Information Sharing–Self

INFOSHSLF

2

Problem Solving

PSOLVE

3

Praising

PRAISE

4

Information Sharing–Organisation

INFOSHORG

5

Asking for Input

INPUT

6

Listening

LISTENING

7

Providing Rationale

RATIONALE

The next stage of the analysis involved the validation of each of the factors listed in Table
6.15. The validation process included assessing item unidimensionality, item and factor
reliability and factor validity. Results of these tests follow.

6.8.6 Supportive Behaviour Unidimensionality and Reliability

The tests for unidimensionality used in this analysis were the degree to which items represent
one and only one latent factor and an acceptable Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for each factor
(see 6.4.1 Unidimensionality). The results of EFA No. 9 – Supportive Behaviour (see Table
6.14) and acceptable levels for Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for each factor (see Table 6.16)
indicate that all seven factors met the tests for unidimensionality.

Table 6.16: Supportive Behaviour Factor Reliabilities

1. INFOSHSLF

3

Item-toTotal
Correlations
> .50


2. PSOLVE

2



.823

.823

.823

.903

3. PRAISE

3



.723

.847

.767

.908

4. INFOSHORG

2



.796

.796

.796

.887

5. INPUT

3



.763

.801

.780

.913

6. LISTENING

2



.830

.830

.830

.907

7. RATIONALE

3



.788

.805

.795

.921

Factor

No.
Items

Inter-Item
Correlations
Min.

Inter-Item
Correlations
Max.

Inter-Item
Correlations
Mean

Cronbach’s
alpha (α)

.782

.809

.796

.921

Scale reliability was assessed by examining inter-item correlation, item-to-total correlations
and Cronbach’s alpha coefficients for each factor. Table 6.16 lists supportive behaviour
factor reliabilities and revealed:
•

item-to-total correlations were acceptable,

•

inter-item correlations for each factor were high,
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•

Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were > .70 and were acceptable.

Comments:

Evidence supported an acceptable level of unidimensionality and internal consistency
reliability for each latent factor. The high inter-item correlations for each factor were noted as
associated effects, for example, multicollinearity, may have implications for relationships
between constructs in later stages of the data analysis, for example, structural analysis.

6.8.7 Supportive Behaviour Validity

Three types of validity (face, convergent and discriminant) were assessed and results follow.
The factors in Table 6.15 are theorised to be lower order factors that are conceptually related
and indicators of a higher order factor (that is, supportive behaviour). Therefore, the seven
factors retained from EFA No. 9 – Supportive Behaviour make theoretical sense. Thus,
adequate face validity was present in the data which suggests that the hypothesised
underlying factor structure does exist.

Convergent validity was examined. The high factor loadings in Table 6.14 demonstrate that
all items correlate with their theoretical factor. Thus, there is evidence of adequate
convergent validity among the items measuring each factor.

Discriminant validity was assessed through two methods. First, the pattern matrix (see Table
6.14) was examined. All items were found to load on one factor with no significant crossloadings. Thus, evidence of adequate discriminant validity was found (Anderson & Gerbing,
1988). Second, the factor correlation matrix for EFA No. 9 – Supportive Behaviour (see
Table 6.17) was examined and revealed:
•

inter-factor correlations ranged from .663 to .793,

•

17 out of 21 possible bivariate correlations were ≥ .70.
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Table 6.17: Supportive Behaviour Factor Correlation Matrix
2

1. INFOSHSLF

1
1.000

4

5

6

7

2. PSOLVE

.663

1.000

3. PRAISE

.721

.735

1.000

4. INFOSHORG

.666

.709

.693

1.000

5. INPUT

.760

.757

.765

.742

1.000

6. LISTENING

.672

.793

.727

.758

.745

1.000

7. RATIONALE

.713

.773

.713

.735

.755

.786

Comments:

Seventeen out of a total of 21 supportive behaviour inter-factor correlations were greater than
the maximum threshold (that is, .70). No inter-factor correlations were > .80. Thus, the
majority of inter-factor correlations for the seven supportive behaviours provided little
evidence of discriminant validity. However, considering the seven supportive behaviours
were theorised to be lower order factors that are conceptually related and indicators of a
higher order factor (that is, supportive behaviour), it would follow that these lower order
factors are, at least, moderately correlated (Ferguson & Cox, 1993). The high correlations
indicate, from a statistical perspective, respondents view the phenomenon supportive
behaviour at the second-order factor level (Byrne, 2010; Garver & Mentzer, 1999; Hair et al,
2010).
6.8.8 Conclusions – Supportive Behaviours EFA

Tests confirmed the unidimensionality of all seven supportive behaviour factors. A
satisfactory degree of internal consistency between multiple items within each supportive
behaviour factor was found to exist. Face validity is present in the data and there is evidence
of adequate convergent validity among the items measuring each supportive behaviour factor.
Preliminary evidence of discriminant validity was found. However, the analysis revealed that
a majority of supportive factors were moderately to highly correlated. Thus, the discriminant
validity of the seven supportive behaviour factors warrants further investigation. For
example, examination of item content overlap. However, such an investigation is beyond the
scope of this analysis as the level of abstraction that is of primary interest to this study is that
of the second-order factor supportive behaviour (see Figure 2.2).
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The data indicating supportive behaviour in this EFA analysis suggests a hierarchical factor
structure. Specifically, the first-order factors information sharing–self, problem solving,
praising, information sharing–organisation, asking for input, listening and providing rationale
are explained best by a single second-order factor, that is, supportive behaviour. This finding
supports past research (see 2.22.2 Directive Behaviour and Supportive Behaviour).

SECTION 4 – CHAPTER SUMMARY
This chapter discussed the results of Stage 3 of the data analysis process – the investigation of
the latent factor structure within the data using factor analysis. The over arching objective for
using EFA to examine the data was to develop a parsimonious and valid set of factors that
would serve as a basis for testing the data using SEM. Considering this study is based on the
assessment of an a priori theoretical model, EFA was used in a confirmatory rather than
exploratory fashion. The three objectives of the EFA process – data summarisation,
assessment of factor unidimensionality, reliability and validity, and the identification of
representative factors which would result in a more parsimonious set of variables – were
achieved. Key results were encouraging and are as follows.

First, eight of the 11 hypothesised latent constructs were reproduced exactly as theorised,
with significant factor loadings, with no significant cross-loadings and were labelled (that is,
directive behaviour, supportive behaviour, leader self-concern, leader other-orientation,
negative affect, intent to stay in the organisation, positive affect and intent to use
discretionary

effort).

For

these

eight

labelled

factors,

acceptable

measures

of

unidimensionality and internal consistency were found, albeit inter-item correlations were
moderate to high. Consequently, satisfactory reliability measures derived from CFA (for
example, measures of composite reliability) are needed before the reliability of these eight
hypothesised factors can be confirmed. Acceptable levels of face, convergent and
discriminant validity were confirmed for these eight factors.

Second, all items relating to three hypothesised latent constructs (that is, intent to perform,
intent to endorse the organisation and intent to use OCB) loaded on one factor with
significant loadings. A subsequent EFA involving only work intention items reproduced five
distinct factors as theorised, with significant factor loadings and no significant cross-loadings.
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However, the unidimensionality, reliability and validity associated with these three
hypothesised work intention constructs were not confirmed. Consequently, these three
constructs will be subjected to further empirical scrutiny using CFA.

Third, seven directive behaviour factors (that is, evaluating, setting priorities, establishing
timelines, showing how, action planning, goal setting and clarifying roles) and seven
supportive behaviours (that is, problem solving, listening, praising, providing rationale,
sharing information–organisation, sharing information–self and asking for input) were
extracted from the data. For both sets of factors, adequate levels of internal consistency were
evident, inter-item correlations were moderate to high and acceptable levels of face and
convergent validity were found. Some evidence of discriminant validity was found for the
seven directive behaviours and for the seven supportive behaviours. However, overall,
respective inter-factor correlations were high. Two conclusions were drawn from this finding.
First, the seven directive behaviour factors and the seven supportive behaviour factors are
best represented by a single second-order factor, that is, directive behaviour and supportive
behaviour respectively. Second, although not a stated aim of this study, the discriminant
validity of the seven directive behaviour factors and the seven supportive behaviour factors
require further investigation. However, as noted, such an exploratory investigation is beyond
the scope of this study.
It is important to note that the EFA process was “exploratory” in nature and conducted at a
preliminary stage of the overall data analysis process. Additional empirical scrutiny of the
theorised factors through multivariate analytical techniques such as confirmatory factor
analytical procedures (for example, assessment of composite reliability, average variance
extracted, maximum shared variance and average shared variance) is required before
definitive conclusions can be drawn relating to empirical distinctiveness of the 11
hypothesised latent factors. Overall, the results of the EFA process provide a solid foundation
for data analysis using SEM. The relationships between all 11 hypothesised factors will be
analysed further using measurement and structural models in Stage 4 and Stage 5 of the data
analysis process respectively.
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CHAPTER 7
DATA ANALYSIS – STAGE 4: ASSESSMENT OF MEASUREMENT MODELS
7.1

Introduction

Having identified an acceptable factor structure in the data using EFA in Chapter 6, the
objective of Stage 4 and Stage 5 of the data analysis process is to confirm the latent factor
structure within the data using SEM. Research using SEM commonly adopts the
methodological “two-step approach” first advocated by Anderson and Gerbing (1988). This
approach was adopted in this study. Step 1 of the SEM process – the use of CFA to assess the
construct validity of the hypothesised model – is the focus of Stage 4 of the data analysis
process. The primary objective of Chapter 7 is to report the results of Stage 4 of the data
analysis process. The secondary objective of this chapter is to investigate further the
reliability and discriminant validity of three hypothesised work intention factors (that is,
intent to perform, intent to endorse the organisation and intent to use OCB) given the findings
relating to these hypothesised factors in the EFA process documented in Chapter 6.

The CFA process used to assess construct validity of the hypothesised model broadly
followed the recommendations of Hair et al. (2010) and included three sequential phases of
analysis (see Table 7.1). In phase 1, the EWPA measurement model was developed and
individual latent factors were assessed for construct validity. In phase 2, the overall EWPA
measurement model was assessed for construct validity. In phase 3, the EWPA measurement
model was assessed for evidence of common method variance.

To assist understanding, this chapter is organised in four sections. Section 1 provides an
overview of key theoretical aspects of CFA that underpin the analytical process implemented
in this chapter. Section 2 details the results of Phase 1 of the CFA process. Section 3 details
the results of Phases 2 and 3 of the CFA process. Section 4 provides a summary of the
findings from the CFA process.
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Table 7.1: Data Analysis Process – Stage 4
Stage

Phase of Analysis
1. Evaluation of missing data.

1. Data
Preparation

2. Identification and exclusion of unengaged respondents.
3. Identification and exclusion of univariate and multivariate outliers.
4. Assessment of normality.
1. Analysis of the survey response rate.

2. Analysis of
Exploratory
Statistics

2. Univariate analysis of categorical variables.
3. Univariate analysis of hypothesised EWPA model variables.
4. Bivariate correlational analysis of hypothesised EWPA model variables.

3. Assessment
of Factor
Structures

1. EWPA model EFA.

4. Assessment
of
Measurement
Models

1. Development of the EWPA measurement model and assessment of factor construct
validity.

2. First-order directive behaviour EFA.
3. First-order supportive behaviour EFA.

2. Assessment of the EWPA measurement model for construct validity.
3. Assessment of the EWPA measurement model for common method variance.

SECTION 1 – CFA THEORETICAL OVERVIEW
7.2

CFA Process Overview

SEM is a multivariate statistical process where the hypothesised constructs tested are
specified a priori and grounded in established theory (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). By
combining the statistical tests of confirmatory factor analysis and regression analysis, the
goal of SEM is to determine whether a hypothesised theoretical model is consistent with the
data collected to reflect the theory. The consistency is evaluated through “model-data fit”,
which indicates the “extent to which the postulated network of relations among variables is
plausible” (Lei & Wu, 2007, p. 34). If the proposed model demonstrates acceptable fit,
support for that model is found. Another consideration is the “parsimony principle”, that is,
given two theoretically sound models with similar fit to the data, the simpler model is
preferred (Kline, 2011). Thus, the goal of SEM is to find a parsimonious measurement model
with acceptably close fit to the data.
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Numerous authors (see Garver & Mentzer, 1999; Gefen, Straub, & Boudreau, 2000; Lowry &
Gaskin, 2014) have suggested that SEM offers a number of advantages over traditional
statistical analysis techniques such as correlational analysis, regression or difference of means
tests (for example, analysis of variance or t-tests) that are suited to simple modelling
scenarios. First, SEM allows the relationships among unobservable, latent constructs to be
tested. Second, SEM allows the measurement of several variables and their inter-relationships
such that the effect of all variables are estimated co-dependently and simultaneously rather
than separately. Third, SEM takes into account measurement error in latent variables when
estimating path relationships between such variables. Fourth, SEM combines the
measurement model and the structural model into a simultaneous statistical test, thereby
jointly assessing measurement and theory. Fifth, SEM can be used to test and compare rival
theoretical models. These five outcomes of SEM were realised as a result of the statistical
tests conducted in Stage 5 of the data analysis process in this study.
As outlined previously, the “two-step approach” to SEM recommended by Anderson and
Gerbing (1988) was adopted in this study. The first step of this process involved the use of
CFA to validate the measurement model, that is, an examination of the extent to which the
observed variables are generated by the underlying latent constructs. Instead of allowing the
statistical method to determine the number of factors and loadings as in EFA, in CFA,
statistics are calculated in order to decide how well the theoretical specification of the factors
in the a priori hypothesised model matched the actual data. In this sense, CFA was used as a
tool that enabled the overall confirmation or rejection of the hypothesised model (Hair et al.,
2010). An overview of the theoretical underpinnings, the statistical tests and cut-off criteria
associated with the CFA process implemented in this study will be outlined next.

7.3

Measurement Model Construct Validity

When specifying a CFA model, all constructs are considered exogenous and correlated. The
key objective of CFA is to assess the construct validity of a proposed measurement theory
(Kline, 2013). Construct validity is the extent to which a set of measured items actually
reflects the theoretical latent construct those items are designed to measure (Hair et al., 2011).
According to Hu and Bentler (1999), to establish construct validity in a measurement model
three criteria must be met: (a) model fit must be adequate; (b) measures of convergent
validity must be acceptable; and (c) discriminant validity must be proven. These criteria were
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adopted to assess construct validity of the EWPA measurement model. An overview of the
tests for construct validity and associated cut-off criteria follow.

7.4

Model Fit

Anderson and Gerbing (1988) stated that model fit refers to how well the proposed or
hypothesised model factor structure accounts for the correlations between variables in the
data set. If there is an insignificant discrepancy between the correlations of the hypothesised
model factor structure and the correlations observed in the dataset, good model fit can be
claimed. Conversely, if there is a significant discrepancy between the correlations of the
hypothesised model factor structure and the correlations observed, the hypothesised model
will not “fit” the observed data. Key measures of model fit are “parameter estimates” and
“overall model evaluation” statistics (Byrne, 2010). When reviewing model parameter
estimates, Hair et al. (2010) suggested three criteria should be examined, that is, standardised
factor loadings (SFLs), standardised errors, and squared multiple correlations (SMCs). Cutoff criteria adopted in this analysis relating to these three criteria are discussed next.

SFLs should exhibit the correct sign and therefore be consistent with the underlying theory.
SFLs should be statistically significant, that is, the critical ratio statistic representing the
parameter estimate divided by its standard error needs to be ≥ 1.96 or p < .05. In addition, to
ensure construct unidimensionality, SFLs need to be ≥ .50 and ideally ≥ .70, that is, the factor
is explaining at least half the variation in the item with the remainder being error variance.

Standardised errors are a reflection of the precision with which a parameter has been
estimated (Byrne, 2010). It is important to note, that in practice the presence of one or two
large residuals may be due to sampling error and is acceptable (Hair et al., 2010). However, a
consistent pattern of large standardised errors associated with a single item and a number of
other items or factors, or large standardised errors associated with a number of items within a
factor, warrant investigation (Hair et al., 2010). Standardised error values > 4.0 in absolute
value are considered large (Hair et al., 2010) and this threshold was adopted in this analysis.
SMCs associated with each item indicator can be considered equivalent to item reliabilities
and can be used as a gauge of the adequacy of the indicators as a measure of the factor
(Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Hair et al. (2010) suggested a SMC value between .30 – .50
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indicates that the item is a weak measure of the construct but adequate, and a SMC value >
.50 is desirable because it suggests that the majority of the variance in the indicator is due to
the latent construct. These cut-off criteria for SMCs were adopted in this analysis.

Overall, model evaluation involves the examination of how well the specified model
reproduces the observed covariance matrix among the indicator items (Byrne, 2010). The two
most common statistical methods for evaluating the degree of similarity of the observed and
estimated covariance matrices involve calculating the chi-square (χ2) goodness-of-fit statistic
and fit indices (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Calculation of the χ2 goodness-of-fit statistic and fit
indices were included in the assessment of overall model evaluation in this CFA analysis and
will be overviewed next.
7.4.1 Chi-Square (χ2) Goodness-of-fit Statistic
In SEM, the χ2 goodness-of-fit statistic is a test of whether the matrix of estimated variances
and covariances (Σ) is significantly different to the observed matrix of variances and
covariances (Ѕ) (Kline, 2011). Put simply, it is a test of whether the model accounts for the
sample data. Furthermore, the hypothesis tested in SEM is the alternative hypothesis (that is,
that there is a difference between Σ and Ѕ). As such, χ2 is calculated for the discrepancy
between Σ and Ѕ and the probability of achieving this χ2 at a given level of α (usually α =
0.05). If χ2 is large (and consequently p < .05), it can be concluded that there is a less than 5%
likelihood that the difference between Σ and Ѕ is due to chance alone and that Σ and Ѕ are
significantly different. Conversely, if χ2 is small (and consequently p > .05), it can be
concluded that the difference between Σ and Ѕ is due to chance alone and the hypothesis that
Σ and Ѕ are not significantly different is tenable.
The χ2 goodness-of-fit statistic derived from maximum likelihood is the most widely used
summary statistic for assessing model fit (Hair et al., 2010; Hu & Bentler, 1999). However,
Bentler and Bonett (1980) argued that although the chi-square goodness-of-fit statistic
provides the best inferential test of overall model fit, its usefulness is greatly undermined by
the fact that it has been found to be related to sample size (N), model complexity and nonnormality. Specifically, as N increases so does the χ2 value. In addition, the χ2 statistic is
likely to be greater when the number of variables increases (Hair et al., 2010). As a
consequence of these challenges relating to the chi-square goodness-of-fit statistic, numerous
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authors, including Bentler and Bonett (1980), Hair et al. (2010), Hu and Bentler (1999) and
MacKenzie, Podsakoff, and Podsakoff (2011), advocated the use of approximate fit indices to
supplement the χ2 goodness-of-fit statistic when estimating model fit.

7.4.2 Fit Indices
Three broad categories of fit indices exist. First, “absolute fit indices” assess how well an a
priori model reproduces the sample data and are generally interpreted as proportions of the
covariances in the sample data matrix explained by the model (Kline, 2011). The χ2
goodness-of-fit statistic is the most fundamental absolute fit index (Hair et al., 2010). The
Standardised Root Mean-square Residual (SRMR) and the Root Mean-Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA) are absolute fit indices that look at the discrepancies or residuals
between estimated and observed covariance matrixes (Kline, 2011). Second, “incremental fit
indices” measure the relative improvement in fit of the hypothesised model compared with a
statistical baseline model where it is assumed that all observed variables are uncorrelated
(Kline, 2011). Examples of incremental fit indexes include the Normed Fit Index (NFI), the
Tucker Lewis Index (TLI) and the Comparative Fit Index (CFI). Third, “parsimony adjusted
fit indices” include in their equations a built in penalty for model complexity related to the
value of the model’s degrees of freedom (df) (Kline, 2011). Examples of parsimony adjusted
fit indexes include parsimony adjusted NFI (PNFI), parsimony adjusted CFI (PCFI) and the
Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI). Most approximate fit indices are scaled so that
higher values suggest better fit. Furthermore, the metrics of most approximate fit indices are
standardised so that their range is 0 to 1 where the value of 1 indicates the best fit. Some fit
indices, for example, the SRMR and the RMSEA, are scaled so that values closer to 0
indicate a better model-data fit (Hair et al., 2010).

The literature includes widespread discussion relating to which fit indices should be reported
(see Hu & Bentler, 1999; Schreiber et al., 2006; Sivo et al., 2006). This study adopted
recommendations provided by Hair et al. (2010) that suggest in addition to reporting the χ2
statistic, at least one absolute fit index and one incremental fit index should be reported.
Following this recommendation, the fit indices reported in this study are outlined in Table
7.2. In addition, there is much debate in the literature regarding appropriate “rule of thumb”
conventional cut-off criteria for fit indices (see Hu & Bentler, 1999; Sivo et al., 2006). The

Chapter 7 – Assessment of Measurement Models

Page 226

Employee Work Passion: Leadership Behaviour, Employee Affect and Work Intentions

widely cited indices cut-off criteria provided by Hu and Bentler (1999) were adopted in this
analysis and are listed in Table 7.2.

Table 7.2: Fit Indices and Cut-off Criteria
Indices

Absolute fit indices

Incremental fit indices

Shorthand

General rule for cut-off criteria*

Chi-square (χ2)/df

CMIN/df

1.0 – 2.0 good; 2.0 – 3.0 acceptable

Root Mean-Square Error
of Approximation

RMSEA

≤ .06 good

Standardised Root Meansquare Residual

SRMR

≤ .08 good

Comparative Fit Index

CFI

≥ .95 good; .900 – .949 moderate

*Source: Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: Conventional
criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modelling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 6(1), 1-55.

In summary, in this CFA analysis, model fit was evaluated by assessing parameter estimates
(that is, statistical significance and acceptable levels of SFLs, standardised errors and SMCs),
and overall model evaluation (that is, acceptable levels for the χ2 goodness-of-fit statistic and
fit indices).

7.5

Model Respecification

If analysis of the parameter estimates and goodness-of-fit statistics indicate a poor fit of the
model to the data, sources of misfit in the model should be identified (Byrne, 2010). Byrne
(2010) contended that examination of standardised errors (residuals) and modification indices
(MIs) can be helpful to detect model mis-specification. As outlined in 7.4 Model Fit,
standardised errors values > 4.0 are considered large (Hair et al., 2010) and this standard was
adopted in this analysis.
MIs can be conceptualised as a χ2 statistic the value of which represents the expected drop in
overall χ2 if the parameter were to be freely estimated (Byrne, 2010). Large MIs can be
indicative of the presence of cross-loading items and error covariances, that is, systematic
error in item responses that could be attributed to respondent bias (for example, social
desirability), or item characteristics (for example, a small omitted factor or a high degree of
overlap in item content) (Byrne, 2010). Hair et al. (2010) suggested that MIs > 4.0 indicate
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that the fit could be improved by model respecification and this standard was adopted in this
analysis.

Numerous authors including Byrne (2010), Hair et al. (2010) and Lei and Wu (2007), all
posit that provided with information related both to model fit and to areas of model misspecification, an originally hypothesised model can be respecified, that is, the addition of
freely estimated parameters (one at a time), or the deletion of an item (and therefore a path)
that does not perform well in relation to model integrity, model fit or construct validity. Hair
et al. (2010) argued that model respecification needs to be supported by theoretical rationale
and not empirical evidence alone. These recommendations were adopted in this CFA
analysis.
By conducting the “χ2 goodness-of-fit statistical comparison of difference test”, it is possible
to calculate the difference in fit between an original model and the respecified model and to
ascertain whether the change is statistically significant (Kline, 2011). This test is based on the
χ2 (df) statistic, which is the difference between the χ2 statistics for two hierarchically related
(or nested) models fitted to the same data. Two CFA models are hierarchical if one is a subset
of the other, that is, a simpler model can be formed by dropping a free parameter from a more
complex model. The result of the difference test indicates whether the relative fit of the
simpler model is statistically better than that of the more complex model (Kline, 2011). Hair
et al. (2010) contended that it is defensible to compare multiple, alternative nested models
and the best fitting model is selected among the alternatives. This recommendation was
adopted in this CFA analysis.

When comparing a first-order model and a second-order model, however, the empirical
comparison using a Δχ2 statistic is not as useful as it is when comparing competing
measurement models of the same order because the Δχ2 statistic values among the models
cannot be interpreted as a test statistic (Kline, 2011). Specifically, the first order model
should fit the data better because it uses more paths to capture the same amount of
covariance. In contrast, the higher order model is more parsimonious and therefore should
perform better on indices that reflect parsimony, for example, RMSEA (Hair et al., 2010).
Kline (2011) recommended the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) (that is, an index that
addresses the issue of parsimony in the assessment of model fit and takes into account
statistical goodness-of-fit and the number of parameter estimates) and the Consistent Akaike
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Information Criterion (CAIC) (that is, a statistic that in addition to the criteria measured by
the AIC also takes sample size into account), be calculated in order to compare model fit of
first and second order models. The model with smaller AIC and CAIC values (that is, the
model with relatively better fit and fewer free parameters) will represent a better fit of the
hypothesised model (Kline, 2011). This recommendation was adopted in this analysis.

In summary, in this CFA analysis, in instances where parameter estimates and the goodnessof-fit statistics indicated a poor fit of the model to the data, residuals and modification indices
were examined to detect causes of model mis-specification. If a model was respecified, the χ2
goodness-of-fit statistical comparison of difference test was calculated to determine if the
difference in fit between two hierarchical, nested models was statistically significant. To
examine the difference in model fit between a first-order CFA model and a second-order
CFA Model (that is, non-nested models), the AIC and CAIC indices for each model were
compared, whereby smaller values indicate a model is more parsimonious and better fitting.

7.6

Measurement Model Convergent Validity

To establish measurement model convergent validity, the following recommendations
suggested by Hair et al. (2010) were adopted. First, model fit must be adequate. Second, all
SFLs must be statistically significant. Third, average variance extracted (AVE, the total of all
squared SFLs, that is, SMCs, divided by the number of items for each factor) for each factor
must be > .50. An AVE > .50 is desirable because it suggests that the latent construct
accounts for a majority of the variance in its indicators on average (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).
Fourth, reliability can also be used as an indicator of convergent validity in SEM (Hair et al.,
2010). Numerous authors (see Chin, Marcolin, & Newsted, 2003; Clark & Watson, 1995;
Cortina, 1993; Hair et al., 2010) argued that in SEM, Composite Reliability (CR) is a more
accurate measurement of reliability than Cronbach’s alpha because CR does not assume that
the loadings or error terms of the items are equal and therefore does not run the risk of
understating alpha. Following guidelines provided by Hair et al. (2010), in this analysis, CR
for each factor was calculated by squaring the sum of each item’s SFL and dividing it by the
squared sum of each item’s SFL and the sum of each item’s error variance. The cut off
criterion suggested by Hair et al. (2010) for CR is ≥ .60. In order to assess CFA model
convergent validity, these four tests were applied to the data and associated minimum
thresholds recommended by Hair et al. (2010) were adopted.
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7.7

Measurement Model Discriminant Validity

CFA offers two common ways to assess discriminant validity. First, a comparison of
measures of model fit for a single factor model versus a multi-factor can be conducted. If the
model fit of the multi-factor model is significantly better than the single factor model, then
discriminant validity between constructs can be claimed (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).
However, authors including Hair et al. (2010) and MacKenzie et al. (2011) argued that
additional empirical evidence of discriminant validity is required because factors with high
correlations can produce significant differences in the χ2 statistic between the two models. A
rigorous test of discriminant validity between constructs is the Fornell and Larcker (1981)
test which requires that for each latent factor, the square root of AVE must be greater than
any inter-factor correlation (that is, conceptually, each latent construct needs to account for
more of the variance in its own indicators than it shares with another construct). Additional
aspects of the Fornell and Larcker (1981) test can include assessing (for each factor) whether
the maximum shared variance (MSV) is less than the AVE and the average shared variance
(ASV) is less than the AVE.

To assess discriminant validity within CFA models, the Anderson and Gerbing (1988)
technique was used in this analysis. In addition, the Fornell and Larcker (1981) test for
discriminant validity was also conducted, for example, to assess discriminant validity relating
to the five hypothesised work intention factors and, separately, in the overall EWPA
measurement model.
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7.8

Measurement Model Common Method Variance

As outlined in 3.3 Common Method Variance, this study used a cross-sectional design and
the data for both independent and dependent variables was collected from the same source
(that is, self-reporting by employees). Although the study’s theoretical phenomenon of
interest, that is, the employee work passion appraisal process, and methodological
considerations (see 3.3 Common Method Variance and 3.7.1 Sample Selection) influenced
the use of common source raters, to allay concerns relating to CMV, the measurement model
was tested for common method variance.
The approach used to test for CMV was the “unmeasured common latent factor” (CLF)
technique suggested by Podsakoff et al. (2003). This method required the addition of an
unmeasured and uncorrelated first-order latent factor to the measurement model. All items
from all other latent factors acted as indicators to the common latent factor as well as loading
on their theoretical constructs. As a result, the total variance of the responses to each measure
is partitioned into three components, that is, the true variance (due to theoretical constructs),
the systematic measurement error (CMV) and the random measurement error (unique
variance) (Doty & Glick, 1998). Assuming the common method has a consistent effect across
the items, all the loadings from the common method latent variable on each indicator is fixed
at 1 (Billiet & McClendon, 2000). In this way, the systematic variance common to those
items that is attributed to obtaining the measures from the same source, and is independent of
the covariance due to the constructs of interest, is captured or controlled by the common
latent factor when assessing the significance of the structural paths.

To assess the significance of the method effects, the difference between standardised
regression weights of structural paths was calculated for EWPA measurement models with
and without the common latent factor (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman & Fetter, 1990;
Podsakoff et al., 2003). A difference in standardised regression weights of < .20 was
considered acceptable and indicative that common method variance was not affecting items
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). Following the recommendations of Lowry and Gaskin (2014), the
EWPA measurement model was tested for common method variance only after construct
validity was established.
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SECTION 2 – CFA STATISTICAL ANALYSIS: PHASE 1
Section 2 details the outcomes from Phase 1 of the CFA process, that is, the development of
the EWPA measurement model and assessment of the latent factors specified in the EWPA
measurement model for evidence of construct validity.

7.9

Results – Phase 1: Development of the EWPA Measurement Model and
Assessment of Factor Construct Validity

After considering the theoretical relationships of the a priori hypothesised model and the
statistical evidence outlined in Chapter 6 – Data Analysis Stage 3: Assessment of Factor
Structures, the EWPA measurement model was developed. The EWPA measurement model
consisted of latent factors and item indicators as outlined in Table 7.3.
Table 7.3: EWPA Measurement Model – Factors and Item Indicators
Factors

No. Item Indicators

Environmental:
1. Directive Behaviour

21

2. Supportive Behaviour

21

3. Leader Other-orientation

3

4. Leader Self-concern

3

Affect:
5. Positive Affect

5

6. Negative Affect

5

Work Intentions:
7. Intent to use Discretionary Effort

3

8. Intent to Perform

3

9. Intent to Endorse the Organisation

3

10. Intent to Stay in the Organisation

3

11. Intent to use OCB

3
Total

73

The next step of the analysis involved assessing each of the 11 factors in the EWPA
measurement model for construct validity, that is, model fit and measures of convergent
validity and discriminant validity. Results of tests for construct validity for each of the 11
factors are presented next.
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7.10

CFA Factor 1: Directive Behaviour

The seven directive behaviours (establishing timelines, showing how, goal setting,
evaluating, setting priorities, action planning and clarifying roles) were theorised to be lower
order factors that are conceptually related and indicators of the higher order factor directive
behaviour. To empirically assess construct validity for the a priori hypothesised latent
construct directive behaviour, competing CFA models were analysed using the χ2 goodnessof-fit statistical comparison of difference test and by assessing model fit indices. Results are
listed in Table 7.4 and Table 7.5 and interpretive comments relating to each model follow.
Table 7.4: Chi-square Goodness-of-fit Statistical Comparison of Difference Test and Fit Indices –
Directive Behaviour
CFA
Model

χ2

df

p*

CMIN
/DF

RMSEA

SRMR

CFI

Δχ2

Δdf

1a
1b

1218.680
433.747

189
168

.000
.000

6.448
2.582

.116
.062

.0394
.0227

.893
.972

–
785.34

–
21, p < .001

χ2 = Chi-square, df = Degrees of freedom, p = Probability value, RMSEA = Root Mean-Square Error of Approximation,
SRMR = Standardised Root Mean-square Residual, CFI = Comparative Fit Index, Δχ2 = Change in chi-square, Δdf =
Change in degrees of freedom.
*Note: The p-value for the χ2 test is often significant when calculating χ2 with large sample sizes in multivariate models
and can be ignored as long as fit indices are also considered during model evaluation (Hair et al., 2010). No further
comment relating to p values < .05 that are associated with the χ2 statistic will be made in subsequent analyses.

7.10.1 Model 1a: First-order One-factor Structure

Model 1a hypothesised a priori that (a) responses can be explained by one-factor (that is,
directive behaviour); (b) each item has a non-zero loading on the first-order factor it was
designed to measure; and (c) error terms associated with each item are uncorrelated. A
schematic representation of Model 1a: First-order one-factor structure is shown in Figure 7.1.

Model 1a revealed parameter estimates (see Figure 7.1) indicating all factor loadings were
statistically significant, SFLs ranging from .79 to .86 which were acceptable, and SMCs
ranging from .63 to .74 which were acceptable. Goodness-of-fit statistics (see Table 7.4)
included a CMIN/DF value of 6.448, a SRMR value of .0394, a CFI value of .893, and a
RMSEA value of .116 which were indicative of poor goodness-of-fit.
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Standardised residual values were examined and revealed no large values. MIs for factor
cross-loadings and error covariances were examined. Large MIs suggested respecification of
the model could begin with the addition of an error covariance between the items that have
the largest MI, that is, Tl1 and Tl3 (see Appendix 4, Table A4.1).

Figure 7.1: Model 1a: First-order One-factor Structure depicts responses explained by one factor. SFLs are
displayed on paths. SMCs are listed above item indicators.

Comments:

Model 1a: First-order one-factor structure did not fit the data well. Considering the purpose
of this part of the CFA analysis was to compare the fit of competing models, respecification
of Model 1a was not conducted.
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7.10.2 Model 1b: First-order Seven-factor Structure

Model 1b hypothesised a priori that (a) responses can be explained by seven factors (that is,
timelines, showing how, goals, evaluating, priorities, planning and roles); (b) each item has a
non-zero loading on the first-order factor it was designed to measure and zero loadings on all
other factors; (c) the seven factors are correlated; and (d) the error terms associated with each
item are uncorrelated. A schematic representation of Model 1b: First-order seven-factor
structure is shown in Figure 7.2.

Figure 7.2: Model 1b: First-order Seven-factor Structure depicts responses explained by seven factors. SFLs are
displayed on paths. SMCs are listed above item indicators. Standardised correlation coefficients are displayed
on covariances.

Chapter 7 – Assessment of Measurement Models

Page 235

Employee Work Passion: Leadership Behaviour, Employee Affect and Work Intentions

Model 1b revealed parameter estimates (see Figure 7.2) indicating all factor loadings were
statistically significant, SFLs ranging from .83 to .93 which were acceptable, and SMCs
ranging from .70 to .87 which were acceptable. Correlations ranged from .81 to .94 which
were high. Goodness-of-fit statistics (see Table 7.4) included a CMIN/DF value of 2.582, a
SRMR value of .0227, a CFI value of .972, and a RMSEA value of .062 which were
indicative of an acceptable fit of the data.

No large standardised residual values were found. Large MIs suggested respecification of the
model could occur through the addition of an error covariance between item Eval1 and item
Eval2. Furthermore, item Goal3 cross-loaded on TIMELINES, a factor on which it was not
hypothesised to load (see Appendix 4, Table A4.2). Ideally, items should load clearly on only
one underlying factor (Byrne, 2010).

Comments:

Model 1b: First-order seven-factor structure fit the data well. Therefore, model
respecification was not required. Considering that the purpose of this part of the CFA
analysis was to compare the fit of competing models, the χ2 goodness-of-fit statistical
comparison of difference test was conducted comparing Model 1a and Model 1b. The chisquare difference statistic (∆χ2) showed a statistically significant drop in the chi-square value
from Model 1a to that of Model 1b (∆χ2 [21] = 785.34, p < .001) (see Table 7.4). All fit
indices in Model 1b were superior compared to those in Model 1a (see Table 7.4). This
evidence suggested that Model 1b: First-order seven-factor structure fit the data better that a
one-factor model.

Model 1b provided preliminary evidence of discriminant validity between the seven directive
behaviour first-order factors (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). However, the high correlations
between factors in Model 1b confirm those found in EFA No. 7 – Directive Behaviour (see
Table 6.12). This suggests the first-order factors may be better explained by a higher order
construct, that is, directive behaviour.

The discriminant validity of the seven directive behaviour first-order factors warrants further
scrutiny. However, such an analysis would require a thorough investigation of the 21
directive behaviour items. Considering the higher order factor directive behaviour is of
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primary interest to this study, as it is hypothesised to predict other constructs of the same
level of abstraction in the overall EWPA measurement model, such an analysis is beyond the
scope of this study.

In a first-order CFA model all of the factors are interrelated but without a specific causal
construct. In a second-order CFA model a second-order factor represents the causal construct
that impacts the first-order factors. Both theoretical and empirical considerations are
associated with second-order CFA. However, authors such as Byrne (2010), Garver &
Mentzer (1999) and Hair et al. (2010) posited that judgements relating to whether data is best
modelled as first-order or second-order factor structure should ultimately be guided by
underlying theory.

A second-order directive behaviour CFA was deemed appropriate for the following reasons.
First, theory suggests the seven directive behaviours are lower order factors that are
conceptually related and indicators of the higher order factor directive behaviour. Second,
theory suggests all seven first-order factors are theorised to influence any other construct in
the same manner, that is, no one of these first-order factors would be expected to affect
another construct in one way (for example, negatively) when all other first-order constructs
are theorised to affect that same construct in the opposite way (for example, positively).
Third, the high inter-factor correlations between directive behaviour first-order factors found
in Model 1b suggest the existence of a hierarchical factor structure, that is, respondents’ most
likely view the phenomenon as a second-order factor. Fourth, a second-order factor model
will better answer the research questions posed in this study. Thus, empirical analysis of the
data represented as a second-order factor structure was conducted.

7.10.3 Model 1c: Second-order Structure

Model 1c hypothesised a priori that (a) responses can be explained by seven directive factors;
(b) each item has a non-zero loading on the first-order factor it was designed to measure and
zero loadings on all other first-order factors; (c) error terms associated with each item are
uncorrelated; and (d) covariation among the seven first-order factors is explained fully by
their regression on the second-order factor. A schematic representation of Model 1c: Secondorder structure is shown in Figure 7.3.
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Figure 7.3: Model 1c: Second-order Structure depicts responses explained by seven first-order factors fully
regressed on a second-order factor (directive behaviour). SFLs are displayed on paths. SMCs are listed above
item indicators and first-order factors.

Examination of Model 1c revealed parameter estimates (see Figure 3) indicating all factor
loadings were statistically significant, SFLs ranging from .83 to .93 which were acceptable,
and SMCs ranging from .70 to .94 which were acceptable. Goodness-of-fit statistics (see
Table 7.5) included a CMIN/DF value of 3.070, a SRMR value of .0300, a CFI value of .961,
and a RMSEA value of .071 which were indicative of a moderate fit of the data.

Standardised residuals were examined and revealed no large values. MIs for factor crossloadings and error covariances were examined. Large MIs suggested item Goal3
demonstrated high item content overlap with items Sh1, Pln1 and Pln3. Item Goal3 crossloaded on TIMELINES, a factor on which it was not theorised to load. Large MIs suggested
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respecification of the model could occur through the addition of an error covariance between
item Eval2 and item Eval1 (see Appendix 4, Table A4.3).
Table 7.5: Chi-square Goodness-of-fit Statistic and Fit Indices – Directive Behaviour
CFA
Model

χ2

df

p

CMIN/
DF

RMSEA

SRMR

CFI

AIC

CAIC

1b
1c
1d
1e

433.747
558.763
426.169
353.219

168
182
163
145

.000
.000
.000
.000

2.582
3.070
2.615
2.436

.062
.071
.063
.059

.0227
.0300
.0284
.0260

.972
.961
.971
.976

559.74
656.76
520.17
443.22

875.61
902.44
755.81
668.84

χ2 = Chi-square, df = Degrees of freedom, p = Probability value, RMSEA = Root Mean-Square Error of Approximation,
SRMR = Standardised Root Mean-square Residual, CFI = Comparative Fit Index, AIC = Akaike Information Criterion,
CAIC = Consistent Akaike Information Criterion.

Comments:

Parameter estimates combined with goodness-of-fit statistics revealed that Model 1c fit the
data moderately. Analysis of item content revealed a high degree of overlap between item
Goal3 (“This leader is clear about the goals I am to accomplish”) and item Pln1 (“This leader
helps me plan out the tasks that I need to do to accomplish my goals”), and between item
Goal3 and item Pln3 (“This leader asks me to have clear plans to accomplish my performance
goals”). Item Goal3 cross-loaded on a factor on which it was not theorised to load.
Furthermore, item Goal3 was identified as a weak loading item in EFA No. 6 – Directive
Behaviour and was deleted. All of this evidence suggested item Goal3 was problematic and
in need of content revision. Thus, item Goal3 was deleted from the analysis.

Deleting item Goal3 reduced the number of item indicators to two. According to Bollen and
Long (1993) and Kline (2011), two item indicators are permissible in a measurement model if
the errors of both indicators are uncorrelated with each other and either (a) the errors of both
indicators are not correlated with the error term of a third indicator for a different factor, or
(b) an equality constraint is imposed on the unstandardised factor loadings of the two
indicators. These conditions were satisfied in this analysis. The model was respecified as
Model 1d: Second-order structure (see Appendix 4, Figure A4.1).
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7.10.4 Model 1d: Second-order Structure

Model 1d revealed parameter estimates that indicated all factor loadings were statistically
significant, SFLs ranging from .83 to .97 which were acceptable, and SMCs ranging from .69
to .94 which were acceptable. Goodness-of-fit statistics (see Table 7.5) included a CMIN/DF
value of 2.615, a SRMR value of .0284, a CFI value of .971, and a RMSEA value of .063
which were indicative of a good fit of the data.

Standardised residual values were examined and revealed no large values. MIs for factor
cross-loadings and error covariances were examined. Large MIs suggested item Eval3 crossloaded on TIMELINES, a factor on which it was not theorised to load. Large MIs suggested
respecification of the model could occur through the addition of an error covariance between
item Eval1 and item Eval2 (see Appendix 4, Table A4.4).

Comments:

Parameter estimates combined with goodness-of-fit statistics revealed Model 1d fit the data
well. However, item Eval3 (“This leader monitors my work”) was identified as problematic
as it cross-loaded on a factor on which it was not theorised to load. Also, item Eval3 crossloaded in EFA No. 6 – Directive Behaviour and was deleted. This evidence suggested item
Eval3 was problematic. Thus, item Eval3 was deleted from the analysis. The model was
respecified as Model 1e: Second-order structure. A schematic representation of Model 1e:
Second-order structure is shown in Figure 7.4.

7.10.5 Model 1e: Second-order Structure

Model 1e revealed parameter estimates (see Figure 7.4) that indicated all factor loadings were
statistically significant, SFLs ranging from .83 to .97 which were acceptable, and SMCs
ranging from .69 to .94 which were acceptable. Goodness-of-fit statistics (see Table 7.5)
included a CMIN/DF value of 2.436, a SRMR value of .0260, a CFI value of .976, and a
RMSEA value of .059 which were indicative of a good fit of the data. Standardised residuals
were examined and revealed no large values. MIs for factor cross-loadings and error
covariances were examined and no large MIs were identified.
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Figure 7.4: Model 1e: Second-order Structure is the final CFA model for Factor 1: Directive Behaviour. SFLs
are displayed on paths. SMCs are listed above item indicators and first-order factors.

Comments:

Parameter estimates combined with goodness-of-fit statistics revealed that Model 1e fit the
data well. No further respecification of Model 1e was required. It is interesting to note that in
EFA No. 6 – Directive Behaviour, item Pln1 cross-loaded on factor SHOWHOW and,
consequently, was deleted. In Model 1e, item Pln1 was not identified as problematic. For a
complete list of parameter estimates for Model 1e, see Appendix 4, Table A4.5.
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Comparison of Model 1e and Model 1b

To examine the difference in model fit between Models 1e (a second-order model) and 1b (a
first-order model), the AIC and CAIC indices for each model were compared (see Table 7.5).
The comparative analysis revealed AIC and CAIC were superior for Model 1e which
suggested this model was better fitting and more parsimonious than Model 1b. For Factor 1 –
Directive Behaviour, Model 1e: Second-order structure fit the data better than a first-order
seven factor model.
7.10.6 Model 1e – Convergent Validity

Statistics relating to convergent validity for Model 1e are listed in Table 7.6.

Table 7.6: Model 1e Parameter Estimates
First-order Factor

SFL

Error
Variance

Critical
Ratio

1. TIMELINES
2. SHOWHOW
3. GOALS
4. EVALUATING
5. PRIORITIES
6. PLANNING
7. ROLES

0.902
0.935
0.895
0.894
0.929
0.972
0.967

0.186
0.127
0.199
0.200
0.136
0.055
0.066

20.900
21.888
19.391

Sq Sum of SFLs

42.17

Sum of Error Variance

0.969

AVE

0.862

CR

0.978

19.313
20.982
20.875
19.695

p

SMC

***
***
***
***
***
***
***

0.814
0.873
0.801
0.800
0.864
0.945
0.934

SFL = Standardised Factor Loading, SMC = Squared Multiple Correlation, AVE = Average Variance Extracted, CR =
Composite Reliability, p = Probability value, *** significant at p < .001.

Comments:

Goodness-of-fit statistics and fit indices for Model 1e indicated acceptable model fit (see
Table 7.5). All factor loadings were statistically significant and measures for SFLs were
acceptable (see Table 7.6). AVE was > .50 and CR was ≥ .60 and were acceptable (see Table
7.6). Thus, evidence of an acceptable level of convergent validity was found in Model 1e:
Second-order structure.

Chapter 7 – Assessment of Measurement Models

Page 242

Employee Work Passion: Leadership Behaviour, Employee Affect and Work Intentions

7.10.7 Conclusions – CFA Factor 1: Directive Behaviour

Empirical evidence such as model parameter estimates, goodness-of-fit statistics and fit
indices, and measures of convergent validity demonstrated that a sufficient level of construct
validity exists in Model 1e: Second-order structure. Thus, Model 1e: Second-order structure
was used to measure Factor 1 – Directive Behaviour in the EWPA measurement model.

7.11

CFA Factor 2: Supportive Behaviour

The seven supportive behaviours (information sharing–self, problem solving, praising,
information sharing–organisation, asking for input, listening and providing rationale) were
theorised to be lower order factors that are conceptually related and indicators of the higher
order factor supportive behaviour. To empirically assess construct validity for the a priori
hypothesised latent construct supportive behaviour, competing CFA models were analysed
using the χ2 goodness-of-fit statistical comparison of difference test and by assessing model
fit indices. Results are listed in Table 7.7 and Table 7.8 and interpretive comments relating to
each model follow.
Table 7.7: Chi-square Goodness-of-fit Statistical Comparison of Difference Test and Fit Indices –
Supportive Behaviour
CFA
Model

χ2

df

p

CMIN
/DF

RMSEA

SRMR

CFI

Δχ2

Δdf

2a
2b

1343.502
407.191

189
168

.000
.000

7.108
2.424

.122
.059

.0436
.0246

.879
.975

–
936.311

–
21, p < .001

χ2 = Chi-square, df = Degrees of freedom, p = Probability value, RMSEA = Root Mean-Square Error of Approximation,
SRMR = Standardised Root Mean-square Residual, CFI = Comparative Fit Index, Δχ2 = Change in chi-square, Δdf =
Change in degrees of freedom.

7.11.1 Model 2a: First-order One-factor Structure

Model 2a hypothesised a priori that (a) responses can be explained by one factor (that is,
supportive behaviour); (b) each item has a non-zero loading on the first-order factor it was
designed to measure; and (c) error terms associated with each item are uncorrelated. A
schematic representation of Model 2a: First-order one-factor structure is shown in Figure 7.5.

Model 2a revealed parameter estimates (see Figure 7.5) indicating all factor loadings were
statistically significant, SFLs ranging from .74 to .87 which were acceptable, and SMCs
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ranging from .54 to .76 which were acceptable. Goodness-of-fit statistics (see Table 7.7)
included a CMIN/DF value of 7.108, a SRMR value of .0436, a CFI value of .879, and a
RMSEA value of .122 which were indicative of poor goodness-of-fit. Standardised residuals
were examined and revealed no large values. Large MIs suggested respecification of the
model could begin with the addition of a freely estimated parameter between items Praise2
and Praise3 (see Appendix 4, Table A4.6).
Figure 7.5: Model 2a: First-order One-factor Structure depicts responses explained by one factor. SFLs are
displayed on paths. SMCs are listed above item indicators.

Comments:

Model 2a: First-order one-factor structure did not fit the data well. Considering the purpose
of this part of the analysis was to compare the fit of competing models, respecification of
Model 2a was not conducted.
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7.11.2 Model 2b: First-order Seven-factor Structure

Model 2b hypothesised a priori that (a) responses can be explained by seven factors (that is,
information sharing–self, problem solving, praising, information sharing–organisation, asking
for input, listening and providing rationale); (b) each item has a non-zero loading on the firstorder factor it was designed to measure and zero loadings on all other factors; (c) the seven
factors are correlated; and (d) the error terms associated with each item are uncorrelated. A
schematic representation of Model 2b: First-order seven-factor structure is shown in Figure
7.6.

Figure 7.6: Model 2b: First-order Seven-factor Structure depicts responses explained by seven factors. SFLs are
displayed on paths. SMCs are listed above item indicators. Standardised correlation coefficients are displayed
on covariances.
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Model 2b revealed parameter estimates (see Figure 7.6) indicating all factor loadings were
statistically significant, SFLs ranging from .81 to .93 which were acceptable and SMCs
ranging from .65 to .86 which were acceptable. Correlations ranged from .76 to .94 which
were high. Goodness-of-fit statistics (see Table 7.7) included a CMIN/DF value of 2.424, a
SRMR value of .0246, a CFI value of .975, and a RMSEA value of .059 which were
indicative of an acceptable fit of the data. Standardised residuals were examined and revealed
no large values. MIs for factor cross-loadings and error covariances were examined and no
large MIs were identified.

Comments:

Model 2b: First-order seven-factor structure fit the data well. Therefore, model
respecification was not required. Given the purpose of this part of the CFA analysis was to
compare the fit of competing models, the χ2 goodness-of-fit statistical comparison of
difference test was conducted comparing Model 2a and Model 2b. The chi-square difference
statistic (∆χ2) showed a statistically significant drop in the chi-square value from Model 2a to
that of Model 2b (∆χ2 [21] = 936.311, p < .001) (see Table 7.7). All fit indices in Model 2b
were superior compared to those in Model 2a (see Table 7.7). This evidence suggested that
Model 2b: First-order seven-factor structure fit the data better that a one-factor model.

Model 2b provided preliminary evidence of discriminant validity between the seven
supportive behaviour first-order factors (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). However, the high
correlations between factors in Model 2b confirm those found in EFA No. 9 – Supportive
Behaviour (see Table 6.17). This suggests the first-order factors may be better explained by a
higher order construct, that is, supportive behaviour.

The discriminant validity of the seven supportive behaviour first-order factors warrants
further analysis. However, such an analysis would require a thorough investigation of the 21
supportive behaviour items. Considering the higher order factor supportive behaviour is of
primary interest to this study, as it is hypothesised to predict other constructs of the same
level of abstraction in the overall EWPA measurement model, such an analysis is beyond the
scope of this study.
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7.11.3 Model 2c: Second-order Structure

Conducting a second-order supportive behaviour CFA was considered appropriate for the
following reasons. First, theory suggests the seven supportive behaviours are lower order
factors that are conceptually related and indicators of the higher order factor supportive
behaviour. Second, all seven first-order factors are theorised to influence any other construct
in the same manner. Third, the high inter-factor correlations found in Model 2b suggest the
existence of a hierarchical factor structure, that is, respondents’ most likely view the
phenomenon as a second-order factor. Fourth, a second-order factor model will better answer
the research questions posed in this study. Thus, empirical analysis of the data represented as
a second-order factor structure was conducted.
Table 7.8: Chi-square Goodness-of-fit Statistic and Fit Indices – Supportive Behaviour
CFA
Model

χ2

df

p

CMIN/
DF

RMSEA

SRMR

CFI

AIC

CAIC

2b
2c
2d
2e

407.191
503.292
414.550
343.645

168
182
163
145

.000
.000
.000
.000

2.424
2.765
2.543
2.370

.059
.066
.062
.058

.0246
.0302
.0283
.0280

.975
.966
.972
.977

533.19
601.29
508.55
433.65

849.05
846.96
744.19
659.26

χ2 = Chi-square, df = Degrees of freedom, p = Probability value, RMSEA = Root Mean-Square Error of Approximation,
SRMR = Standardised Root Mean-square Residual, CFI = Comparative Fit Index, AIC = Akaike Information Criterion,
CAIC = Consistent Akaike Information Criterion.

Model 2c hypothesised a priori that (a) responses can be explained by seven supportive
factors; (b) each item has a non-zero loading on the first-order factor it was designed to
measure and zero loadings on all other first-order factors; (c) error terms associated with each
item are uncorrelated; and (d) covariation among the seven first-order factors is explained
fully by their regression on the second-order factor. A schematic representation of Model 2c:
Second-order structure is shown in Figure 7.7.

Examination of Model 2c revealed parameter estimates (see Figure 7.7) that indicated all
factor loadings were statistically significant, SFLs ranging from .81 to .97 which were
acceptable, and SMCs ranging from .65 to .94 which were acceptable. Goodness-of-fit
statistics (see Table 7.8) included a CMIN/DF value of 2.765, a SRMR value of .0302, a CFI
value of .966, and a RMSEA value of .066 which were indicative of a moderate fit of the
data.
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Standardised residuals were examined and revealed no large values. MIs for factor crossloadings and error covariances were examined. Large MIs suggested a high degree of content
overlap between item PSolve2 and Ltn1, item PSolve2 and item Ltn2, and item PSolve2 and
item Ltn3 (see Appendix 4, Table A4.7).

Figure 7.7: Model 2c: Second-order Structure depicts responses explained by seven first-order factors fully
regressed on a second-order factor (supportive behaviour). SFLs are displayed on paths. SMCs are listed above
item indicators and first-order factors.

Comments:

The parameter estimates combined with the goodness-of-fit statistics revealed that Model 2c
fit the data reasonably well. Analysis of item content revealed a high degree of overlap
between item PSolve2 (“This leader is willing to help me think through my work problems if
asked”) and item Ltn1 (“This leader checks with me to see if I have any concerns I need to
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discuss”), and between Ltn2 (“This leader pays attention when I am expressing concerns
about work”) and Ltn3 (“This leader makes time to listen to my questions and problems”).
Also, item PSolve2 was identified as problematic in EFA No. 7 – Supportive Behaviour and
was deleted. All of this evidence suggests that item PSolve2 was problematic and in need of
content revision. Accordingly, item PSolve2 was deleted from the analysis. The model was
respecified as Model 2d: Second-order structure (see Appendix 4, Figure A4.2).

7.11.4 Model 2d: Second-order Structure

Model 2d revealed parameter estimates indicating all factor loadings were statistically
significant, SFLs ranging from .81 to .97 which were acceptable, and SMCs ranging from .65
to .94 which were acceptable. Goodness-of-fit statistics (see Table 7.8) included a CMIN/DF
value of 2.543, a SRMR value of .0283, a CFI value of .972, and a RMSEA value of .062
which were indicative of a good fit of the data. Standardised residuals were examined and
revealed no large values. Large MIs suggested a high degree of content overlap between
items Ltn1 and numerous other items (see Appendix 4, Table A4.8).

Comments:

The parameter estimates combined with the goodness-of-fit statistics indicated that Model 2d
fit the data well. However, item Ltn1 (“This leader checks with me to see if I have any
concerns I need to discuss”) demonstrated high item content overlap with numerous other
items, for example, PSolve3 (“This leader helps me explore alternative solutions to work
problems”). Also, item Ltn1 was a weak loading item in EFA No. 7 – Supportive Behaviour
and was deleted. All of this evidence suggested item Ltn1 was problematic and in need of
content revision. Thus, item Ltn1 was deleted from the analysis. The model was respecified
as Model 2e: Second-order structure. A schematic representation of Model 2e: Second-order
structure is shown in Figure 7.8.
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7.11.5 Model 2e: Second-order Structure

Model 2e revealed parameter estimates (see Figure 7.8) indicating all factor loadings were
statistically significant, SFLs ranging from .81 to .97 which were acceptable and SMCs
ranging from .65 to .94 which were acceptable. Goodness-of-fit statistics (see Table 7.8)
included a CMIN/DF value of 2.370, a SRMR value of .0280, a CFI value of .977, and a
RMSEA value of .058 which were indicative of a good fit of the data. Standardised residuals
were examined and revealed no large values. MIs for factor cross-loadings and error
covariances were examined and no large MIs were identified.

Figure 7.8: Model 2e: Second-order Structure is the final CFA model for Factor 2: Supportive Behaviour. SFLs
are displayed on paths. SMCs are listed above item indicators and first-order factors.

Chapter 7 – Assessment of Measurement Models

Page 250

Employee Work Passion: Leadership Behaviour, Employee Affect and Work Intentions

Comments:

Parameter estimates coupled with the goodness-of-fit statistics revealed that Model 2e fit the
data well. No further respecification of Model 2e was required. It is interesting to note that in
EFA No. 7 – Supportive Behaviour, item InfoShOrg3 was a weak loading item and,
consequently, was deleted. In Model 2e, item InfoShOrg3 was not identified as problematic.
For a complete list of parameter estimates for Model 2e, see Appendix 4, Table A4.9.

Comparison of Model 2e and Model 2b

To examine the difference in model fit between Models 2e (a second-order model) and 2b (a
first-order model), a comparison of AIC and CAIC indices for each model was conducted
(see Table 7.8). The comparative analysis revealed AIC and CAIC were superior for Model
2e which suggested this model was better fitting and more parsimonious than Model 2b. For
Factor 2 – Supportive Behaviour, Model 2e: Second-order structure fits the data better than a
first-order seven factor structure.
7.11.6 Model 2e – Convergent Validity

The results of tests for convergent validity for Model 2e are listed in Table 7.9.

Table 7.9: Model 2e Parameter Estimates
First-order Factor

SFL

Error
Variance

Critical
Ratio

1. INFOSHSLF
2. PSOLVE
3. PRAISE
4. INFOSHORG
5. INPUT
6. LISTENING
7. RATIONALE

0.860
0.916
0.880
0.956
0.924
0.930
0.969

0.260
0.161
0.226
0.085
0.146
0.135
0.061

18.950
21.080
20.121

Sq Sum of SFLs
Sum of Error Variance
AVE
CR

41.409
1.074
0.847
0.975

21.740
20.506
21.183
21.830

p

SMC

***
***
***
***
***
***
***

0.740
0.839
0.774
0.915
0.854
0.865
0.939

SFL = Standardised Factor Loading, SMC = Squared Multiple Correlation, AVE = Average Variance Extracted, CR =
Composite Reliability, p = Probability value, *** significant at p < .001.
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Comments:

Goodness-of-fit statistics and fit indices for Model 2e indicated acceptable model fit (see
Table 7.8). All factor loadings were statistically significant and measures for SFLs were
acceptable (see Table 7.9). AVE was > .50 and CR was ≥ .60 and acceptable (see Table 7.9).
Thus, evidence of an acceptable level of convergent validity was found in Model 2e: Secondorder structure.
7.11.7 Conclusions – CFA Factor 2: Supportive Behaviour

Empirical evidence including CFA model parameter estimates, goodness-of-fit statistics and
fit indices, and measures of convergent validity demonstrated that a sufficient level of
construct validity exists in Model 2e: Second-order structure. Thus, Model 2e: Second-order
structure was used to measure Factor 2 – Supportive Behaviour in the EWPA measurement
model.

Note: Discriminant validity between Factor 1: Directive behaviour and Factor 2 Supportive
behaviour was examined when all theorised factors were assessed for discriminant validity
simultaneously in the overall EWPA measurement model (see 7.16.3 EWPA Measurement
Model – Discriminant Validity).

7.12

CFA Factor 3: Leader Other-orientation and Factor 4: Leader Self-concern

The two leadership values latent constructs (leader other-orientation and leader self-concern)
are theorised to be conceptually related but independent first-order factors. To empirically
assess construct validity for the two latent leadership values factors, competing CFA models
were compared using the χ2 goodness-of-fit statistical comparison of difference test and by
assessing model fit indices. Results are listed in Table 7.10 and comments relating to each
model follow.
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Table 7.10: Chi-square Goodness-of-fit Statistical Comparison of Difference Test and Fit Indices –
Leader Other-orientation and Leader Self-concern
CFA
Model

χ2

df

p

CMIN
/DF

RMSEA

SRMR

CFI

Δχ2

Δdf

3a
3b
3c
3d

898.774
72.133
25.285
7.527

9
8
4
3

.000
.000
.000
.057

99.864
9.017
6.321
2.509

.492
.140
.114
.060

.2303
.0487
.0381
.0183

.564
.969
.987
.996

–
826.641
46.848
17.758

–
1, p < .001
4, p < .001
1, p < .001

χ2 = Chi-square, df = Degrees of freedom, p = Probability value, RMSEA = Root Mean-Square Error of Approximation,
SRMR = Standardised Root Mean-square Residual, CFI = Comparative Fit Index, Δχ2 = Change in chi-square, Δdf =
Change in degrees of freedom.

7.12.1 Model 3a: First-order One-factor Structure

Model 3a hypothesised a priori that (a) responses can be explained by one factor (that is,
Leader Values); (b) each item has a non-zero loading on the first-order factor it was designed
to measure; and (c) error terms associated with each item are uncorrelated. A schematic
representation of Model 3a: First-order one-factor structure is shown in Figure 7.9.

Model 3a revealed parameter estimates (see Figure 7.9) indicating all factor loadings were
statistically significant, SFLs ranging from .42 to .94 in absolute value which were not
acceptable, and SMCs ranging from .18 to .88 which were not acceptable. Goodness-of-fit
statistics (see Table 7.10) included a CMIN/DF value of 99.864, a SRMR value of .2303, a
CFI value of .564, and an RMSEA value of .492 which represented a poor fit of the data.

Standardised residuals and MIs for factor cross-loadings and error covariances were
examined. Large standardised residual values were found between item OO1 and item OO2,
between item OO1 and items OO3, and between OO2 and OO3. Large MIs suggested
respecification of the model could occur through the addition of a freely estimated parameter
beginning with item OO1 and item OO2 or the addition of a freely estimated parameter
between item OO2 and OO3 (see Appendix 4, Table A4.10).

Comments:

Model 3a: First-order one-factor structure did not fit the data well. Considering the purpose
of this part of the CFA analysis was to compare the fit of competing models, respecification
of Model 3a was not conducted.
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Figure 7.9: Model 3a: First-order One-factor Structure depicts responses explained by one factor. SFLs are
displayed on paths. SMCs are listed above item indicators.

7.12.2 Model 3b: First-order Two-factor Structure

Model 3b hypothesised a priori that (a) responses can be explained by two factors (that is,
leader other-orientation and leader self-concern); (b) each item has a non-zero loading on the
first-order factor it was designed to measure and zero loadings on all other factors; (c) the two
factors are correlated; and (d) the error terms associated with each item are uncorrelated. A
schematic representation of Model 3b: First-order two-factor structure is shown in Figure
7.10.

Figure 7.10: Model 3b: First-order Two-factor Structure depicts responses explained by two factors. SFLs are
displayed on paths. SMCs are listed above item indicators. Standardised correlation coefficient is displayed on
the covariance.
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Model 3b revealed parameter estimates (see Figure 7.10) indicating all factor loadings were
statistically significant, SFLs ranging from .83 to .96 which were acceptable, and SMCs
ranging from .68 to .92 which were acceptable. Goodness-of-fit statistics (see Table 7.10)
included a CMIN/DF value of 9.017 which represented a poor fit of the data, a SRMR value
of .0487 and a CFI value of .969 which were acceptable, and a RMSEA value of .485 which
was poor. The negative correlation between leader other-orientation and leader self-concern
(-.42) was moderate, as theorised, and acceptable. Large MIs suggested respecification of the
model could begin with the deletion of item OO3 that cross-loaded on LEADER SELFCONCERN (see Appendix 4, Table A4.11).

Comments:
The chi-square difference statistic (∆χ2) showed a statistically significant drop in the chisquare value from Model 3a to that of Model 3b (∆χ2 [1] = 826.641, p < .001) (see Table
7.10). All fit indices in Model 3b were superior compared to those in Model 3a (see Table
7.10). This evidence indicated that Model 3b was a better fitting model than Model 3a.
However, examination of the MIs revealed item OO3 cross-loaded on LEADER SELFCONCERN, that is, a construct on which it was not theorised to load. Also, item OO3 had the
lowest SFL and SMC of all indicators in Model 3b. This evidence suggested item OO3 was
problematic. Thus, item OO3 was deleted from the analysis. The model was respecified as
Model 3c: First-order two-factor structure. A schematic representation of Model 3c: Firstorder two-factor structure is shown in Figure 7.11.

7.12.3 Model 3c: First-order Two-factor Structure

Model 3c revealed parameter estimates (see Figure 7.11) indicating all factor loadings were
statistically significant, SFLs ranging from .84 to .96 which were acceptable, and SMCs
ranging from .71 to .93 which were acceptable. Goodness-of-fit statistics (see Table 7.10)
included a CMIN/DF value of 6.321 which represented a poor fit of the data, a SRMR value
of .0381 and a CFI value of .987 which were acceptable, and a RMSEA value of .114 which
was poor.

The negative correlation between leader self-concern and leader other-orientation (-.40) was
moderate, as theorised, and acceptable. No large standardised residuals were found.
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Examination of the MIs revealed item SC2 cross-loaded on LEADER OTHERORIENTATION (see Appendix 4, Table A4.12).

Figure 7.11: Model 3c: First-order Two-factor Structure depicts responses explained by two factors. SFLs are
displayed on paths. SMCs are listed above item indicators. Standardised correlation coefficient is displayed
on the covariance.

Comments:
The chi-square difference statistic (∆χ2) showed a statistically significant drop in the chisquare value from Model 3b to that of Model 3c (∆χ2 [4] = 46.848, p < .001) (see Table 7.10).
All fit indices in Model 3c were superior compared to those in Model 3b (see Table 7.10).
This evidence indicated that Model 3c was a better fitting model than Model 3b. However,
examination of the MIs revealed item SC2 cross-loaded on LEADER OTHERORIENTATION, that is, a construct on which it was not theorised to load. Also, item SC2
had the lowest SFL and SMC of all indicators in Model 3c. This evidence suggested item
SC2 was problematic. Thus, item SC2 was deleted from the analysis. The model was
respecified as Model 3d: First-order two-factor structure. A schematic representation of
Model 3d: First-order two-factor structure is shown in Figure 7.12.

7.12.4 Model 3d: First-order Two-factor Structure

Model 3d revealed parameter estimates (see Figure 7.12) indicating all factor loadings were
statistically significant and SFLs ranging from .91 to .95 which were acceptable. SMCs
ranged from .82 to .90. Goodness-of-fit statistics (see Table 7.10) included a CMIN/DF value
of 2.509, a SRMR value of .0183, a CFI value of .996, and a RMSEA value of .060 which
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were acceptable. The negative correlation between leader self-concern and leader otherorientation (-.44) was moderate, as theorised, and acceptable. Standardised residuals and MIs
were examined and revealed no large values.

Figure 7.12: Model 3d: First-order Two-factor Structure is the final CFA model for Factor 3: Leader Otherorientation and Factor 4: Leader Self-concern. SFLs are displayed on paths. SMCs are listed above item
indicators. Standardised correlation coefficient is displayed on the covariance.

Comments:

Parameter estimates combined with the goodness-of-fit statistics indicated that Model 3d fit
the data well. The chi-square difference statistic (∆χ2) showed a statistically significant drop
in the chi-square value from Model 3c to that of Model 3d (∆χ2 [1] = 17.758, p < .001) (see
Table 7.10). All fit indices in Model 3d were superior compared to those in Model 3c (see
Table 7.10). This evidence indicated that Model 3d was a better fitting model than Model 3c.
No further respecification of Model 3d was required. For a complete list of parameter
estimates for Model 3d, see Appendix 4, Table A4.13.

Comparison of Model 3d and Model 3a

Model 3d: First-order two-factor structure fit the data better than Model 3a: First-order onefactor structure (∆χ2 [6] = 891.247, p < .001) (see Table 7.10). All fit indices in Model 3d
were superior compared to those in Model 3a (see Table 7.10). Also, Model 3d provided
preliminary evidence of discriminant validity between the first-order factors leader selfconcern and leader other-orientation (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).
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7.12.5 Model 3d Convergent Validity

The results of tests for convergent validity for Model 3d are listed in Table 7.11 and Table
7.12.

Table 7.11: Model 3d Parameter Estimates
Indicator

SFL

Error Variance

SMC

1. OO1
2. OO2
3. SC1
4. SC3

0.949
0.918
0.916
0.907

0.099
0.157
0.161
0.177

0.901
0.843
0.839
0.823

OO = Leader Other-orientation, SC = Leader Self-concern, SFL = Standardised Factor Loading, SMC = Squared
Multiple Correlation.

Table 7.12: Model 3d Convergent Validity Through AVE Analysis
Factor
Leader Other-orientation
Leader Self-concern

Sq Sum of SFLs

Sum of Error
Variance

AVE

CR

3.4857
3.3233

0.256
0.338

.872
.831

.932
.908

SFL = Standardised Factor Loading, AVE = Average Variance Extracted, CR = Composite Reliability.

Comments:

Goodness-of-fit statistics and fit indices for Model 3d: First-order two-factor structure
indicated acceptable model fit (see Table 7.10). All factor loadings were statistically
significant and measures for SFLs were acceptable (see Table 7.11). For each factor, AVE
was > .50 and CR was ≥ .60 and therefore acceptable (see Table 7.12). Thus, evidence of an
acceptable level of convergent validity was found in Model 3d: First-order two-factor
structure.
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7.12.6 Model 3d Discriminant Validity
The results of the χ2 goodness-of-fit statistical comparison of difference test between Model
3a and Model 3d provided some evidence of discriminant validity between positive affect and
negative affect. In addition, Model 3d was subjected to the Fornell and Larcker (1981) test
for discriminant validity. Results are listed in Table 7.13.

Table 7.13: Model 3d Discriminant Validity Through AVE and Factor Correlation Analysis
Factor

AVE

1

2

1. Leader Other-orientation
2. Leader Self-concern

0.872
0.831

0.934
-.44

0.912

AVE = Average Variance Extracted, Square root of AVE on the diagonal in bold. All correlations were significant at ***
p < 0.001. All *** omitted for clarity.

Comments:

The output listed in Table 7.13 indicates for each factor, the square root of AVE was greater
than the absolute value of the inter-factor correlation (that is, each latent factor explains more
of the variance in its item measures than it shares with another factor). These results provide
acceptable evidence of discriminant validity between the two factors leader other-orientation
and leader self-concern. It is important to note, however, that these findings are in the context
of assessing the discriminant validity of factors leader other-orientation and leader selfconcern independently of the other 9 theorised factors in the EWPA measurement model. A
further test for discriminant validity between these two factors was conducted when all
theorised factors were assessed for discriminant validity simultaneously in the overall EWPA
measurement model (see 7.16.3 EWPA Measurement Model – Discriminant Validity).
7.12.7 Conclusions – CFA Factor 3: Leader Other-orientation and Factor 4: Leader
Self-concern

Empirical evidence such as CFA model parameter estimates, goodness-of-fit statistics, and
measures of convergent and discriminant validity demonstrated that a sufficient level of
construct validity exists in Model 3d: First-order two-factor structure. Thus, Model 3d: Firstorder two-factor structure was used to measure EWP factors 3 and 4 in the EWPA
measurement model.
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7.13

CFA Factor 5: Positive Affect and Factor 6: Negative Affect

The two affect latent constructs (positive affect and negative affect) are theorised to be
conceptually related but independent first-order factors. To empirically assess construct
validity for these two a priori hypothesised latent affect factors, competing CFA models were
analysed using the χ2 goodness-of-fit statistical comparison of difference test and by assessing
model fit indices. Results are listed in Table 7.14 and interpretive comments relating to each
model follow.
Table 7.14: Chi-square Goodness-of-Fit Statistical Comparison of Difference Test and Fit Indices –
Positive Affect and Negative Affect
CFA
Model

χ2

df

p

CMIN
/DF

RMSEA

SRMR

CFI

Δχ2

Δdf

4a
4b
4c
4d
4e

366.929
113.618
69.469
63.733
16.066

35
34
26
19
13

.000
.000
.000
.000
.246

10.484
3.342
2.673
3.354
1.236

.152
.076
.064
.076
.024

.0647
.0313
.0329
0356
.0158

.881
.971
.982
.979
.998

–
253.311
44.149
5.736
47.667

–
1, p < .001
8, p < .001
7, p > .001
6, p < .001

χ2 = Chi-square, df = Degrees of freedom, p = Probability value, RMSEA = Root Mean-Square Error of Approximation,
SRMR = Standardised Root Mean-square Residual, CFI = Comparative Fit Index, Δχ2 = Change in chi-square, Δdf =
Change in degrees of freedom.

7.13.1 Model 4a: First-order One-factor Structure

Model 4a hypothesised a priori that (a) responses can be explained by one factor (that is,
affect); (b) each item has a non-zero loading on the first-order factor it was designed to
measure; and (c) error terms associated with each item are uncorrelated. A schematic
representation of Model 4a: First-order one-factor structure is shown in Figure 7.13.

Model 4a revealed parameter estimates (see Figure 7.13) indicating all factor loadings were
statistically significant, SFLs ranging from .65 to .81 in absolute value which were
unacceptable, and SMCs ranging from .43 to .66 which were unacceptable. Goodness-of-fit
statistics (see Table 7.14) included a CMIN/DF value of 10.484, a SRMR value of .0647, a
CFI value of .881, and an RMSEA value of .152 which were indicative of poor fit. No large
standardised residual values were found. Large MIs suggested respecification of the model
could occur through the addition of a freely estimated parameter beginning with item Afraid
and item Nervous and then the addition of a freely estimated parameter between item Hostile
and item Upset (see Appendix 4, Table A4.14).
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Figure 7.13: Model 4a: First-order One-factor Structure depicts responses explained by one factor. SFLs are
displayed on paths. SMCs are listed above item indicators.

Comments:

Model 4a: First-order one-factor structure did not fit the data well. Considering the purpose
of this part of the CFA analysis was to compare the fit of competing models, respecification
of Model 4a was not conducted.

7.13.2 Model 4b: First-order Two-factor Structure

Model 4b hypothesised a priori that (a) responses can be explained by two factors (that is,
positive affect and negative affect); (b) each item has a non-zero loading on the first-order
factor it was designed to measure and zero loadings on all other factors; (c) the two factors
are correlated; and (d) the error terms associated with each item are uncorrelated. A
schematic representation of Model 4b: First-order two-factor structure is shown in Figure
7.14.

Model 4b revealed parameter estimates (see Figure 7.14) indicating all factor loadings were
statistically significant, SFLs ranging from .69 to .86 in absolute value which were
acceptable, and SMCs ranging from .48 to .74 which were acceptable. One exception was
item Alert that had the lowest SFL (.69) and a SMC value (.48) that was below the ideal
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standard of .50. Goodness-of-fit statistics (see Table 7.14) included a CMIN/DF value of
3.342 which indicated a poor fit of the data, a SRMR value of .0313, a CFI value of .971
which indicated satisfactory goodness-of-fit, and a RMSEA value of .076 that was not
acceptable. The negative correlation between constructs positive affect and negative affect (.81) was as theorised, was high and was acceptable. No large standardised residual values
were found. Large MIs suggested respecification of the model could occur through the
addition of a freely estimated parameter between item Hostile and item Upset and then item
Afraid and item Nervous (see Appendix 4, Table A4.15).

Figure 7.14: Model 4b: First-order Two-factor Structure depicts responses explained by two factors. SFLs are
displayed on paths. SMCs are listed above item indicators. Standardised correlation coefficient is displayed on
the covariance.

Comments:
The chi-square difference statistic (∆χ2) showed a statistically significant drop in the chisquare value from Model 4a to that of Model 4b (∆χ2 [1] = 253.311, p < .001). Model 4b
showed improvement from Model 4a with respect to all fit indices. No large standardised
residuals were found. Examination of the MIs revealed item Upset and item Hostile
demonstrated high item redundancy. Also, item Hostile was the weakest loading negative
affect item in EFA No. 3 and was deleted. Considering all of this evidence and noting that
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item Hostile had a lower SFL and SMC compared to those for item Upset, item Hostile was
deemed problematic. Thus, item Hostile was deleted from the analysis. The model was
respecified as Model 4c.

7.13.3 Model 4c: First-order Two-factor Structure

A schematic representation of Model 4c: First-order two-factor structure can be found in
Appendix 4, Figure A4.3. Model 4c revealed parameter estimates indicating all factor
loadings were statistically significant, SFLs ranging from .70 to .86 which were acceptable,
and SMCs ranging from .49 to .73 which were acceptable. One exception was item Alert that
had a SMC value (.49) which was below the ideal standard. Goodness-of-fit statistics (see
Table 7.14) included a CMIN/DF value of 2.673, a SRMR value of .0329, and a CFI value of
.982 which were acceptable. The RMSEA value of .064 was moderate. The negative
correlation between constructs positive affect and negative affect (-.79) was as theorised, was
high and was acceptable.

Comments:
The chi-square difference statistic (∆χ2) showed a statistically significant drop in the chisquare value from Model 4b to that of Model 4c (∆χ2 [8] = 44.149, p < .001) (see Table 7.14).
All fit indices in Model 4c were superior to those in Model 4b (see Table 7.14) with the
exception of SRMR (.0329), although it was well below the maximum suggested level of ≤
.08 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Given item Alert had the lowest SFL (.70) and an SMC value (.49)
below the ideal standard, it was deemed a poor performing item and was deleted from the
analysis in order to aid model parsimony. The model was respecified as Model 4d.

7.13.4 Model 4d: First-order Two-factor Structure

A schematic representation of Model 4d: First-order two-factor structure can be found in
Appendix 4, Figure A4.4. Model 4d revealed parameter estimates indicating all factor
loadings were statistically significant, SFLs ranging from .79 to .86 which were acceptable,
and SMCs ranging from .63 to .73 which were acceptable. Goodness-of-fit statistics (see
Table 7.14) included a CMIN/DF value of 3.354 which was unacceptable, a SRMR value of
.0356 which was acceptable, and a CFI value of .979 which were acceptable. The RMSEA
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value of .076 was moderate. The negative correlation between constructs positive affect and
negative affect (-.79) was as theorised, was high and was acceptable.

Comments:
The chi-square difference statistic (∆χ2) showed a drop in the chi-square value from Model 4c
to that of Model 4d (∆χ2 [7] = 5.736, p > .001) which was not statistically significant (see
Table 7.14). All fit indices were superior in Model 4c (see Table 7.14). No large standardised
residuals were found. Scrutiny of the MIs revealed item Upset cross-loaded on POSITIVE
AFFECT, that is, a construct on which it was not theorised to load (see Appendix 4, Table
A4.16). Also, item Upset was the weakest loading negative affect item in EFA No. 1 and was
deleted. This evidence suggested item Upset was problematic. Thus, item Upset was deleted
from the analysis. The model was respecified as Model 4e.

7.13.5 Model 4e: First-order Two-factor Structure

A schematic representation of Model 4e: First-order two-factor structure is shown in Figure
7.15. Model 4e revealed parameter estimates (see Figure 7.15) indicating all factor loadings
were statistically significant, SFLs ranging from .79 to .86 which were acceptable and SMCs
ranging from .63 to .73 which were acceptable. Goodness-of-fit statistics (see Table 7.14)
included a CMIN/DF value of 1.236, a SRMR value of .0158, a CFI value of .998, and a
RMSEA value of .024. All of these statistics represented a good fit of the data. The negative
correlation between constructs positive affect and negative affect (-.74) was as theorised, was
high and was acceptable. Standardised residuals and MIs were examined and revealed no
large values.
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Figure 7.15: Model 4e: First-order Two-factor Structure is the final CFA model for Factor 5: Positive Affect
and Factor 6: Negative Affect. SFLs are displayed on paths. SMCs are listed above item indicators. Standardised
correlation coefficient is displayed on the covariance.

Comments:

Parameter estimates combined with the goodness-of-fit statistics indicated that Model 4e fit
the data well. The chi-square difference statistic (∆χ2) showed a statistically significant drop
in value from Model 4d to that of Model 4e (∆χ2 [6] = 47.667, p < .001) (see Table 7.14). All
fit indices for Model 4e were acceptable and were superior compared to the respective fit
indices in Model 4d (see Table 7.14). No further respecification of Model 4e was required.
For a complete list of parameter estimates for Model 4e, see Appendix 4, Table A4.17.

Comparison of Model 4e and Model 4a

Model 4e: First-order two-factor structure fit the data better than Model 4a: First-order onefactor structure (∆χ2 [22] = 350.863, p < .001) (see Table 7.14). Also, Model 4e provided
preliminary evidence of discriminant validity between the first-order factors positive affect
and negative affect (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).
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7.13.6 Model 4e Convergent Validity

The results of tests for convergent validity for Model 4e are listed in Table 7.15 and Table
7.16.

Table 7.15: Model 4e Parameter Estimates
Indicator

SFL

Error
Variance

Critical
Ratio

p

SMC

1. Attentive
2. Determined
3. Active
4. Inspired
5. Afraid
6. Nervous
7. Ashamed

0.857
0.826
0.846
0.807
0.863
0.805
0.793

0.265
0.318
0.285
0.349
0.255
0.352
0.371

21.139
20.010

***
***

19.328
18.043
16.943

***
***
***

0.735
0.682
0.715
0.651
0.745
0.648
0.629

SFL = Standardised Factor Loading, SMC = Squared Multiple Correlation, *** significant at p < .001.

Table 7.16: Model 4e Convergent Validity Through AVE Analysis
Factor
Positive Affect
Negative Affect

Sq Sum of SFLs

Sum of Error
Variance

AVE

CR

11.1289
6.0565

1.217
0.978

.696
.674

.901
.861

SFL = Standardised Factor Loading, AVE = Average Variance Extracted, CR = Composite Reliability.

Comments:

Goodness-of-fit statistics and fit indices for Model 4e: First-order two-factor structure
indicated acceptable model fit (see Table 7.14). All factor loadings were statistically
significant and measures for SFLs were acceptable (see Table 7.15). For each factor, AVE
was > .50 and CR was ≥ .60 and therefore acceptable (see Table 7.16). Thus, evidence of an
acceptable level of convergent validity was found in Model 4e: First-order two-factor
structure.
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7.13.7 Model 4e Discriminant Validity
The results of the χ2 goodness-of-fit statistical comparison of difference test between Model
4a and Model 4e provide some evidence of discriminant validity between positive affect and
negative affect. In addition, Model 4e was subjected to the Fornell and Larcker (1981) test for
discriminant validity. Results are listed in Table 7.17.

Table 7.17: Model 4e Discriminant Validity Through AVE and Factor Correlation Analysis
Factor
1. Positive Affect
2. Negative Affect

AVE
0.696
0.674

1

2

0.834
-.74

0.821

AVE = Average Variance Extracted, Square root of AVE on the diagonal in bold. All correlations were significant at *** p
< 0.001. All *** omitted for clarity.

Comments:

The output listed in Table 7.17 indicates for each factor, the square root of AVE was greater
than the inter-factor correlation. These results provide acceptable evidence of discriminant
validity between the two factors positive affect and negative affect. It is important to note,
however, that these findings are in the context of assessing the two affect factors for
discriminant validity independently of the other nine theorised factors in the EWPA
measurement model. A further test for discriminant validity between these two factors was
conducted when all theorised factors were assessed for discriminant validity simultaneously
in the overall EWPA measurement model (see 7.16.3 EWPA Measurement Model –
Discriminant Validity).
7.13.8 Conclusions – CFA Factor 5: Positive Affect and Factor 6: Negative Affect

Empirical evidence such as CFA model parameter estimates, goodness-of-fit statistics, and
measures of convergent and discriminant validity demonstrated that a sufficient level of
construct validity exists in Model 4e: First-order two-factor structure. Thus, Model 4e: Firstorder two-factor structure was used to measure EWP factors 5 and 6 in the EWPA
measurement model.
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7.14

CFA Factors 7 to 11: Work Intention

The five work intention factors (intent to use discretionary effort, intent to perform, intent to
endorse the organisation, intent to stay in the organisation, and intent to use OCB) are
theorised to be conceptually related but independent lower order factors. To empirically
assess construct validity for the five a priori hypothesised latent work intention factors,
competing CFA models were analysed using the χ2 goodness-of-fit statistical comparison of
difference test and by assessing model fit indices. Results are listed in Table 7.18 and
interpretive comments relating to each model follow.
Table 7.18: Chi-square Goodness-of-Fit Statistical Comparison of Difference Test and Fit Indices –
Work Intention
CFA
Model

χ2

df

p

CMIN
/DF

RMSEA

SRMR

CFI

Δχ2

Δdf

5a
5b
5c

1586.932
192.390
123.712

90
80
67

.000
.000
.000

17.633
2.405
1.846

.202
.059
.046

.0810
.0376
.0223

.765
.982
.990

–
1394.54
68.678

–
10, p < .001
13, p < .001

χ2 = Chi-square, df = Degrees of freedom, p = Probability value, RMSEA = Root Mean-Square Error of Approximation,
SRMR = Standardised Root Mean-square Residual, CFI = Comparative Fit Index, Δχ2 = Change in chi-square, Δdf =
Change in degrees of freedom.

7.14.1 Model 5a: First-order One-factor Structure

Model 5a hypothesised a priori that (a) responses can be explained by one factor (that is,
work intention); (b) each item has a non-zero loading on the first-order factor it was designed
to measure; and (c) error terms associated with each item are uncorrelated. A schematic
representation of Model 5a: First-order one-factor structure is shown in Figure 7.16.

Model 5a revealed parameter estimates (see Figure 7.16) indicating all factor loadings were
statistically significant, SFLs ranging from .63 to .90 value which were unacceptable, and
SMCs ranging from .40 to .78 which were unacceptable. Goodness-of-fit statistics (see Table
7.18) included a CMIN/DF value of 17.633, a SRMR value of .0810, a CFI value of .765, and
an RMSEA value of .202. These statistics were indicative of poor goodness-of-fit. No large
standardised residual values were found. Large MIs suggested respecification of the model
could occur through the addition of a freely estimated parameter beginning with item Stay2
and item Stay3 (see Appendix 4, Table A4.18).
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Figure 7.16: Model 5a: First-order One-factor Structure depicts responses explained by one factor. SFLs are
displayed on paths. SMCs are listed above item indicators.

Comments:

Model 5a: First-order one-factor structure did not fit the data well. Considering the purpose
of this part of the CFA analysis was to compare the fit of competing models, respecification
of Model 5a was not conducted.

7.14.2 Model 5b: First-order Five-factor Structure

Model 5b hypothesised a priori that (a) responses can be explained by five factors (that is,
intent to use discretionary effort, intent to perform, intent to endorse the organisation, intent
to stay in the organisation and intent to use OCB); (b) each item has a non-zero loading on
the first-order factor it was designed to measure and zero loadings on all other factors; (c) the
five factors are correlated; and (d) the error terms associated with each item are uncorrelated.
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A schematic representation of Model 5b: First-order five-factor structure is shown in Figure
7.17.

Figure 7.17: Model 5b: First-order Five-factor Structure depicts responses explained by five factors. SFLs are
displayed on paths. SMCs are listed above item indicators. Standardised correlation coefficients are displayed
on covariances.

Model 5b revealed parameter estimates (see Figure 7.17) indicating all factor loadings were
statistically significant, SFLs ranging from .83 to .93 which were acceptable, and SMCs
ranging from .69 to .91 which were acceptable. Correlations ranged from .61 to .84 which
were moderate to high. Goodness-of-fit statistics (see Table 7.18) included a CMIN/DF value
of 2.405, a SRMR value of .0376, a CFI value of .982, and a RMSEA value of .059. All of
these statistics were acceptable. Standardised residuals were examined and revealed no large
values. Large MIs suggested item Stay1 cross-loaded on three factors (that is, ENDORSE,
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PERFORM and OCB) on which it was not hypothesised to load (see Appendix 4, Table
A4.19).

Comments:
The chi-square difference statistic (∆χ2) showed a statistically significant drop in the chisquare value from Model 5a to that of Model 5b (∆χ2 [10] = 1394.54, p < .001) (see Table
7.18). Model 5b showed improvement from Model 5a with respect to all fit indices (see Table
7.18). However, item Stay1 (“I intend to continue to work here because I believe it is the best
decision for me”) cross-loaded on three factors on which it was not theorised to load.

The cross-loading of item Stay1 on ENDORSE, PERFORM and OCB was examined
individually and results and associated comments are listed in Appendix 4, Figures A4.5,
A4.6 and A4.7. The empirical evidence provided no clear direction for the cross-loading of
Stay 1. However, it was evident that item Stay1 was problematic and in need of content
revision. Thus, item Stay1 was deleted from the analysis. The model was respecified as
Model 5c: First-order five-factor structure (see Figure 7.18).

7.14.3 Model 5c: First-order Five-factor Structure

Model 5c revealed parameter estimates (see Figure 7.18) indicating all factor loadings were
statistically significant, SFLs ranging from .83 to .96 which were acceptable, and SMCs
ranging from .69 to .91 which were acceptable. Correlations ranged from .58 to .84 which
were moderate to high. Goodness-of-fit statistics (see Table 7.18) included a CMIN/DF value
of 1.846, a SRMR value of .0223 and a CFI value of .990 which indicated satisfactory
goodness-of-fit, and a RMSEA value of .046 which was acceptable. Standardised residuals
were examined and revealed no large values. MIs for factor cross-loadings and error
covariances were examined and no large MIs were identified.

Comments:

The parameter estimates combined with the goodness-of-fit statistics revealed that Model 5c
fit the data well. The chi-square difference statistic (∆χ2) showed a statistically significant
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drop in the chi-square value from Model 5b to that of Model 5c (∆χ2 [13] = 68.678, p < .001)
(see Table 7.18). Model 5c showed improvement from Model 5b with respect to all fit indices
(see Table 7.18). No further respecification of Model 5c was required. For a complete list of
parameter estimates for Model 5c, see Appendix 4, Table A4.20.

Figure 7.18: Model 5c: First-order Five-factor Structure depicts responses explained by five factors. SFLs are
displayed on paths. SMCs are listed above item indicators. Standardised correlation coefficients are displayed
on covariances.

Comparison of Model 5c and Model 5a

Model 5c: First-order five-factor structure fit the data better than Model 5a: First-order onefactor structure (∆χ2 [23] = 1463.22, p < .001) (see Table 7.18). Furthermore, Model 5c
provided preliminary evidence of discriminant validity between the five work intention
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factors (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). However, considering the moderate to high correlations
in Model 5c convergent and discriminant validity of Model 5c was examined further.

7.14.4 Model 5c Convergent Validity

Statistics relating to convergent validity for Model 5c are listed in Table 7.19 and in Table
7.20.

Table 7.19: Model 5c Parameter Estimates
Indicator

SFL

Error
Variance

Critical
Ratio

p

SMC

1. DE1
2. DE2
3. DE3
4. Perform1
5. Perform2
6. Perform3
7. Endorse1
8. Endorse2
9. Endorse3
10. Stay2
11. Stay3
12. OCB1
13. OCB2
14. OCB3

0.829
0.828
0.867
0.924
0.955
0.934
0.930
0.925
0.934
0.929
0.907
0.881
0.899
0.869

0.313
0.314
0.248
0.146
0.088
0.127
0.136
0.145
0.127
0.136
0.177
0.223
0.193
0.246

20.088
20.084

***
***

34.614
38.998

***
***

34.891
34.270

***
***

23.371

***

24.002
24.831

***
***

0.687
0.686
0.752
0.854
0.912
0.873
0.864
0.855
0.873
0.864
0.823
0.777
0.807
0.754

SFL = Standardised Factor Loading, SMC = Squared Multiple Correlation, *** significant at p < .001.

Table 7.20: Model 5c Convergent Validity Through AVE Analysis
Factor
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB

Sq Sum of SFLs

Sum of Error
Variance

AVE

CR

6.3706
7.9130
7.7785
3.3709
7.0172

0.875
0.361
0.408
0.313
0.662

0.708
0.879
0.864
0.843
0.780

0.879
0.956
0.950
0.915
0.914

SFL = Standardised Factor Loading, AVE = Average Variance Extracted, CR = Composite Reliability.

Comments:

Goodness-of-fit statistics and fit indices for Model 5c: First-order five-factor structure
indicated acceptable model fit (see Table 7.18). All factor loadings were statistically
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significant and measures for SFLs were all above the minimum cut-off criteria (see Table
7.19). For each factor, AVE was > .50 and CR was ≥ .60 and therefore acceptable (see Table
7.20). Thus, evidence of an acceptable level of convergent validity was found in Model 5c:
First-order five-factor structure.

7.14.5 Model 5c Discriminant Validity

A key finding from the EFA process reported in Chapter 6 was that discriminant validity
between factors intent to perform, intent to endorse the organisation, and intent to use OCB
was not confirmed. The results of the χ2 goodness-of-fit statistical comparison of difference
test between Model 5a and Model 5c provide some evidence of discriminant validity. In
addition, Model 5c was subjected to the Fornell and Larcker (1981) test for discriminant
validity (see 7.7 Measurement Model Discriminant Validity). Results are presented in
Table 7.21.

Table 7.21: Model 5c Discriminant Validity Through AVE and Factor Correlation Analysis
Factor

AVE

MSV

ASV

1

2

3

4

5

1. DISEFFORT
2. PERFORM
3. ENDORSE
4. STAY
5. OCB

0.708
0.879
0.864
0.843
0.780

0.518
0.706
0.706
0.503
0.684

0.446
0.565
0.583
0.388
0.509

0.842
0.712
0.720
0.591
0.640

0.938
0.840
0.602
0.827

0.930
0.709
0.778

0.918
0.581

0.883

AVE = Average Variance Extracted, MSV = Maximum Shared Variance, ASV = Average Shared Variance, Square root
of AVE on the diagonal in bold. All correlations were significant at *** p < 0.001. All *** omitted for clarity.

Comments:

The output listed in Table 7.21 indicates that all three aspects of the Fornell and Larcker
(1981) test for discriminant validity were satisfied, that is, for each factor, MSV < AVE, ASV
< AVE, and the square root of AVE was greater than any inter-factor correlation. These
results provide acceptable evidence of discriminant validity between the five work intention
factors. It is important to note, however, that these findings are in the context of assessing the
five work intention factors for discriminant validity independently of the other six theorised
factors in the EWPA measurement model. A further test for discriminant validity for the five
work intention factors was conducted when all theorised factors were assessed for
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discriminant validity simultaneously in the overall EWPA measurement model (see 7.16.3
EWPA Measurement Model – Discriminant Validity).
7.14.6 Conclusions – CFA Factors 7 to 11: Work Intention

Empirical evidence including CFA model parameter estimates, goodness-of-fit statistics, and
measures of convergent and discriminant validity demonstrated that a sufficient level of
construct validity exists in Model 5c: First-order five-factor structure. Thus, Model 5c: Firstorder five-factor structure was used to measure factors 7 to 11 in the EWPA measurement
model.

7.15

Conclusions – Phase 1: Development of the EWPA Measurement Model and
Assessment of Factor Construct Validity

Empirical evidence including CFA model parameter estimates, goodness-of-fit statistics, and
measures of convergent and discriminant validity demonstrated that a sufficient level of
construct validity exists in the individual CFA models that comprise the EWPA measurement
model. For each latent construct, the data fit well enough to move forward with the next
phase of analysis, that is, assessment of construct validity in the overall EWPA measurement
model.

Chapter 7 – Assessment of Measurement Models

Page 275

Employee Work Passion: Leadership Behaviour, Employee Affect and Work Intentions

SECTION 3 – CFA STATISTICAL ANALYSIS: PHASE 2 AND PHASE 3
Section 3 details the results of the statistical analyses conducted in Phase 2: Assessment of
the overall EWPA measurement model for construct validity. Also, results of the statistical
analyses conducted in Phase 3: Assessment of the EWPA measurement model for evidence
of common method variance, are presented in this section.

7.16

Results – Phase 2: EWPA Measurement Model Construct Validity

Results of tests for construct validity (that is, assessment of model fit and measures of
convergent and discriminant validity) for the 11 factor EWPA measurement model are
presented next.
7.16.1 EWPA Measurement Model – Model Fit

The EWPA measurement model hypothesised a priori that (a) responses can be explained by
11 factors (that is, directive behaviour, supportive behaviour, leader other-orientation, leader
self-concern, positive affect, negative affect, intent to use discretionary effort, intent to
perform, intent to endorse the organisation, intent to stay in the organisation and intent to use
OCB); (b) each item has a non-zero loading on the first-order factor it was designed to
measure and zero loadings on all other factors; (c) the 11 factors are correlated; and (d) the
error terms associated with each item are uncorrelated. A schematic representation of the
EWPA measurement model is shown in Figure 7.19.

Table 7.22: EWPA Measurement Model Goodness-of-fit Statistics
CFA
Model
EWPA

No.
Factors
11

χ2

df

p

CMIN/DF

RMSEA

SRMR

CFI

2776.860

1823

.000

1.523

.036

.0355

.965

χ2

= Chi-square, df = Degrees of freedom, p = Probability value, RMSEA = Root Mean-Square Error of Approximation,
SRMR = Standardised Root Mean-square Residual, CFI = Comparative Fit Index.
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Figure 7.19: EWPA Measurement Model. SFLs are displayed on paths. Standardised correlation coefficients
are displayed on the covariances. SMCs are listed above item indicators.

e

Error term

Item indicator
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The EWPA measurement model revealed parameter estimates indicating all factor loadings
were statistically significant, SFLs ranging from .79 to .97 which were acceptable, and SMCs
ranging from .63 to .94 which were acceptable. Correlation coefficients ranged from .19 to
.84 in absolute value. Goodness-of-fit statistics (see Table 7.22) included a CMIN/DF value
of 1.523, a SRMR value of .0355, a CFI value of .965, and an RMSEA value of .036. All of
these statistics were all indicative of acceptable goodness-of-fit.

Standardised residual values were examined and no large standardised residuals were found.
MIs for factor cross-loadings and error covariances were examined and no large MIs that
made theoretical sense were identified. Thus, the EWPA measurement model was not
respecified. For a complete list of parameter estimates for the EWPA measurement model,
see Appendix 4, Table A4.21 and Table A4.22.
7.16.2 EWPA Measurement Model – Convergent Validity

Statistics relating to convergent validity for the EWPA measurement model are listed in
Table 7.23 and in Appendix 4, Table A4.21.

Table 7.23: EWPA Measurement Model Convergent and Discriminant Validity Through AVE Analysis
Factor
1. DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
2. SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
3. LEADER OTHER-ORIENTATION
4. LEADER SELF-CONCERN
5. POSITIVE AFFECT
6. NEGATIVE AFFECT
7. DISCRETIONARY EFFORT
8. PERFORM
9. ENDORSE
10. STAY
11. OCB

CR

AVE

MSV

ASV

0.978
0.975
0.931
0.908
0.901
0.861
0.879
0.957
0.950
0.915
0.914

0.862
0.847
0.871
0.831
0.695
0.675
0.709
0.880
0.864
0.844
0.779

0.487
0.487
0.605
0.291
0.605
0.560
0.520
0.706
0.706
0.503
0.686

0.144
0.236
0.356
0.147
0.412
0.321
0.344
0.405
0.379
0.272
0.339

CR = Composite Reliability, AVE = Average Variance Extracted, MSV = Maximum Shared Variance, ASV = Average
Shared Variance.

Comments:

Goodness-of-fit statistics and indices for the EWPA measurement model indicated acceptable
model fit (see Table 7.22). All factor loadings were statistically significant and measures for

Chapter 7 – Assessment of Measurement Models

Page 278

Employee Work Passion: Leadership Behaviour, Employee Affect and Work Intentions

SFLs were all above the minimum cut-off criteria (see Appendix 4, Table A4.21). For each
factor, AVE was > .50 and CR was ≥ .60 and therefore acceptable (see Table 7.23). Thus,
evidence of an acceptable level of convergent validity was found in EWPA measurement
model.
7.16.3 EWPA Measurement Model – Discriminant Validity

The Fornell and Larcker (1981) test was conducted to examine discriminant validity within
the EWPA measurement model. Results are presented in Table 7.23 and Table 7.24.
Table 7.24: EWPA Measurement Model Discriminant Validity Through AVE and Factor Correlation
Analysis
Factor

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

0.928
0.698
0.405
-0.195
0.429
-0.321
0.290
0.330
0.324
0.298
0.270

0.920
0.600
-0.250
0.585
-0.539
0.445
0.426
0.399
0.372
0.369

0.934
-0.442
0.778
-0.705
0.652
0.645
0.582
0.508
0.549

0.912
-0.427
0.539
-0.385
-0.419
-0.388
-0.328
-0.339

0.834
-0.748
0.706
0.729
0.642
0.595
0.668

0.821
-0.550
-0.608
-0.538
-0.473
-0.530

0.842
0.714
0.721
0.590
0.640

0.938
0.840
0.601
0.828

0.929
0.709
0.779

0.919
0.580

0.883

1 = Directive Behaviour, 2 = Supportive Behaviour, 3 = Leader Other-Orientation, 4 = Leader Self-Concern, 5 = Positive
Affect, 6 = Negative Affect, 7 = Intent to use Discretionary Effort, 8 = Intent to Perform, 9 = Intent to Endorse the
Organisation, 10 = Intent to Stay in the Organisation, 11 = Intent to use OCB.
All correlations were significant at *** p < 0.001. All *** omitted for clarity. Square root of AVE on the diagonal in bold.

Comments:

The output listed in Table 7.23 and Table 7.24 indicated that all three aspects of the Fornell
and Larcker (1981) test for discriminant validity were satisfied. Specifically, for each factor,
MSV < AVE, ASV < AVE, and the square root of AVE was greater than any inter-factor
correlation. These results provide acceptable evidence of discriminant validity within the
EWPA measurement model.
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7.17

Conclusions – Phase 2: EWPA Measurement Model Construct Validity

Empirical evidence including CFA model parameter estimates, goodness-of-fit statistics, and
measures of convergent and discriminant validity demonstrated that an acceptable level of
construct validity exists in EWPA measurement model. The EWPA measurement model fit
the data well enough to move forward with the next phase of analysis, that is, testing for
common method variance.

7.18

Results – Phase 3: EWPA Measurement Model – Common Method Variance

As outlined in 7.8 Measurement Model Common Method Variance, the approach used to
test for CMV in this CFA was the “unmeasured common latent factor” (CLF) technique
suggested by Podsakoff et al. (2003). This method required the addition of an unmeasured
and uncorrelated first-order latent factor to the measurement model. SFLs were calculated for
the EWPA measurement model with CLF and compared to the SFLs from the EWPA
measurement model (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Results of this comparative analysis are
presented in Appendix 4, Table A4.23.

Results of this comparative analysis of SFLs indicated that the difference between SFLs for
all items in the EWPA measurement model (that is, without the CLF) and all items in the
EWPA measurement model with the CLF were all < .20. Thus, empirical evidence supporting
a systematic variance attributed to obtaining the measures from the same source was not
found.
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SECTION 4 – CHAPTER SUMMARY
This chapter discussed the results of Stage 4 of the data analysis process – using CFA to
provide a confirmatory test of the study’s a priori hypothesised model. In addition, the
discriminant validity of three hypothesised work intention factors (that is, intent to perform,
intent to endorse the organisation and intent to use OCB) was investigated further as it was
not confirmed during the EFA implemented in Stage 3 of the data analysis process.

The CFA process developed and implemented included three sequential phases of analysis:
Phase 1: Development of the EWPA measurement model and assessment of the latent factors
for construct validity; Phase 2: Assessment of the overall EWPA measurement model for
construct validity; and Phase 3: Assessment of the EWPA measurement model for evidence
of common method variance.

Empirical evidence including CFA model parameter estimates, goodness-of-fit statistics, and
measures of convergent and discriminant validity demonstrated that a sufficient level of
construct validity existed in the EWPA measurement model. Overall, the results of the CFA
indicated the theoretical specification of the factors in the a priori hypothesised model
matched the actual data well and therefore enabled the confirmation of the theorised EWPA
model. Furthermore, the discriminant validity of hypothesised work intention factors, that is,
intent to perform, intent to endorse the organisation and intent to use OCB, was confirmed.
Empirical evidence supporting CMV that may cause systematic measurement error and bias
the estimates of the true relationship among theoretical constructs was not found. Analysis of
the data using structural models was now justified.
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CHAPTER 8
DATA ANALYSIS – STAGE 5: ASSESSMENT OF STRUCTURAL MODELS
8.1

Introduction

The CFA process described in Chapter 7 confirmed the construct validity of the a priori
hypothesised model examined in this study. Step 2 of the SEM process advocated by
Anderson and Gerbing (1988) – the specification of competing structural models to assess the
construct validity of the hypothesised model – is the focus of Stage 5 of the data analysis
process. The objective of Chapter 8 is to report the results of Stage 5 of the data analysis
process.

The specification of competing structural models to assess the construct validity of the
hypothesised model broadly followed the recommendations of Hair et al. (2010) and included
three sequential phases of analysis (see Table 8.1). In phase 1, the structural model was
specified and structural model fit and validity was assessed. In phase 2, direct and indirect
effects were examined. In phase 3, the final structural model was interpreted. The analysis of
structural models completes the five-stage data analysis process implemented in this study.
Overall, two key tests, one measurement and one structural, were used to assess the construct
validity of the hypothesised model.

To assist understanding, this chapter is organised in four sections. Section 1 provides an
overview of theoretical concepts and statistical tests employed in each phase of the structural
analysis. Section 2 details results of the statistical tests employed in Phase 1 and Phase 2 of
the structural analysis. Section 3 presents the results of Phase 3 of the structural analysis.
Section 4 concludes the chapter with a summary of the findings from the final stage of the
data analysis process.
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Table 8.1: Data Analysis Process – Stage 5
Stage

Phase of Analysis
1. Evaluation of missing data.

1. Data
Preparation

2. Identification and exclusion of unengaged respondents.
3. Identification and exclusion of univariate and multivariate outliers.
4. Assessment of normality.
1. Analysis of the survey response rate.

2. Analysis of
Exploratory
Statistics

2. Univariate analysis of categorical variables.
3. Univariate analysis of hypothesised EWPA model variables.
4. Bivariate correlational analysis of hypothesised EWPA model variables.

3. Assessment
of Factor
Structures

1. EWPA model EFA.

4. Assessment
of
Measurement
Models

1. Development of the EWPA measurement model and assessment of factor construct
validity.

5. Assessment
of Structural
Models

2. First-order directive behaviour EFA.
3. First-order supportive behaviour EFA.

2. Assessment of the EWPA measurement model for construct validity.
3. Assessment of the EWPA measurement model for common method variance.
1. Specification of the structural model and assessment of structural model fit and
validity.
2. Examination of direct and indirect effects.
3. EWPA structural model interpretation.
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SECTION 1 – STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS THEORETICAL OVERVIEW
8.2

Phase 1: Specifying the Structural Model and Assessing Structural Model Fit
and Validity

The EWPA measurement model represents all constructs with correlational (or non-causal)
relationships among them. The results of the CFA process provided evidence of an acceptable
level of model fit and construct validity for the hypothesised EWPA model. It is important to
note, however, that a measurement model in SEM does not measure the nature of the
relationships between constructs beyond correlations (Kline, 2011). Given the EWPA
measurement model adequately represented the data, hypothesised structural relationships
between constructs were able to be specified and tested and findings could be viewed with
confidence.

8.2.1 Specifying the Structural Model

A structural model applies the structural theory by specifying which constructs are related in
a statistically significant way and the direction of the relationships (Hair et al., 2010). In
Phase 1, structural relationships between constructs were specified based on theoretical
considerations rather than the full set of correlational relationships that were measured in the
EWPA measurement model. This study’s hypothesised model suggests the following
relationships between constructs: (1) Environmental constructs (that is, directive behaviour,
supportive behaviour, leader other-orientation and leader self-concern) are exogenous
constructs (or independent variables) and are correlated; (2) Environmental constructs are
directly related to positive affect and negative affect and these direct relationships imply
structural relationships (represented by single-headed arrows pointing towards positive affect
and negative affect); (3) The constructs positive affect and negative affect fully predict work
intentions also known as endogenous constructs (or dependent variables) and these
relationships are also structural; and (4) The environmental constructs are not hypothesised to
be directly related to the five work intention constructs.

These structural and correlational relationships are depicted in structural model 1 (SEM 1)
(see Figure 8.1).
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Figure 8.1: Structural Model 1 depicts employee affect completely mediating the relationship between
cognitive environmental variables and employee work intentions. SFLs, correlation coefficients and SMCs
omitted to aid clarity.
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In a structural model, the standardised regression coefficient, beta (β), is used to convert
variables to a common scale and variability and therefore eliminate the problem of dealing
with different units of measurement. A beta coefficient reflects the relative impact on an
endogenous construct of a change in one standard deviation in either an exogenous or
endogenous construct (Hair et al., 2010). Given a common unit of measurement, the relative
impact of variables on endogenous constructs can be determined by comparing the beta
coefficients of structural paths (Hair et al., 2010).

It is important to note that in a structural model, endogenous constructs are not entirely
explained by the other measured variables in the model and so each has an associated error
term known as a “disturbance” term that represents all omitted causes of variance plus any
random or measurement error. Scholars such as Bollen (1989), Kline (2011) and Rubio and
Gillespie (1995) have argued that endogenous variable disturbance terms can be correlated if
they have no direct effect between the variables and if there are substantive reasons for
specifying such correlations. The presence of a disturbance correlation reflects the
assumption that the associated endogenous variables share at least one common unmeasured
cause (Kline, 2011). Furthermore, if correlated error is not accounted for, biased estimates
can result with general and random effects (Bollen, 1989).

The disturbance terms of the two affect endogenous constructs were allowed to co-vary given
the following theoretical and empirical support. First, theory suggests that positive affect and
negative affect are correlated (negatively) and therefore the respective disturbance terms are
not likely to be independent of each other. Second, empirical results from the bivariate
correlational analysis and the CFA analysis indicate that these two first order constructs were
highly correlated, for example, in Model 4e: First-order two-factor structure, r = -.74, p < .05
(see Figure 7.15).

The disturbance terms of the five work intention endogenous constructs were allowed to covary based on the following theoretical and empirical support. First, theory suggests that the
five work intention endogenous constructs are correlated and therefore the respective
disturbance terms are not likely to be independent of each other. Second, empirical evidence
from both the EFA and the CFA in this study suggests that the five intention constructs were
highly correlated. For example, in Model 5c: First-order five-factor structure (see Figure
7.18), six out of 10 possible pairs of intention factors were correlated at r > .70, p < .05.
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8.2.2 Assessing Structural Model Fit and Validity

The following three steps were implemented to assess structural model fit and validity:

Step 1: Assessing structural model fit.

Model fit for SEM 1, that is, a completely mediated model without control variables, was
assessed by examining the chi-square value (χ2) and fit indices. Also, standardised residuals
and modification indices were examined for evidence of model mis-specification.

Step 2: Comparing structural model fit with EWPA measurement model fit.

A CFA measurement model assumes that a relationship exists between each pair of
constructs, whereas a structural model attempts to explain inter-construct relationships more
precisely and whether they are consistent with theoretical predictions (Kline, 2011). A CFA
measurement model provides a useful baseline to assess the hypothesised structural fit (Hair
et al., 2010). It is important to note that the hypothesised structural model in this study is
recursive, that is, paths between constructs all proceed only from predictor constructs to
dependent constructs and do not contain any constructs that are both determined by an
antecedent construct and help determine that antecedent construct. Therefore, the structural
model cannot include more relationships between constructs than can the CFA model from
which it was developed (Hair et al., 2010). Furthermore, a structural model will not improve
model fit when compared to the fit of the CFA measurement model from which it was
formed. However, it can be concluded that a structural model contains adequate structural fit
and validity if the structural model fit demonstrates an insignificant ∆χ2 value from the
associated CFA model fit (Byrne, 2010).
There were three aspects to this comparative assessment: (a) the ∆χ2 difference test was
conducted using the EWPA measurement model as the baseline model; (b) SEM 1 fit indices
were compared to those of the baseline model; and (c) to reveal any interpretation
confounding of constructs (that is, the factor loadings for a construct being significantly
affected by the pattern of relationships between constructs as designated in the structural
model), the SFLs from the structural model were compared with those from the EWPA
measurement model. If the SFLs from the two models were found to vary substantially (that
Chapter 8 – Assessment of Structural Models

Page 288

Employee Work Passion: Leadership Behaviour, Employee Affect and Work Intentions

is, > .05) interpretational confounding of constructs would exist (Hair et al., 2010). In
contrast, evidence of parameter stability provides support for the validity of a structural
model (Hair et al., 2010). Based on the results of these comparative tests, respecification of
the structural model could occur after consideration of both empirical and theoretical
evidence.

Step 3: Assessing model fit for a structural model with controls.

Control variables are antecedent variables that are not included in the hypothesised model but
are often included in structural model assessment in order to rule out alternative explanations
of the findings. Control variables statistically control for the effects from these variables on
all endogenous constructs in the structural model (Becker, 2005). Additionally, by including
control variables in the structural model, the chance of inflating the amount of explainable
variance in the endogenous constructs is reduced. Thus, the chance of a Type I error (that is,
concluding that there is an effect on the dependent variable when in reality there is not) is
minimised (Becker, 2005).

SEM 1 was respecified as structural model 2 (SEM 2), that is, a model that included all paths
estimated in SEM 1 with the addition of the study’s control variables (that is, gender, age,
organisation level and organisation tenure). The following actions were taken in order to
assess SEM 2 model fit:

(1) The control variables were confirmed to be in binary form. The four control variables
were either originally dichotomous variables (for example, gender) or were re-coded into
dichotomous variables (see 5.3 Univariate Analysis of Categorical Variables) as follows:
gender (male = 208, female = 201); age (younger employees, that is, < 40 years = 203, older
employees, that is, ≥ 40 years = 206); organisation level (individual contributors = 296,
leaders = 113); and organisation tenure (less experienced, that is, ≤ 10 years = 255,
experienced, that is, > 10 years = 154).

(2) The four control variables were included as exogenous constructs. They were regressed
on all endogenous constructs (that is, positive affect and negative affect and the five work
intention constructs), co-varied with the four environmental exogenous constructs, and covaried with each other.
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(3) Examination of model fit, calculation of ∆χ2 difference test, and a comparison of fit
indices were performed in relation to the EWPA measurement model. If the ∆χ2 statistic
proved to be insignificant, then the control variables could be ruled out as a potential
explanation of variance in endogenous constructs. Inclusion of insignificant control variables,
uncorrelated with exogenous constructs might reduce statistical power and could lead to a
Type II error (that is, concluding there is no effect when in fact there is an effect) (Becker,
2005). Thus, insignificant control variables would not be included in the structural model. If
the ∆χ2 statistic was significant, this would suggest significant relationships between control
variables and endogenous constructs were present. Thus, significant control variables would
be included in the structural model (that is, SEM 2) as failure to include relevant control
variables could inflate the amount of explainable variance in endogenous variables (Becker,
2005).

8.3

Phase 2: Examining Direct and Indirect Effects

This study’s hypothesised EWPA model suggested that the effects of the four environmental
constructs on the five work intention constructs were completely explained through two
mediating constructs, that is, positive affect and negative affect. Given the hypothesised
model included multiple mediators, a multiple mediation analytic strategy was considered
appropriate in order to investigate the hypothesised relationships thoroughly (Preacher &
Hayes, 2008). Mediation exists when an exogenous construct affects an endogenous construct
through at least one mediating variable (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). A “partially mediated”
structural model is one that contains both significant direct effects and significant indirect
effects.

The mediation strategy implemented in this analysis involved developing a comparative
structural model to evaluate the possibility of a partially mediated model explaining the data
better than the completely mediated hypothesised model. Following recommendations
offered by Preacher and Hayes (2004, 2008), the mediation strategy implemented in this
study involved the following steps.

(1) A partially mediated model, that is, structural model 3 (SEM 3, controlling for gender,
age, organisation level and organisation tenure) was specified. SEM 3 included all paths
estimated in the baseline model with the addition of a direct path from each of the four
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environmental constructs to each of the five work intention constructs. For example, direct
paths from directive behaviour, supportive behaviour, leader other-orientation and leader selfconcern to intent to use discretionary effort were added to the model (that is, a total of 4
paths). Similarly, a direct path from each of the four environmental constructs to the other
four endogenous constructs (that is, intent to perform, to intent to endorse the organisation, to
intent to stay with the organisation and to intent to use OCB) were added. In total, 20 direct
paths were added.
(2) The ∆χ2 difference test was conducted and the ∆CAIC examined to assess SEM 3 model
fit compared to that of the baseline structural model. If SEM 3 model fit showed a
statistically non-significant improvement in model fit, the completely mediated model (the
baseline structural model) would be retained as the final structural model. If SEM 3 was
found to be a better fitting model, the significant direct paths from SEM 3 would be added to
the baseline structural model and the model respecified as SEM 4. SEM 4 would then be
assessed for model fit and compared to the baseline structural model. If SEM 4 model fit
showed a statistically significant improvement, it would be retained as the final structural
model.

(3) Indirect and direct effects were analysed for all structural models. According to the
recommendations of Zhao et al. (2010), for any type of mediation to be claimed, significant
indirect effects need to be present. For a relationship between an exogenous construct and an
endogenous construct that included significant indirect effects and non-significant direct
effects, “indirect mediation” can be claimed (Zhao et al., 2010). For a relationship between an
exogenous construct and an endogenous construct that included indirect effects that were not
significant and direct effects that were significant, a “direct effect” or “non-mediation” is said
to be present. If the indirect effects were significant and direct effects were significant, then
“complementary or competitive mediation” (depending on the direction of the effects) would
be supported (Zhao et al., 2010). These guidelines and labelling conventions offered by Zhao
et al. (2010) were adopted in this analysis.

In addition, Hayes (2009) argued that any indirect effect is not normally distributed.
Therefore, when testing an indirect effect for significance, the bootstrapping procedures
outlined by Preacher and Hayes (2004) should be used. Bootstrapping uses the original
sample as the population from which random samples with replacement are used to provide
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the best estimate of the true indirect effect. The indirect effect is significant at p < .05 (two
tailed) if zero is not included in its 95% confidence interval (Hayes, 2009).

In accordance with the recommendations of Preacher and Hayes (2004), indirect effects in
this analysis were tested for significance using bootstrapping procedures. Specifically, biascorrected bootstrap confidence intervals (n = 2000, confidence intervals set at 95%) were
used to assess the significance of indirect effects. This procedure provided statistical control
over the effects of measurement errors and covariates (Hayes, 2009) which is important given
the high correlations between the potential mediators in the structural model tested in this
analysis. The magnitude of indirect effects was gauged using guidelines offered by Preacher
and Kelly (2011), that is, a small effect is .01, a medium affect is around .09 and a large
effect is in the region of .25.

8.4

Phase 3: EWPA Structural Model Interpretation

Acceptable model fit alone is insufficient to support a proposed structural theory (Byrne,
2010). In addition to acceptable model fit, theory validity increases to the extent that
structural model parameter estimates are statistically significant and in the predicted
direction, and SMC values for endogenous constructs are acceptable (Kline, 2011). In this
context, SMC values for endogenous constructs represent variance-explained estimates, that
is, analogous to the analysis of R2 (the coefficient of determination) in multiple regression.
An SMC value represents the amount of variance in the endogenous construct explained by
the exogenous construct(s), that is, the squared correlation of actual and predicted values
(Hair et al., 2010). As outlined in 7.4 Model Fit, Hair et al. (2010) suggested a SMC value
between .30 – .50 indicates a weak but adequate measure of the construct and SMC values >
.50 are desirable. These guidelines were adopted in this analysis.

Based on the results from Phases 2 and 3 of the structural analysis, the final structural model
was specified and interpreted. Final structural model interpretation included an analysis of the
magnitude and significance of hypothesised dependence relationships, direct and indirect
effects and the size of SMC values of endogenous constructs.
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SECTION 2 – STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
Section 2 details the results of statistical tests conducted in Phase 1: Specifying the structural
model and assessing model fit and validity, and in Phase 2: Examining direct and indirect
effects.

8.5

Results – Phase 1: Specifying the Structural Model and Assessing Structural
Model Fit and Validity

8.5.1 Step 1: Specifying the Structural Model and Assessing Structural Model Fit and
Validity
Table 8.2: Chi-square Goodness-of-Fit Statistical Comparison of Difference Test and Fit Indices –
EWPA Measurement Model and Structural Models
Δχ2

Δdf

χ2

df

CMIN/
DF

RMSEA

SRMR

CFI

CFA

2776.860

1823

1.523

.036

.0355

.965

–

–

SEM 1

2806.430

1843

1.523

.036

.0373

.965

29.57

20, p > .05

SEM 2

3156.010

2051

1.539

.036

.0368

.960

379.15

228, p < .05

Model

(Compared to CFA model)

CFA = Confirmatory Factor Analysis Measurement Model, SEM 1 = Structural Equation Model without controls, SEM 2
= Structural Equation Model with controls, χ2 = Chi-square, df = Degrees of freedom, RMSEA = Root Mean-Square Error
of Approximation, SRMR = Standardised Root Mean-square Residual, CFI = Comparative Fit Index, Δχ2 = Change in chisquare, Δdf = Change in degrees of freedom.

Structural Model 1 – Completely Mediated Model without Controls

The first step in specifying the structural model and assessing model fit and validity involved
assessing SEM 1 (that is, a completely mediated model without controls) model fit. SEM 1
revealed goodness-of-fit statistics (see Table 8.2) that included a CMIN/DF value of 1.523, a
SRMR value of .0373, a CFI value of .965, and an RMSEA value of .036. All of these
statistics were supportive of acceptable goodness-of-fit. For all item indicators, factor
loadings were statistically significant and measures for SFLs were all above the minimum
cut-off criteria (see Appendix 5, Table A5.1).

Standardised residuals and modification indices were examined and revealed no large values
that made theoretical sense. Overall, SEM 1 fit the data well. Thus, SEM 1 was not
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respecified to improve model fit. For a complete list of parameter estimates for SEM 1, see
Appendix 5, Table A5.1, Table A5.2, and Table A5.3.

8.5.2 Step 2: Comparing Structural Model Fit with EWPA Measurement Model Fit

The second step in specifying the structural model and assessing model fit and validity
involved comparing SEM 1 model fit with that of the EWPA measurement model. There
were three aspects to this comparative assessment. First, the χ2 value for SEM 1 was
calculated and results showed a statistically insignificant increase in value from that of the
EWPA measurement model (∆χ2 [20] = 29.57, p >.05). Second, SEM 1 fit indices were
compared to those from the EWPA measurement model and were found not to differ
substantially (see Table 8.2). Third, a comparison of the SFLs for SEM 1 with those from the
EWPA measurement model (see Appendix 5, Table A5.4) revealed differences ranging from
.001 to .005 in absolute value which were well below the recommended maximum (that is,
.05).

Comments:

Overall, model fit statistics indicated that SEM 1 fit the data well. Considering SEM 1
demonstrated an insignificant ∆χ2 compared to EWPA measurement model, and there was no
evidence of interpretational confounding of constructs, SEM 1 was strongly suggestive of
adequate structural fit.

8.5.3 Step 3: Assessing Model Fit for a Structural Model with Controls

The third step in specifying the structural model and assessing model fit and validity involved
examining SEM 2 (that is, a completely mediated model with controls) model fit and
comparing that model’s fit with EWPA measurement model fit. SEM 2 included all paths
specified in SEM 1 plus paths associated with the addition of four control variables (that is,
gender, age, organisation level and organisation tenure) regressed on all endogenous
constructs, co-varied with the four environmental exogenous constructs, and co-varied with
each other.
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Structural Model 2 – Completely Mediated Model with Controls

SEM 2 revealed goodness-of-fit statistics (see Table 8.2) that included a CMIN/DF value of
1.539, a SRMR value of .0368, a CFI value of .960, and an RMSEA value of .036. All of
these statistics were indicative of adequate goodness-of-fit. For all item indicators, factor
loadings were statistically significant and measures for SFLs were all above the minimum
cut-off criteria (see Appendix 5, Table A5.5).

Standardised residuals and modification indices were examined and revealed no large values
that made theoretical sense. Overall, SEM 2 fit the data well. The only substantive difference
between SEM 2 and EWPA measurement model was an increase in χ2 (∆χ2 [228] = 379.15, p
< .05) which was significant.

Examination of structural path estimates between control variables and endogenous
constructs revealed out of a total of 28 estimated structural paths, 7 were significant (see
Appendix 5, Table A5.5). No control variables were directly related to positive affect or
negative affect. Gender was positively related to intent to perform (β = .093, p < .01). Age
was positively related to intent to use OCB (β = .110, p < .05). Organisation level was
positively related to intent to perform, intent to endorse the organisation and intent to use
OCB (β = .132, p < .001; β = .102, p < .05, and β = .120, p < .01, respectively) and negatively
related to intent to stay in the organisation (β = -.178, p < .001). Organisation tenure was
positively related to intent to stay in the organisation (β = .104, p < .05). Examination of
correlational relationships between control variables and environmental constructs revealed
out of a total of 16 estimated relationships, 2 were significant, that is, organisation tenure was
negatively correlated with leader other-orientation and positively correlated with leader selfconcern (β = -.169, p < .01 and β = .128, p < .05, respectively) (see Appendix 5, Table A5.6).

Comments:

These findings suggest that SEM 2 did an adequate, but not perfect, job in explaining the
observed covariance matrix as the addition of the control variables to the model resulted in a
statistically significant difference in the chi-square value compared to that of the baseline
model (that is, the EWPA measurement model). Importantly, the inclusion of the control
variables in SEM 2 did not alter the overall model fit or the significance of relationships with
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one caveat being the relationship between negative affect and intent to perform which was
significantly negatively related in SEM 1 (β = -.145, p < .05) but not significant (ns) in SEM
2 (β = -.125), p = ns) although it was still in the expected direction. Overall, the direction of
the hypothesised relationships and the magnitude of the relationships did not alter
significantly in SEM 2.

Minor increases in SMC values for work intention constructs in SEM 2 from those in SEM 1
were attributed to the addition of the control variables (see Appendix 5, Table A5.7). These
changes reflect that some of the variance in the exogenous constructs was due to the control
variables in the structural model, specifically, organisation level (considering it was found to
be directly and significantly related to four of the work intention constructs) and to a lesser
extent, gender, age and organisation tenure (considering each of these control variables was
directly and significantly related to one work intention construct respectively). Given the
presence of significant relationships between control variables and endogenous work
intention constructs, all four control variables were retained in the structural model. Thus,
SEM 2 became the baseline model in subsequent analyses.

It is important to note, no hypotheses were made in regard to relationships between control
variables and latent constructs in the hypothesised model. Considering the presence of some
significant relationships between control variables and some work intention constructs were
confirmed, the role of antecedents such as gender, age, organisation level and organisation
tenure in the employee work passion appraisal process warrants further investigation.
However, such an investigation would be purely exploratory and is beyond this study’s
scope. Thus, no further investigation of the role of antecedents such as gender, age,
organisation level and organisation tenure in the employee appraisal process was undertaken
in this analysis.
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8.6

Results – Phase 2: Examining Direct and Indirect Effects

In this phase of the analysis, an alternative, non-hypothesised model (SEM 3) was estimated
to evaluate the possibility of a partially mediated model explaining the data better than the
hypothesised completely mediated model (SEM 2). SEM 3 (controlling for gender, age,
organisation level and organisation tenure) included all paths estimated in SEM 2 plus direct
paths from each of the four environmental constructs to each of the five work intention
constructs (see 8.3 Phase 2: Examining Direct and Indirect Effects). Results are listed in
Table 8.3.
Table 8.3: Chi-square Goodness-of-fit Statistical Comparison of Difference Test and Fit Indices –
Structural Models
Δχ2

Δdf

χ2

df

CMIN
/DF

RMSEA

SRMR

CFI

SEM 2

3156.010

2051

1.539

.036

.0368

.960

–

–

SEM 3

3127.210

2031

1.540

.036

.0351

.961

28.800

20, p > .05

Model

ΔCAIC

(Compared to SEM 2)
–
111.47
χ2

SEM 2 = Completely mediated structural equation model, SEM 3 = Partially mediated structural equation model, = Chisquare, df = Degrees of freedom, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation, SRMR = Standardised Root Mean
Square Residual, CFI = Comparative Fit Index, Δχ2 = Change in chi-square, Δdf = Change in degrees of freedom, Δ CAIC
= Consistent Akaike Information Criterion.

Structural Model 3 – Partially Mediated Model

SEM 3 revealed goodness-of-fit statistics (see Table 8.3) that included a CMIN/DF value of
1.540, a SRMR value of .0351, a CFI value of .961, and an RMSEA value of .036. All these
statistics were indicative of acceptable goodness-of-fit. Standardised residuals and
modification indices were examined and revealed no large values that made theoretical sense.
Overall, SEM 3 fit the data well. The ∆χ2 statistic showed a statistically insignificant decrease
in value from that of SEM 2 (∆χ2 [20] = 28.800, p > .05). Fit indices showed very minor
improvements from those of SEM 2.

Comments:
As demonstrated by the non-significant ∆χ2 difference test, the partially mediated model
(SEM 3) did not demonstrate a statistically significant improvement in model fit compared to
the completely mediated baseline model (SEM 2). Out of a total of 20 additional direct paths,
only 3 paths were significant, that is, the relationships between leader other-orientation and
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intent to use discretionary effort, intent to perform and intent to endorse the organisation
effort (β = .234, p < .001; β = .157, p < .05 and β = .168, p < .05, respectively) (see Appendix
5, Table A5.8). For a complete list of parameter estimates for SEM 3, see Appendix 5, Table
A5.8, Table A5.9, and Table A5.10.

It is important to note, that when bootstrapped standardised direct effects were estimated for
SEM 3, only the direct relationship between leader other-orientation and intent to use
discretionary effort was significant (β = .234, p = .029). Furthermore, the difference in CAIC
between SEM 2 and SEM 3 suggested that SEM 2 was better fitting and more parsimonious
that the non-hypothesised model. Taken together, these results support the hypothesised
model. Therefore, SEM 2 was accepted as the final structural model. The precise nature of
the hypothesised dependence relationships could now be interpreted with a reasonable degree
of confidence. (Note: to aid interpretation and discussion, SEM 2 was renamed, that is,
EWPA structural model).
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SECTION 3 – EWPA STRUCTURAL MODEL
Section 3 details results from Phase 3 of the structural analysis, that is, the final structural
model is presented and interpreted.

8.7

Results – Phase 3: EWPA Structural Model Interpretation

A schematic representation of the EWPA structural model is listed in Figure 8.2. For the
complete EWPA structural model see Appendix 5, Figure A5.1.

Figure 8.2: EWPA Structural Model depicts employee affect completely mediating the relationship between
cognitive environmental variables and employee work intentions. Standardised estimates are presented. A solid
arrow indicates a significant relationship at *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001. A dotted arrow indicates a nonsignificant relationship at p < .05. Estimates appearing above-right of endogenous variables indicate the amount
of variance explained (R2). To aid clarity, latent factor indicators, error terms and control variables are not
shown.

Environmental
Variables
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8.7.1 EWPA Structural Model – Hypothesised Dependence Relationships

EWPA structural model SFLs for key relationships are listed in Table 8.4. For a complete list
of parameter estimates for the EWPA structural model, see Appendix 5, Table A5.5, Table
A5.6 and Table A5.7.
Table 8.4: EWPA Structural Model – Standardised Factor Loadings
Structural Relationship

Std Estimate

POSITIVE AFFECT

<─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

.056

NEGATIVE AFFECT

<─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

.108

POSITIVE AFFECT

<─

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

.138*

NEGATIVE AFFECT

<─

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

-.264***

POSITIVE AFFECT

<─

LEADER OTHER-ORIENTATION

.628***

NEGATIVE AFFECT

<─

LEADER OTHER-ORIENTATION

-.469***

POSITIVE AFFECT

<─

LEADER SELF-CONCERN

-.112**

NEGATIVE AFFECT

<─

LEADER SELF-CONCERN

.299***

DISEFFORT

<─

POSITIVE AFFECT

.656***

PERFORM

<─

POSITIVE AFFECT

.625***

ENDORSE

<─

POSITIVE AFFECT

.548***

STAY

<─

POSITIVE AFFECT

.582***

OCB

<─

POSITIVE AFFECT

.607***

DISEFFORT

<─

NEGATIVE AFFECT

-.062

PERFORM

<─

NEGATIVE AFFECT

-.125

ENDORSE

<─

NEGATIVE AFFECT

-.118

STAY

<─

NEGATIVE AFFECT

-.074

OCB

NEGATIVE AFFECT

-.056

TIMELINES

<─
<─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

.901***

SHOWHOW

<─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

.933***

GOALS

<─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

.899***

EVALUATING

<─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

.895***

PRIORITIES

<─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

.928***

PLANNING

<─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

.971***

ROLES

<─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

.969***

INFOSHSLF

<─

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

.862***

PSOLVE

<─

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

.923***

PRAISE

<─

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

.880***

INFOSHORG

<─

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

.951***

INPUT

<─

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

.923***

LISTENING

<─

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

.930***

RATIONALE

<─

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

.969***

* significant at p < .05, ** significant at p < .01, *** significant at p < .001.
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EWPA structural model standardised correlational coefficients are listed in Table 8.5.
Table 8.5: EWPA Structural Model – Standardised Correlation Coefficients
Correlational Relationship

Std. Estimate

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

<─>

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

.698***

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

<─>

LEADER OTHER-ORIENTATION

.405***

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

<─>

LEADER SELF-CONCERN

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

<─>

LEADER OTHER-ORIENTATION

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

<─>

LEADER SELF-CONCERN

-.250***

LEADER OTHER-ORIENTATION

<─>

LEADER SELF-CONCERN

-.441***

-.195***
.600***

*** significant at p < .001.

EWPA structural model environmental factors were significantly and moderately correlated
as hypothesised (see Table 8.5). All correlation coefficients were below the maximum
acceptable level for inter-factor correlations adopted in this study (that is, ≤ .70) and were
therefore acceptable.

SFLs for the seven first-order directive behaviours were all statistically significant and ranged
from .895 to .971 which were well above the minimal acceptable level of .70 (see Table 8.4).
SFLs for the seven first-order supportive behaviours were all statistically significant and
ranged from .862 to .969 and were acceptable (see Table 8.4). For the seven first-order
directive behaviours and the seven first-order supportive behaviours, SMCs were well above
the minimum acceptable level (that is, .50) (see Appendix 5, Table A5.7). These SMC values
indicate that each latent second-order factor (that is, directive behaviour and supportive
behaviour) is explaining more than half the variation in each of its indicators (with the
remainder being error variance) which is acceptable.

Directive behaviour was positively related to positive affect (as expected), although this path
was not significant (β = .056, p > .05). Directive behaviour was not significantly related to
negative affect (β = .108, p > .05). Furthermore, the positive relationship between directive
behaviour and negative affect was not consistent with the hypothesised relationship between
these two constructs, nor was it consistent with the bivariate correlation coefficient (r = -.341,
p < .01, see Table 5.18) nor the correlation coefficient in EWPA measurement model (r = .321, p < .001, see Appendix 5, Table A5.22) which both indicated a strong and significant
negative relationship between these two constructs. The change in sign of the correlation
coefficient in the EWPA measurement model (negative) to that of the regression coefficient
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in the EWPA structural model (positive) is likely a statistical effect stemming from
multicollinearity (Hair et al., 2010). Given the high correlations amongst directive behaviour
first-order factors (see Figure 7.2) multicollinearity is likely to be present amongst first-order
directive factors and consequently, the regression coefficient has been incorrectly estimated
in this instance. In addition, the direction of the theoretically supported relationship has been
reversed during the SEM process. Considering the inconsistency of the statistical results and
the likely impact of multicollinearity on this relationship in the structural model, the path
coefficient between directive behaviour and negative affect was interpreted as it appears in
the EWPA structural model but with caution.

Supportive behaviour and leader other-orientation were significantly and positively related to
positive affect as hypothesised (β = .138, p < .05 and β = .628, p < .001, respectively).
Supportive behaviour and leader other-orientation were significantly and negatively related to
negative affect as hypothesised (β = -.264, p < .001 and β = -.469, p < .001, respectively).
Positive affect was strongly and significantly related to all five work intention constructs as
hypothesised (βs ranged from .548 to .656, all ps < .001).
Leader self-concern was significantly and negatively related to positive affect (β = -.112, p <
.01) and significantly and positively related to negative affect (β = .299, p < .001) as
expected. For the relationships between negative affect and intent to use discretionary effort,
intent to perform, intent to endorse the organisation, intent to stay in the organisation and
intent to use OCB, the path coefficients were negative in direction (as expected), although
these five paths were not significant (β = -.062, β = -.125, β = -.118, β = -.074, β = -.056,
respectively, all ps > .05).

Comments:

The empirical evidence confirms that the second-order factor directive behaviour adequately
explains the variance in its indicators (that is, evaluating, priorities, timelines, showing how,
planning, goals and roles) and that the second-order factor supportive behaviour adequately
explains the variance in its indicators (that is, problem solving, listening, praising, rationale,
information sharing–organisation, information sharing–self and asking for input). These
results are important considering the secondary aim of this study was to investigate the role
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of directive behaviour and supportive behaviour as antecedents in the employee appraisal
process.

All 6 hypothesised covariance relationships were significant and in the hypothesised
direction. Out of a total of 18 hypothesised structural paths, 11 were significant and in the
expected direction. Seven structural paths had a significance value below the critical t-value
(p < .05) for a Type I error although of these nonsignificant paths, 6 were in the expected
direction. Considering the size, direction and significance of covariance and structural
relationships, overall, support for an acceptable level of validity for the EWPA structural
model was found. Thus, it can be concluded that the empirical results support the theoretical
model with caveats for the relationship between directive behaviour and negative affect, for
the relationship between directive behaviour and positive affect, and the relationships
between negative affect and work intentions.
8.7.2 EWPA Structural Model – Indirect Effects

Effect decomposition analysis was conducted to provide additional insight into the indirect
effects of each environmental construct on each work intention construct through the
mediating construct of affect. Table 8.6 lists significant indirect effects for the EWPA
structural model.
Table 8.6: EWPA Structural Model – Indirect Effects of Environmental Constructs on Work
Intention Through Affect
Work
Intention
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB

Supportive Behaviour
BE
BC 95% CI
.107 (.025)*
.016, .207
.119 (.014)*
.027, .221
.107 (.014)*
.023, .200
.100 (.016)*
.013, .189
.099 (.021)*
.011, .193

Environmental Constructs
Leader Other-orientation
BE
BC 95% CI
.441 (.001)*
.356, .531
.451 (.002)*
.364, .533
.400 (.001)*
.322, .483
.400 (.001)*
.317, .482
.407 (.001)*
.321, .494

Leader Self-concern
BE
BC 95% CI
-.092 (.009)*
-.156, -.021
-.107 (.004)*
-.169, -.034
-.097 (.007)*
-.155, -.028
-.087 (.002)*
-.143, -.024
-.085 (.021)*
-.144, -.008

Standardised coefficients reported, BE = Bootstrap Estimate, p value in brackets ( ), *Indirect effect is significantly
different from zero, BC = Biased corrected, CI = Confidence Interval.

Indirect effects in this analysis estimate the extent to which affect mediates the relationship
between environmental constructs and work intention constructs. The indirect effects listed in
Table 8.6 indicate that all indirect effects were statistically significant as indicated by the
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absence of zero in the confidence intervals (Hayes, 2009). Following the “labelling”
conventions offered by Zhao et al. (2010), the significant indirect effects and non-significant
direct effects are best described as “indirect mediation”, also known as “complete” or “full
mediation”. As outlined in 8.3 Phase 2: Examining Direct and Indirect Effects, the
magnitude of indirect effects was assessed according to guidelines offered by Preacher and
Kelly (2011).

For all five work intentions, the total indirect effects of supportive behaviour through affect
were positive, significant (.099 to .119, ps < .05) and of medium size. Thus, affect completely
mediated the relationships between supportive behaviour and the five work intention
constructs. For all five work intentions, the total indirect effects of leader other-orientation
through affect were positive, significant (.400 to .451, ps < .05) and the large effect sizes
were notable. Thus, affect completely mediated the relationships between leader otherorientation and the five work intention constructs. For all five work intentions, the total
indirect effects of leader self-concern through affect were negative, significant (-.107 to .085, ps < .05), and of medium size. Thus, affect completely mediated the relationships
between leader self-concern and the five work intention constructs. No significant direct
paths were found between directive behaviour and positive affect or between directive
behaviour and negative affect. There were no effects between directive behaviour and any of
the five work intention constructs.

Comments:

Overall, the presence of significant indirect effects in this analysis of structural relations
supports the hypothesised role of affect, in completely and indirectly mediating the
relationship between environmental constructs and work intentions with the exception of
directive behaviour. The strongest indirect effects were between leader other-orientation and
work intention, that is, an increase in leader other-orientation would have a strong and
substantial impact on increasing all five work intentions through the mediating variable
affect.
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8.7.3 EWPA Structural Model – Endogenous Construct Variance

EWPA structural model SMC values for endogenous constructs are listed in Table 8.7.
Table 8.7: EWPA Structural Model – Endogenous Construct SMCs
Construct

SMC

POSITIVE AFFECT

.663

NEGATIVE AFFECT

.601

DISEFFORT

.534

PERFORM

.577

ENDORSE

.452

STAY

.406

OCB

.479

SMC = Squared Multiple Correlation.

Higher SMC values for endogenous constructs indicate a greater proportion of variance in the
construct is explained by the model (Kline, 2011). Out of a total of seven endogenous
constructs, four had SMCs above the ideal minimum standard (that is, .50). The size of the
SMCs for endogenous constructs positive affect (66%), negative affect (60%), intent to use
discretionary effort (53%) and intent to perform (58%) indicate the majority of the variance is
explained by the predictors of these constructs. For the endogenous constructs intent to
endorse the organisation (45%), intent to stay in the organisation (41%) and intent to use
OCB (48%) the sizes of the SMCs indicate that the predictors of these constructs accounted
for slightly less than half of the variance associated with these constructs which is lower than
ideal but acceptable (Hair et al., 2010).
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SECTION 4 – CHAPTER SUMMARY
This chapter discussed the results of Stage 5 of the data analysis process – the specification
and analysis of competing structural models in order to assess construct validity of the data.
The SEM process developed and implemented included three sequential phases of analysis:
Phase 1: Specification of the structural model and assessment of structural model fit and
validity; Phase 2: Examination of direct and indirect effects; and Phase 3: Interpretation of
the final structural model.

Empirical findings confirmed the validity of a completely mediated structural model. Overall,
statistical results indicated that this study’s hypothesised model did an acceptable, but not
perfect, job in explaining the observed covariance matrix. Considering the relationships
between the four environmental constructs and the five work intention constructs were
hypothesised to be mediated completely by employee affect, an analysis of direct and indirect
effects was conducted. The statistical procedures described by Preacher and Hayes (2004) to
assess indirect effects in a multiple mediator model were applied and involved the use of
bias-corrected bootstrap confidence intervals. Evidence of significant and sizeable indirect
effects, in the absence of significant direct effects, confirmed the completely mediating role
of affect in the relationship between cognitive perceptions of environmental constructs and
work intention constructs.

The final structural model suggested that positive affect in particular plays a central role in
the relationships between environmental constructs such as supportive behaviour, leader
other-orientation and leader self-concern and work intentions. No significant effects were
found between directive behaviour and affect nor directive behaviour and work intentions.
Conclusions relating to how the statistical evidence from the data analysis chapters of this
study inform the study’s research questions and hypotheses can now be drawn.
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CHAPTER 9
DISCUSSION AND KEY FINDINGS

9.1

Introduction

The quantitative data gathered in this study were subjected to a five-stage data analysis
process (see Table 3.5). The results of each stage of the data analysis process were reported in
Chapters 4 to 8. The objectives of Chapter 9 are two-fold. First, key results from the data
analysis process are synthesised in order to answer the study’s research questions and draw
conclusions in relation to the study’s research hypotheses. Second, based on the outcomes
from this data synthesis, and the results of the data analysis process as a whole, the study’s
key findings are presented.

This chapter is organised as follows. First, in order to aid discussion, a synthesis of the
quantitative results from the data analysis process is presented and consequently, the research
questions are answered. Second, the hypotheses relating to each research question are
validated or rejected. Third, key findings that emerged from this study are articulated. The
chapter concludes with a short summary.

9.2

Discussion of the Results

In this section key results from three different stages of the data analysis process are
synthesised in order to answer the study’s research questions (see 3.4 Research Questions)
and to enable the study’s research hypotheses (see 3.5 Research Hypotheses) to be validated
or rejected. Specifically, empirical data relating to all hypothesised relationships from three
separate stages of the data analysis process were examined: (a) the bivariate correlation
analysis in Stage 2; (b) the multivariate CFA analysis in Stage 4; and (c) the multivariate
structural analysis in Stage 5. In relation to interpreting the magnitude (or effect size) of the
correlations from these analyses, the following guidelines suggested by Cohen (1988) were
adopted – the absolute value of r = .10 to .29 (small effect), r = .30 to .49 (medium effect), r
= .50 to 1.0 (large effect). It is important to note that although statistics from all three
analyses were considered, given the structural model is a test of the overall model including
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both the measurement relationships of indicators to constructs as well as the hypothesised
structural relationships among constructs (which imply dependence relationships), a greater
emphasis was placed on the results from the multivariate structural analysis from Stage 5.
Results of the data synthesis with associated comments are reported next.

9.2.1 Research Question 1

To what extent are employee cognitive perceptions of environmental variables, that is,
directive behaviour, supportive behaviour, leader other-orientation and leader self-concern,
related?

To analyse the direction and strength of the statistical relationships between all possible
pairings of environmental variables, standardised correlation coefficients from three different
stages of the data analysis process were considered (see Table 9.1). A discussion of the
results of this analysis follows.
Table 9.1: Correlational Relationships – Environmental Variables
Correlational Relationship

Bivariate1
Std. Est.

CFA2
Std. Est.

Structural3
Std. Est.

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

<─>

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

.675**

.698***

.698***

LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.

<─>

LEADER SELF-CONCERN

-.410**

-.442***

-.441***

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

<─>

LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.

.358**

.405***

.405***

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR <─>

LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.

.545**

.600***

.600***

<─>

LEADER SELF-CONCERN

-.158**

-.195***

-.195***

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR <─>

LEADER SELF-CONCERN

-.185**

-.250***

-.250***

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

Std. Est. = Standardised Estimate, CFA = Confirmatory Factor Analysis. ** significant at p < .01, *** significant at p < .001.
1Bivariate analysis (see Table 5.18), 2CFA analysis (see Appendix 4, Table A4.22), 3Structural analysis (see Table 8.5).

Directive Behaviour and Supportive Behaviour

In all three analyses, the magnitude of the correlation between directive behaviour and
supportive behaviour was significant, positive and of a large effect size (see Table 9.1). This
finding is supported by theory (see Blanchard et al., 1993; Hersey et al., 1996) and confirms
past empirical research that reported Initiating Structure and Consideration are independent
but positively related concepts.
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Leader Other-orientation and Leader Self-concern

In all three analyses, the magnitude of the correlation between leader other-orientation and
leader self-concern was significant, negative and of medium effect size (see Table 9.1). This
finding is supported by theory (see De Dreu, 2006) and confirms past empirical research that
found these two variables to be orthogonal and weakly to moderately correlated (see De Dreu
& Nauta, 2009). Furthermore, the significant negative correlation between leader otherorientation and leader self-concern found in all three analyses confirms a similar finding
reported by Zigarmi and Roberts (2012) who investigated this relationship in the context of
the EWPA model.

Directive Behaviour, Supportive Behaviour and Leader Other-orientation

In all three analyses, the correlations between directive behaviour and leader other-orientation
were found to be significant, positive and of medium size (see Table 9.1). In all three
analyses, the correlations between supportive behaviour and leader other-orientation were
found to be significant, positive and of large size (see Table 9.1). Although the literature
review revealed a very limited number of studies that investigated relationships between
directive and supportive behaviours and leader values, the findings in this study support those
of past research. For example, Zigarmi et al. (1997) reported significant and positive
relationships between supportive behaviour and leader other-focussed behaviours such as
interest in subordinate growth, approachability and building trust. In addition, these findings
confirm similar findings in the broader values literature that reported significant leader
values-behaviour relations (see 2.18.2 Value-Behaviour Relations).

Directive Behaviour, Supportive Behaviour and Leader Self-concern

In all three analyses, the correlations between supportive behaviour and leader self-concern,
and between directive behaviour and leader self-concern, were found to be significant,
negative and of small size (see Table 9.1). Notably, the correlations were smaller in size for
the relationships between directive and supportive behaviours and leader self-concern
compared to those between directive and supportive behaviours and leader other-orientation.
Blanchard et al. (1993) posited that both directive behaviour and supportive behaviour are
focussed on helping the employee develop independence in terms of goal and task
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completion. Leader other-orientation is defined as a concern for the interest, needs and
desires of others (De Dreu, 2006; De Dreu & Nautu, 2009). Leader self-concern is defined as
thinking and acting in a way that is expected to lead to maximum outcomes and
consequences for oneself (De Dreu, 2006; De Dreu & Nautu, 2009). Thus, the comparative
difference in the size of the correlations between directive and supportive behaviours and
leader self-concern compared to those between directive and supportive behaviours and
leader other-orientation appears logical and consistent with theory. In addition, these findings
confirm those in the values literature that reported significant leader values-behaviour
relationship (see 2.18.2 Value-Behaviour Relations).

9.2.2 Research Hypotheses 1a to 1d (related to Research Question 1)

On the basis of these quantitative results, it was possible to draw conclusions relating to the
validation or rejection of the research hypotheses related to Research Question 1. As
summarised in Table 9.2, while controlling for gender, age, organisation level and
organisation tenure, all four hypotheses relating to Research Question 1 were validated.
Table 9.2: Research Question 1 – Hypotheses
Hypothesis

Conclusion

H1a. Directive behaviour and supportive behaviour are positively related.

Validated

H1b. Directive behaviour is positively related to leader other-orientation and negatively
related to leader self-concern.

Validated

H1c. Supportive behaviour is positively related to leader other-orientation and negatively
related to leader self-concern.

Validated

H1d. Leader other-orientation is negatively related to leader self-concern.

Validated

9.2.3 Conclusions – Research Question 1

Standardised correlation coefficients from multiple analyses indicated the relationships
between environmental variables were all statistically significant and in the hypothesised
direction. On the basis of this evidence, the relationships between employee cognitive
perceptions of environmental variables as specified in the hypothesised model were
confirmed by the data. Further, the empirical findings relating to the strength and direction of
relationships between environmental variables confirm those reported in past research.
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Overall, these results confirm that leadership behaviours and leader values are significantly
correlated. A notable finding was that the magnitude of the correlations for the relationship
between directive and supportive behaviours and leader other-orientation were larger in size
compared to those for the relationships between directive and supportive behaviours and
leader self-concern. This finding is consistent with theory.

9.2.4 Research Question 2

To what extent are employee cognitive perceptions of environmental variables, that is,
directive behaviour, supportive behaviour, leader other-orientation and leader self-concern,
and employee affect related?

To analyse the extent to which environmental variables and affect variables were statistically
related, correlation coefficients and the strength and direction of structural relations between
all possible pairings of environmental variables and affect variables were considered (see
Table 9.3). A discussion of the results of this analysis follows.
Table 9.3: Correlational and Structural Relationships – Environmental and Affect Variables
Bivariate1
Std. Est.

Relationship
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

<─

POSITIVE AFFECT

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

<─

NEGATIVE AFFECT

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

<─

POSITIVE AFFECT

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

<─

NEGATIVE AFFECT

LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.

<─

POSITIVE AFFECT

LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.

<─

LEADER SELF-CONCERN
LEADER SELF-CONCERN

CFA2
Std. Est.2

Structural3
Std. Est.

.390**

.429***

.056

-.341**

-.321***

.108

.534**

.585***

.138*

-.552**

-.539***

-.264***

.717**

.778***

.628***

NEGATIVE AFFECT

-.708**

-.705***

-.469***

<─

POSITIVE AFFECT

-.370**

-.427***

-.112**

<─

NEGATIVE AFFECT

.499**

.539***

.299***

Std. Est. = Standardised Estimate, CFA = Confirmatory Factor Analysis. * significant at p < .05, ** significant at p < .01, ***
significant at p < .001. 1Bivariate analysis (see Table 5.18), 2CFA analysis (see Appendix 4, Table A4.22), 3Structural
analysis (see Table 8.4).

Directive Behaviour and Affect

The standardised correlation coefficients for the relationship between directive behaviour and
positive affect in the bivariate analysis and the CFA multivariate analysis indicated that it was
statistically significant, positive and of medium effect size (see Table 9.3). In the final
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structural model analysis, whilst still positive, this relationship was found to be nonsignificant
(see Table 9.3). The relationship was interpreted as it appeared in the final structural model,
that is, positive and nonsignificant but with caution due to the reasons associated with
probable multicollinearity between first-order directive behaviours as cited in 8.7.1 EWPA
Structural Model – Hypothesised Dependence Relationships. It is recommended that the
relationship between directive behaviour and positive affect is investigated further before
definitive conclusions are drawn (see 10.5 Directions for Future Research).

The positive relationship between directive behaviour and negative affect found in the
structural analysis was not consistent with the hypothesised relationship between these two
constructs, nor was it consistent with the bivariate correlation coefficient or the correlation
coefficient in the CFA analysis which both indicated a significant and negative relationship
(see Table 9.3). The result from the structural analysis was unexpected. As outlined in 8.7.1
EWPA Structural Model – Hypothesised Dependence Relationships, the non-significant
positive relationship between directive behaviour and negative affect in the structural analysis
is likely the result of a statistical effect that occurred during the structural analysis stemming
from multicollinearity between factor indicators (Hair et al., 2010). As discussed in 6.5.6
EFA No. 4 – EWPA Model Post Hoc Analysis, research has shown that multicollinearity
can lead to unstable estimates in multivariate structural analysis, for example, confounding of
the estimation of the regression coefficients and adversely affecting the statistical
significance test of coefficients (Grapentine, 2000; Jagpal, 1982).

When multicollinearity has affected the regression coefficient in a structural analysis, Hair et
al. (2010) recommended that the bivariate correlation be used to describe the relationship. If
this recommendation was adopted, the relationship between directive behaviour and negative
affect could be confirmed as significant and negative as hypothesised. However, the nonsignificant and positive regression coefficient in the final structural model cast some doubt
over the hypothesised relationship. Thus, the relationship was interpreted as it appears in the
final structural model but with caution.

Based on the statistical evidence in this analysis, directive behaviour and negative affect are
not significantly related. This finding is in contrast to results reported in past research where
the relationship between directive behaviour (or Initiating Structure) and employee affective
commitment was found to be significant (see Dale & Fox, 2008; Lambert et al., 2012).
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Therefore, it is recommended that the relationship between directive behaviour and negative
affect be examined further before definitive conclusions are drawn. Also, considering
research into the discriminant validity of first-order directive behaviours is limited, a general
investigation of discriminant validity relating to first-order directive behaviours is
recommended (see 10.5 Directions for Future Research).

Supportive Behaviour and Affect

In all three analyses, the relationship between supportive behaviour and positive affect was
found to be significant and positive (see Table 9.3). The standardised coefficients for this
relationship were large in size in the bivariate and CFA analyses and small in the structural
analysis. In all three analyses, the relationship between supportive behaviour and negative
affect was significant and negative (see Table 9.3). The standardised coefficients for this
relationship were large in size in the bivariate and CFA analyses and small in the structural
analysis. This evidence suggests that employees who perceived their leaders demonstrating
supportive leadership behaviour were likely to report high levels of positive affect and low
levels of negative affect.

These findings confirm those from past research that reported significant and positive
relationships between supportive behaviour (or Consideration) and employee affective
commitment (see Dale & Fox, 2008; Lambert et al., 2012). In addition, these findings
confirm those reported in past employee work passion research. For example, Zigarmi and
Roberts (2012) found significant and positive relationships between “connectedness with
leader” (a concept similar to supportive behaviour) and employee positive affect and
significant and negative relationships between “connectedness with leader” and employee
negative affect.

In all three analyses, the relationship between supportive behaviour and positive affect was
stronger than the relationship between directive behaviour and positive affect (see Table 9.3).
Similarly, the relationship between supportive behaviour and negative affect was stronger
than the relationship between directive behaviour and negative affect (see Table 9.3). These
findings are in keeping with prior research that reported, in general, that supportive
leadership behaviour (or Consideration) is more strongly linked to employee affective
commitment, and various positive employee, leader and organisational outcomes, than is
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directive behaviour (or Initiating Structure) (see Dale & Fox, 2008; Judge et al., 2004;
Lambert et al., 2012).

Leader Other-orientation and Affect

The relationship between leader other-orientation and positive affect was found to be
statistically significant and positive in all three analyses (see Table 9.3). In addition, the
magnitude of the relationships was large and it was consistently the largest relationship of all
possible pairings of environmental variables and positive affect. In all three analyses, the
relationship between leader other-orientation and negative affect was found to be statistically
significant and negative (see Table 9.3). Also, the size of the relationship was large and it was
consistently the largest relationship of all possible pairings of environmental variables and
negative affect. This evidence suggests that employees who perceived their leader to
demonstrate other-oriented behaviour were likely to report high levels of positive affect and
low levels of negative affect. These findings confirm those reported in previous employee
work passion research (see Zigarmi & Roberts, 2012).

Leader Self-concern and Affect

The relationship between leader self-concern and positive affect was significant and negative
in all three analyses (see Table 9.3). The standardised coefficients for this relationship were
medium in size in the bivariate and CFA analyses and small in the structural analysis. The
relationship between leader self-concern and negative affect was significant and positive in
all three analyses (see Table 9.3). The standardised coefficients for this relationship were
large in size in the bivariate and CFA analyses and medium in the structural analysis. This
evidence suggests that employees who perceived their leaders to hold values that
demonstrated self-focussed behaviour were more likely to report high levels of negative
affect and low levels of positive affect. These findings confirm those reported in past
employee work passion research (see Zigarmi & Roberts, 2012).
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9.2.5 Research Hypotheses 2a to 2e (related to Research Question 2)

On the basis of these quantitative results, it was possible to draw conclusions relating to the
validation or rejection of the research hypotheses related to Research Question 2. As
summarised in Table 9.4, while controlling for gender, age, organisation level and
organisation tenure, four out of five hypotheses relating to Research Question 2 were
validated. Hypothesis H2a was unable to be validated given that the empirical evidence in the
final structural model indicated that directive behaviour was not significantly related to
positive affect or negative affect.
Table 9.4: Research Question 2 – Hypotheses
Hypothesis

Conclusion

H2a. Directive behaviour is positively related to positive affect and negatively related to
negative affect.

Not Validated

H2b. Supportive behaviour is positively related to positive affect and negatively related to
negative affect.

Validated

H2c. Supportive behaviour is more strongly related to affect than will be directive behaviour.

Validated

H2d. Leader other-orientation is positively related to positive affect and negatively related to
negative affect.

Validated

H2e. Leader self-concern is positively related to negative affect and negatively related to
positive affect.

Validated

9.2.6 Conclusions – Research Question 2

Overall, the empirical evidence from multiple analyses indicated the relationships between
environmental variables and affect variables were statistically significant and in the
hypothesised direction with caveats for the relationship between directive behaviour and
positive affect and directive behaviour and negative affect. On the basis of this evidence,
employees confirmed the relationships between three of the four environmental variables and
affect variables as specified in the hypothesised model.

Of the four environmental variables, the relationship between leader other-orientation and
positive affect was, comparatively, the strongest statistical relationship of all possible
pairings of environmental variables and positive affect. Similarly, the relationship between
leader other-orientation and negative affect was, comparatively, the strongest statistical
relationship of all possible pairings of environmental variables and negative affect. This
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finding suggests that employees who perceived their leaders to demonstrate other-orientated
behaviour were more likely to report high levels of positive affect and less likely to report
high levels of negative affect compared to leaders who were perceived to hold self-focussed
values, use directive behaviour and to a lesser extent, use supportive behaviour.

The literature review (see 2.8 The Appraisal Construct) revealed three key themes relating
to the relationship between environmental variables and employee affect. First, appraisals of
an individual’s environment comprise both cognitive and affective components that are
independent yet related (Lazarus, 1984, 1991a; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Lewis, 2005;
Wong & Law, 1999). Second, in all field tests of the EWPA model to date (see Roberts &
Zigarmi, 2014; Zigarmi et al., 2011, 2015; Zigarmi & Roberts, 2012) cognitive appraisals of
environmental factors were significantly related to employee affect. Third, in the only
previous study that examined the role of leader values in the employee appraisal process,
Zigarmi and Roberts (2012) reported that of all environmental variables examined, leader
other-orientation had the strongest statistical relationship with both positive and negative
affect.

Thus, the findings relating to Research Question 2 are in keeping with both the broader
literature regarding the role of cognition and affect in appraisal theory and previous research
on the EWPA model. Specifically, the findings in this study confirm the assertion that
cognition and affect are inextricably linked in the individual’s appraisal of the environment,
in this case, leadership behaviour. Furthermore, although not specifically hypothesised in this
study, the strong statistical relationship between leader other-orientation and employee affect
found in this study confirms previous findings.

9.2.7 Research Question 3

To what extent are employee affect and employee work intentions related?

To analyse the extent to which affect variables and work intention variables were related,
correlation coefficients and the strength and direction of structural relations between all
possible pairings of affect variables and work intention variables were analysed (see Table
9.5). A discussion of the results of this analysis follows.
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Table 9.5: Correlational and Structural Relationships – Affect and Work Intention Variables
Relationship
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB

<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─

POSITIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT

Bivariate1
Std. Est.

CFA2
Std. Est.2

Structural3
Std. Est.

.621**
.668**
.587**
.566**
.607**
-.549**
-.633**
-.561**
-.539**
-.532**

.706***
.729***
.642***
.595***
.668***
-.550***
-.608***
-.538***
-.473***
-.530***

.656***
.625***
.548***
.582***
.607***
-.062
-.125
-.118
-.074
-.056

Std. Est. = Standardised Estimate, CFA = Confirmatory Factor Analysis. ** significant at p < .01, *** significant at p < .001.
1Bivariate analysis (see Table 5.18), 2CFA analysis (see Appendix 4, Table A4.22), 3Structural analysis (see Table 8.4).

Positive Affect and Work Intentions

In all three analyses, the relationships between positive affect and all five work intentions
were significant and positive and the magnitude of the relationships was consistently large in
effect size (see Table 9.5). This evidence suggests that employees who report positive
affective responses to their leader’s behaviour were highly likely to report high intentions to
engage in discretionary effort, to perform at above average levels, to endorse the organisation
as a positive place to work, to stay in the organisation and to demonstrate OCBs. These
findings confirm those reported in previous research (see Thoresen et al., 2003; Zigarmi et
al., 2011; Zigarmi & Roberts, 2012; Zigarmi et al., 2015).

Negative Affect and Work Intentions

Standardised correlation coefficients from the bivariate correlational analysis and the CFA
multivariate analysis indicate that the relationships between negative affect and the five work
intentions were significant, negative and large in effect size (see Table 9.5). In the final
structural model analysis, whilst still negative, these relationships were non-significant and
small in effect size (see Table 9.5). This evidence suggests that employees who report
negative affective responses to their leader’s behaviour were unlikely to engage in work
intentions.
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When considered holistically, these results suggest employee negative affect is negatively
related to employee work intentions. However, given the relationships were non-significant
in the final structural model, they were interpreted as negative and non-significant. These
findings are similar to those in previous research. For example, Zigarmi and Roberts (2012)
reported significant and negative bivariate correlations between negative affect and all five
work intentions yet only two out of five of these relationships were significant and negative
in the subsequent structural analysis.

9.2.8 Research Hypotheses 3a to 3c (related to Research Question 3)

On the basis of these quantitative results, it was possible to draw conclusions relating to the
validation or rejection of the research hypotheses related to Research Question 3. As
summarised in Table 9.6, while controlling for gender, age, organisation level and
organisation tenure, two of the three hypotheses relating to Research Question 3 were
validated. Hypothesis H3b was unable to be validated given the empirical evidence suggested
that negative affect was not significantly related to work intentions in the final structural
model.
Table 9.6: Research Question 3 – Hypotheses
Hypothesis
H3a. Positive affect is positively related to work intentions.
H3b. Negative affect is negatively related to work intentions.
H3c. Positive affect will be more strongly related to work intentions than will be negative affect.

Conclusion
Validated
Not Validated
Validated

9.2.9 Conclusions – Research Question 3

The literature review (see 2.8.2 Affect) revealed that the role of emotion in influencing
employee behavioural intentions is significant (Bagozzi, 1992; Bagozzi & Yi, 1989; Fugate et
al., 2011; Thoresen et al., 2003). Past research investigating the relationship between
employee affect and work intentions in the context of the EWPA model reported evidence of
significant positive relationships between positive affect and work intentions and to a lesser
extent, significant negative relationships between negative affect and work intentions (see
Roberts & Zigarmi, 2014; Zigarmi et al., 2011, 2015; Zigarmi & Roberts, 2012).
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Overall, the empirical findings in this study relating to the relationships between employee
affect and work intentions confirm those of past research. Furthermore, the magnitude and
significance of the correlations found between employee affect and work intentions indicated
stronger relationships between positive affect and work intentions than between negative
affect and work intentions. The final structural model in particular indicated that positive
affect is a key predictor of employee work intentions compared to negative affect. This
finding confirms similar findings reported in previous research (see Roberts & Zigarmi,
2014; Zigarmi et al., 2011, 2015; Zigarmi & Roberts, 2012).

9.2.10 Research Question 4

To what extent are the effects of employee cognitive perceptions of directive behaviour,
supportive behaviour, leader other-orientation and leader self-concern on work intentions
explained through the mediating variable of employee affect?

The presence of significant indirect effects between three of the four hypothesised
environmental variables (that is, supportive behaviour, leader other-orientation and leader
self-concern) and work intention variables and the absence of significant direct effects in the
final structural model, support the hypothesised role of affect in completely and indirectly
mediating the relationship between environmental variables and work intention variables
(with the exception of directive behaviour) (see Table 8.6). Overall, these results confirm past
research findings. For example, Zigarmi and Roberts (2012) found significant indirect effects
between environmental variables and work intention variables mediated by employee affect.
Roberts and Zigarmi (2014) reported significant indirect effects between dispositional
cynicism and work intentions mediated by employee affect. Zigarmi et al. (2015) reported
employee affect mediated employees’ perceptions of their managers’ use of various power
bases and work intentions. In these studies, however, the empirical relationships depicted in
the respective final structural model suggest that, in some cases, employee affect is best
considered as a partial mediator of the relationship between environmental variables and
work intentions. Put simply, in these studies, although employee affect did explain a portion
of the variance, significant direct relationships between environmental variables and work
intentions indicate it is likely that influences other than employee affect are involved. In the
present study, the absence of significant direct effects between leader behaviours and leader
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values and employee work intentions suggest that it is less likely that other influences are
involved in this relationship.

The participating organisations in this study were Australian, of medium size and from the
private sector. The samples in the Zigarmi and Roberts (2012) study, the Roberts and Zigarmi
(2014) study, and the Zigarmi et al. (2015) study were convenience based and were drawn
from a large variety of organisations from different industries and sectors in the USA.
Alternative influences that could explain the differences in results relating to the mediating
role of employee affect could be related but not limited to cultural differences, organisation
culture and organisation size. For example, Australian employees may attach greater
emotional resources when appraising leader behaviour compared to their USA counterparts.
Much research on cultural differences impacting on leadership style has been reported (see
Bass, 2008; Dickson, Den Hartog, & Mitshelson, 2003; Hofstede, 1998; House, Hanges,
Ruiz-Quintanilla, Dorfman, Javidan, Dickson et al., 1999). It is interesting to note, however,
that many Australian and USA cultural dimensions have been found to be similar (see
Hofstede, 1984, 1998; Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 1998). Accordingly, cultural
differences may not be the reason behind this inconsistent finding. As discussed, prior to this
study no research examining the EWPA model using non-USA samples has occurred.
Furthermore, research exploring related concepts such as employee engagement from a crosscultural comparative perspective is sparse (Shuck et al., 2011). Thus, the role of crosscultural influences on the appraisal of leader behaviour in the context of the employee work
passion appraisal process warrants investigation.

The relationship between organisational culture, leadership behaviour and performance in
organisations is well documented (Bass, 2008; Denison & Mishra, 1995; Schein, 1985), as it
is in Australian organisations (see Lok & Crawford, 1999, 2004; Wallace, Hunt, & Richards,
1999). Thus, alternative influences relating to the mediating role of employee affect could be
related to oganisational culture and/or organisational size. Investigation of the relationships
between organisational culture and the employee work passion appraisal process and,
separately, organisational size and the employee work passion appraisal process warrant
investigation.

In this study, no indirect effects were found for the relationship between directive behaviour
and work intentions mediated by employee affect. Previous research has shown directive
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behaviour (or Initiating Structure) to be strongly related to outcomes such as group
performance, leader job performance and leader effectiveness and more strongly related to
those outcomes than supportive behaviour (or Consideration) (see De Rue et al., 2011; Judge
et al., 2004). Thus, the findings that directive behaviour was not related to employee affect,
nor related to any of the five work intention constructs was unexpected.

Although not hypothesised in this study, the indirect relationship between leader otherorientation and work intentions completely and indirectly mediated by employee affect was
found to be, comparatively, the strongest of all indirect relationships between environmental
variables and work intentions (see Table 8.6). This finding supports those of previous
research. For example, Zigarmi and Roberts (2012) reported that of all environmental
variables measured, leader other-orientation was found to have the strongest indirect effects
on work intentions mediated by employee affect.

9.2.11 Hypotheses 4a to 4d (related to Research Question 4)

On the basis of these quantitative results, it was possible to draw conclusions relating to the
validation or rejection of the research hypotheses related to Research Question 4. As
summarised in Table 9.7, while controlling for gender, age, organisation level and
organisation tenure, three of the four hypotheses relating to Research Question 4 were
supported. Hypothesis H4a was unable to be validated given the statistical evidence that
suggested there were no effects between directive behaviour and any of the five work
intention constructs.
Table 9.7: Research Question 4 – Hypotheses
Hypothesis
H4a. Affect will completely mediate the relationship between directive behaviour and work
intentions.

Conclusion
Not Validated

H4b. Affect will completely mediate the relationship between supportive behaviour and work
intentions.

Validated

H4c. Affect will completely mediate the relationship between leader other-orientation and work
intentions.

Validated

H4d. Affect will completely mediate the relationship between perceived leader self-concern and
work intentions.

Validated
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9.2.12 Conclusions – Research Question 4

The effects of employee perceptions of supportive behaviour, leader other-orientation and
leader self-concern on work intentions explained through the mediating construct of
employee affect were confirmed to be significant, indirect and complete. The strongest
indirect effects were between leader other-orientation and work intentions which were
positive. The next strongest indirect effects were between supportive behaviour and work
intentions which were also positive. The next strongest indirect effects were between leader
self-concern and work intentions which were negative. No effects between directive
behaviour and any of the five work intention constructs were found. As discussed,
considering this study is the first to examine the mediating role of employee affect on the
relationship between directive behaviour and work intentions, further research measuring
directive behaviour as an antecedent in the EWPA model is recommended.

Overall, the findings in this study relating to the nature of indirect effects confirm those of
previous studies on social cognitive theory that suggest it is the affective or emotional aspect
of an individual’s experience of their environment that significantly shapes the individual’s
appraisal and subsequent behavioural intentions (Bagozzi, 1992; Bagozzi & Yi, 1989; Fugate
et al., 2011; Thoresen et al., 2003). In addition, the findings in this study relating to the
relationships between environmental variables and work intentions being indirectly mediated
by employee affect confirm those of past employee work passion research (see Roberts &
Zigarmi, 2014; Zigarmi et al., 2011, 2015; Zigarmi & Roberts, 2012).

The findings in this study that suggest employee affect is best considered as a full mediator of
the relationships between environmental variables and work intentions is in contrast to
previous studies that reported that employee affect acted as a partial mediator of these
relationships (see Roberts & Zigarmi, 2014; Zigarmi et al., 2011, 2015; Zigarmi & Roberts,
2012). Therefore, further research examining the mediating role of employee affect on the
relationships between environmental variables and work intentions is recommended.
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9.3

Key Findings

In light of the results of the quantitative analysis discussed in 9.2 Discussion of Results, a
number of key findings were identified. These key findings and associated comments are
presented next.
Key Finding 1: Cognition and affect are inextricably linked in the individual’s appraisal of
leadership behaviour.

Significant relationships were found between employee cognitive perceptions of three of the
four environmental variables (that is, supportive behaviour, leader other-orientation and
leader self-concern) and employee affect. Thus, phase 1 of the psychological process which
underpins how employee work passion appraisals are formed – employees form cognitive and
affective perceptions of their work environment – was confirmed.

Key Finding 2: Employee positive affect is significantly and positively related to employee
work intentions and is a stronger predictor of work intentions than negative affect.

Employee affect was found to be a key factor in shaping how leadership behaviours and
leader values influence desirable work intentions. Thus, phase 2 of the psychological process
which underpins how employee work passion appraisals are formed – how individuals make
judgements about forming conscious intentions that lead to subsequent behaviour – was
confirmed. In addition, within the affective component of the appraisal process, stronger
relationships were found to exist between positive affect and work intentions than between
negative affect and work intentions. Thus, the findings in this study confirm that positive
affect is a stronger predictor of employee work intentions compared to negative affect.

Key Finding 3: Employee affect completely and indirectly mediates the relationship between
cognitive perceptions of environmental variables and employee work intentions.

Interpretation of the full structural model in this study substantiates and extends the EWPA
model by presenting empirical evidence that supports the relationships between employee
cognitive perceptions of environmental antecedents (that is, leadership behaviour and leader
values), employee affect and employee work intentions. In contrast to previous research that
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reported employee affect partially mediates the effects of perceived environmental variables
and work intentions, the empirical evidence in this study suggests employee affect
completely and indirectly mediates the relationship between perceived environmental
variables (that is, supportive behaviour, leader other-orientation and leader self-concern) and
employee work intentions.

Key Finding 4: Directive behaviour is not related to behavioural work intentions via
employee affective inferences.

There are two reasons why key finding 4 is important. First, the historical importance of the
relationship between Initiating Structure (or directive behaviour) and positive employee and
organisational outcomes, which was a critical component of much of the foundational work
on which dyadic leader-follower relations were built, was unable to be confirmed in this
study. Second, considering this study is the first to empirically examine the role of directive
behaviour as an antecedent in the EWPA model, this finding is a valuable addition to
employee work passion theory. However, as outlined in 9.2.4 Research Question 2, the role
of directive behaviour in the employee work passion appraisal process requires further
research before definitive conclusions can be drawn.

Key Finding 5: Supportive behaviour is indirectly related to behavioural work intentions via
employee affective inferences.

Key finding 5 is important for three reasons. First, this finding confirms the historical
relevance of much of the foundational work on which dyadic leader-follower relations were
built, that is, the importance of the relationship between Consideration (or supportive
behaviour) and positive employee and organisational outcomes (see De Rue et al., 2011;
Judge et al., 2004; Michel et al., 2010). Second, considering this study is the first to
empirically examine the role of supportive behaviour as an antecedent in the EWPA model,
this finding is a valuable addition to employee work passion theory. Third, from a practical
perspective, this finding suggests that organisational leaders who endeavour to encourage
positive employee work intentions can use supportive leadership as a behavioural strategy to
achieve such an aim.
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Key Finding 6: Leader other-orientation is indirectly related to behavioural work intentions
via employee affective inferences. Of the four environmental variables assessed, the strongest
indirect effects were found between leader other-orientation and work intentions.

Key finding 6 is important for three reasons. First, this finding confirms previous research
that reported self-sacrificing leader behaviour has a significant positive impact on employee
emotions and motivation to work with the leader (De Cremer, 2006), leader effectiveness (De
Cremer & van Knippenberg, 2004), and follower performance (van Knippenberg & van
Knippenberg, 2005). Second, this study is the second to empirically examine the role of
leader other-orientated behaviour as an antecedent in the EWPA model. Therefore, this
finding is a valuable contribution to employee work passion theory. Third, the magnitude of
the indirect effects for leader other-orientation and work intentions were comparatively the
strongest indirect effects found in the analysis. A practical implication stemming from this
finding is that employees who perceive their leader to demonstrate other-oriented behaviour
are more likely to form higher levels of positive affect which predict increased work
intentions compared to those employees whose leaders are perceived to demonstrate directive
behaviours, supportive behaviours or be self focussed.

Key Finding 7: Leader self-concern is indirectly and negatively related to behavioural work
intentions via employee affective inferences.

There are two reasons why key finding 7 is important. First, this study is the second to
empirically examine the role of leader self-concern behaviour as an antecedent in the EWPA
model. Therefore, this finding is a valuable contribution to employee work passion theory.
Second, a practical implication stemming from this finding is that employees who perceive
their leaders to demonstrate self-serving values are more likely to report higher levels of
negative affect and lower levels of positive affect. However, given negative affect was not
found to be significantly related to any of the five work intentions, it alone does not directly
influence employees’ propensity to engage in work intentions. Considering that leader selfconcern was negatively related to positive affect, and significant, positive and large
relationships between positive affect and all five work intentions were evident, the
opportunity for employees to engage in favourable work intentions is likely to be reduced
when leaders are perceived to be self-focussed.
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Key Finding 8: Supportive behaviour, leader other-orientation and positive affect play a
stronger role within the employee work passion appraisal process than do directive
behaviour, leader self-concern and negative affect.

All variables of the hypothesised model played a significant role in the appraisal process with
the exception of directive behaviour. Organisational practitioners aiming to identify and
leverage behaviours to impact on employee work passion in the workplace would benefit
from operationalising supportive behaviour and leader other-oriented values which were
significantly and positively related to work intentions via employee affect. Contrastingly,
directive behaviour was not significantly related to employee affect or work intentions.
Although leader self-concern was related to work intentions via employee affect, the strength
of these relationships were weaker than the relationships between supportive behaviour and
work intentions via employee affect and between leader other-orientation and work intentions
via employee affect.

Key Finding 9: The results reported in this study were drawn from an Australian sample and
were similar to results reported in prior research that used USA samples.

There are a number of reasons why direct comparison of the results from this study and those
of previous studies on the EWPA model proved challenging. First, prior research
investigating the EWPA model, and particularly the role of model antecedents, is limited (see
2.10 Antecedents to Employee Work Passion). Second, prior to this study, research on
employee work passion had not been conducted in an Australian organisational context.
Third, prior to this study, research examining directive behaviour and supportive behaviour
had not been conducted in an Australian organisational context. Fourth, this study is the first
to examine the role of directive behaviour and supportive behaviour as antecedents in the
employee work passion appraisal process. Fifth, only one previous study (see Zigarmi &
Roberts, 2012), examined the role of leader values as antecedents in the employee work
passion appraisal process. Given the data from the Zigarmi and Roberts (2010) study was
unavailable to the researcher it was not possible to conduct a statistical comparison of the
data from the two studies.

Notwithstanding these challenges, some results from this study (for example, the direction
and significance of relationships relating to variables such as leader other-orientation, leader
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self-concern, employee affect and work intentions) were compared to the findings reported in
previous employee work passion research (albeit in a non-statistical manner). In general,
results were similar. Thus, overall, the Australian organisational context did not influence the
nature of the relationships hypothesised in this study. This observation is important as it
provides preliminary evidence that findings relating to the EWPA model can begin to be
generalised across countries. However, it is recommended that further research examining the
EWPA model is conducted using non-USA samples before definitive conclusions can be
reached. For example, a comparative study between USA samples and non-USA samples
may provide deeper insight in terms of the generalisability of the EWPA model across
countries.

9.4

Chapter Summary

In this chapter, key results from the data analysis process were synthesised in order to
facilitate understanding of the quantitative results. The data synthesis allowed the study’s
research questions to be answered and the research hypotheses to be validated or rejected.
Thirteen out of 16 of the study’s research hypotheses were supported by the data. As a result
of the data synthesis, a number of key findings were able to be articulated.

Foremost amongst the key findings is that the data gathered in this study confirmed the
hypothesis that underpins the employee work appraisal process, that is, the formation of
employee work passion is a two phase process whereby employees form cognitive
conclusions and affective inferences about their work environment which, in turn, predict
behavioural work intentions. Second, employee affect was found to completely and indirectly
mediate the relationship between perceived environmental variables (that is, supportive
behaviour, leader other-orientation and leader self-concern) and employee work intentions.
Third, employee positive affect more so than negative affect predicted employee work
intentions. Fourth, this study confirmed the conceptual validity of the employee work passion
appraisal process in an Australian organisational context.
The study’s key findings were discussed in the context of the broader literature relating to
appraisal theory, leadership theory and employee work passion theory. Theoretical and
practical contributions and directions for future research that stem from these findings are
presented in Chapter 10.
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CHAPTER 10
CONTRIBUTION TO THEORY AND PRACTICE

10.1

Introduction

In Chapter 9 key results from this study’s data analysis process were synthesised and overall
trends were identified and considered in light of the study’s hypothesised model. This process
enabled the study’s research questions to be answered and the research hypotheses to be
scrutinised. Also, key findings that emerged from this analysis were reported. The objective
of Chapter 10 is to conclude the thesis by articulating theoretical and practical contributions
that have emerged from this study. In addition, recommendations for future research
directions are offered.

This chapter is organised as follows. First, a summary of the research study is presented.
Second, theoretical and practical contributions that stem from the study’s key findings are
discussed. Third, potential future research directions are listed. The chapter ends with a
summary of the overall thesis.

10.2

Summary of the Study

In the context of significant change that has occurred in recent decades in the global
economy, organisations and individuals, the dynamics of the workplace continue to evolve
(see 1.1.1 Organisational Change). In response to such change, HRM professionals and
organisational leaders have shown much interest in the role that latent, intrinsic and
emotional factors play as drivers of employee behaviour (Shuck et al., 2011; Zigarmi et al.,
2009). In this context, the concept of employee engagement has received recent attention
from both the applied business and academic communities because research has
demonstrated that it predicts positive outcomes for employees, for example, psychological
well-being (Cartwright & Cooper, 2008), and for organisations, for example, organisational
commitment (Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006), organisational retention (Shuck et al., 2011) and
performance (Harter et al., 2002).
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As outlined in 2.4 The Practitioner Community, gaps between theory and practice have
emerged in relation to the employee engagement construct. Furthermore, it is clear from the
academic literature that rigorous scientific-based research on the employee engagement
concept has only started in earnest in recent years (Macey & Schneider, 2008; Shuck, 2011).
To help provide clarity to the concept of employee engagement, Zigarmi et al. (2009) used
social cognitive theory of appraisal as a theoretical foundation and proposed a definition and
model of employee work passion. Zigarmi et al. (2011) provided initial empirical support for
the theory that the formulation of employee work passion is an appraisal process that involves
an individual’s simultaneous cognitive conclusions and affective inferences about his/her
workplace that result in a sense of job well-being from which he/she forms work intentions.
The preliminary research examining the employee work passion appraisal process has proved
promising. However, the factors that contribute to the creation of employee work passion, for
example, the role of environmental antecedents, have received little research attention.
Furthermore, the research that has been conducted has used samples from the USA only.
Given the continued globalisation of the workforce, examination of the factor structure of the
EWPA model using non-USA samples is needed to enable findings to begin to be generalised
across countries.

The accumulated research has demonstrated that both effective leadership behaviour (see
Avolio et al., 2009a) and leader values (see Agle & Caldwell, 1999; Hitlin & Piliavin, 2004)
positively impact on dyadic leader-employee relations, contribute to positive perceptions of
leader effectiveness and positively impact on follower performance. However, little research
has been conducted on the role that leadership behaviours and leader values play as
antecedents in the creation of employee work passion. Therefore, the primary aim of this
study was to examine the empirical relationship between employee cognitive perceptions of
their interpersonal work experience with their leader, employee affect and the impact these
constructs have on employee work passion intentions. By measuring employee perceptions of
leadership behaviour and leader values as well as employee affect and levels of employee
intent, a clearer understanding of the drivers of the employee work passion appraisal process
can be provided for use by organisational practitioners who are endeavouring to use the
concept in the workplace as a competitive business strategy.
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The secondary aim of this study was to revisit proven leader behaviours, that is, directive
behaviour and supportive behaviour, in the context of the employee appraisal process. If
evidence of significant correlations between directive behaviour and supportive behaviour,
employee affect and resultant intentions were found, it would suggest that these behaviours
could be considered for inclusion in the definition of transactional leadership, a key construct
in the widely researched and accepted full-range leadership model. Such additions may prove
an impactful development as the expansion or modification of the subscales of the
transactional construct to include more diverse leader behaviours may add to the predictive
efficacy of the full-range leadership model (see 2.15.4 Full-range Leadership).

In keeping with the theoretical underpinning that cognition, emotion and coping are central
constructs in appraisal theory (Fugate et al., 2011; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), this study’s
hypothesised model (see Figure 2.2) distinguished three groups of latent constructs, that is,
environmental variables, affect variables and work intention variables. The following four
overarching research questions guided this study:

1. To what extent are employee cognitive perceptions of environmental variables, that is,
directive behaviour, supportive behaviour, leader other-orientation and leader selfconcern, related?
2. To what extent are employee cognitive perceptions of environmental variables, that is,
directive behaviour, supportive behaviour, leader other-orientation and leader selfconcern, and employee affect related?
3. To what extent are employee affect and employee work intentions related?
4. To what extent are the effects of employee cognitive perceptions of directive behaviour,
supportive behaviour, leader other-orientation and leader self-concern on work
intentions explained through the mediating variable of employee affect?

Associated hypotheses (see 3.5 Research Hypotheses) were tested in order to answer these
research questions.

Primary methodological considerations, including sample selection, questionnaire design,
measurement instrumentation, the survey administration process and the data analysis
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process, reflect the multi-dimensional phenomenon under investigation (that is, the employee
appraisal process). The research strategy employed was quantitative and the research design
employed was cross-sectional. Due to theoretical and methodological considerations, selfreporting was required for independent and dependent variables. However, concerns relating
to common method variance that could be associated with this combination of research
strategy, design and self-reporting were reduced by incorporating specific design and
statistical

procedures.

The

study’s

instrumentation

(an

internet-based

self-report

questionnaire survey consisting of four valid and reliable measuring instruments) was
administered to all employees, representing multiple organisational levels, from three
medium-sized private sector Australian organisations.

A five-stage data analysis process was implemented in order to subject the data to empirical
scrutiny, in particular, multivariate analysis. The data analysis process included data cleaning
and preparation, and an exploratory analysis of statistics (including univariate analysis of
categorical variables and both univariate analysis and bivariate correlational analysis of the
hypothesised model variables). EFA was employed to investigate the underlying latent factor
structure of the data suggested by the hypothesised model. SEM was used to assess model fit
and construct validity of the hypothesised model, that is, analysis of both the measurement
and structural models.

Results of the empirical analysis were encouraging and suggested that there were statistically
significant and meaningful relationships among a majority of the variables in the
hypothesised model. Key findings were as follows. First, cognition and affect are inextricably
linked in the individual’s appraisal of leadership behaviour. Second, the hypothesis that
employee affect completely and indirectly mediates the effects of cognitive perceptions of
leadership behaviour and leader values on the employee work intentions was supported (with
a caveat relating to directive behaviour). This finding was particularly true for work
environments where employees perceived their leaders to use supportive leadership
behaviours and to demonstrate other-focussed and self-focussed values. Third, employee
positive affect was a stronger predictor of employee work intentions than was employee
negative affect. In the next section of this chapter, the theoretical and practical contributions
that stem from these findings will be discussed.
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10.3

Contribution to Theory

The overall theoretical contribution that this study has made is that it has extended previous
research on the employee work passion appraisal process (Nimon et al., 2011; Roberts &
Zigarmi, 2014; Zigarmi et al., 2009, 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015; Zigarmi & Roberts, 2012) by
confirming statistically significant relationships between a majority of the hypothesised
model’s variables. Findings from this study contribute to theory in the following ways:

(1) Statistical evidence confirmed that cognition and affect are inextricably linked in the
individual’s appraisal of his/her leader’s behaviour. This finding is an important theoretical
contribution because it confirms phase 1 of the psychological process which underpins how
employee work passion appraisals are formed. Specifically, it demonstrates that employee
cognitive perceptions of leadership behaviour and leader values are linked to employee affect
in the context of the EWPA model. In particular, the evidence in this study confirmed strong
statistical relationships between supportive behaviour, leader other-orientation and leader
self-concern and employee affect, respectively.

(2) Statistical evidence confirmed significant relationships between employee affect and
employee work intentions. This finding is an important theoretical contribution because it
confirms phase 2 of the psychological process which underpins how employee work passion
appraisals are formed. Specifically, this finding demonstrates that employee affective
inferences relating to perceived leadership behaviour and leader values, predict employee
work intentions in the context of the EWPA model.
(3) The hypothesis that an individual’s appraisal of his/her leader’s behaviour and leader
values is largely a function of positive affect was confirmed. The statistical evidence in this
study confirmed that employee positive affect plays a significant role in increasing the
probability that employees will engage in discretionary effort whilst completing their work,
perform at a higher than average level, endorse the organisation as a positive place to work,
stay with the organisation, and strive to be positive and altruistic organisational citizens. In
contrast, the statistical evidence in this study also confirmed that an individual forming
negative affective inferences as a result of cognitive perceptions of his/her leader’s behaviour
would be less inclined to engage in favourable work intentions.
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(4) This study found evidence that supportive leadership behaviour was significantly and
indirectly related to employee work passion intentions via employee affective inferences.
Also, directive leadership behaviour was found not to be significantly related to employee
affect or employee work intentions. Considering this study is the first to empirically examine
the roles of directive behaviour and supportive behaviour as antecedents in the EWPA model,
these findings are an original contribution to employee work passion theory.

The finding that supportive behaviour is significantly related to employee work intentions via
employee affect and that directive behaviour was not significantly related to employee work
intentions or employee affect has implications for the ongoing study of leadership. As
outlined in 2.15.4 Full-range Leadership, over the past three decades the most widely
researched, follower-centred leadership models has been the full-range model of leadership
yet, in its current form, it has received criticism on both conceptual and methodological
grounds. For example, numerous authors including Benson et al. (2012), Bycio et al. (1995),
Michel et al. (2010) and Yukl (1999a; 1999b) argue that other leadership behaviours,
particularly those relating to the transactional leadership construct should be explored more
fully in the context of the definition of full-range leadership. In light of the findings in this
study, supportive leadership behaviour (that is, problem solving, listening, praising, providing
rationale, sharing information–organisation, sharing information–self and asking for input)
could be an impactful addition to the taxonomy of transactional leadership behaviours within
the full-range leadership model. Consequently, more diverse transactional leader behaviours
may add to the predictive efficacy of the overall model. This finding is valuable contribution
to leadership theory.

(5) This study found evidence that leader other-orientation and leader self-concern are
significantly and indirectly related to employee work passion intentions via employee
affective inferences. In particular, of the four environmental variables measured in this study,
leader other-orientation had the strongest indirect impact on employee work intentions. Given
this study is the second to empirically examine the role of leader values as antecedents in the
EWPA model, these findings are a valuable contribution to employee work passion theory.
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(6) Statistical evidence in this study suggests the hypothesis that underpins the employee
work appraisal process – the formation of employee work passion occurs through an
appraisal process in which employees form cognitive conclusions and affective inferences
about characteristics of their workplace which lead to various work intentions – can begin to
be generalised across countries. This finding is an original contribution to employee work
passion theory given that prior to this study the EWPA model had only been tested using
samples from within the USA.

10.4

Contribution to Practice

The practical implications of the findings in this study, in relation to the three participating
organisations and organisations generally, are threefold:

(1) As outlined in 2.11 Strengths of the EWPA Model the EWPA model provides a
theoretical framework that explains or accounts for the mental processes an individual
experiences in becoming passionate about work. A key finding from this study was the
confirmation that the appraisal process involves distinct but related latent elements (that is,
cognition, affect and intention) which explain the formation of an individual’s sense of work
passion. Thus, when organisational leaders and HRM professionals embark on measuring the
employee work passion concept within an organisation, precise metrics can be used to
measure the constructs so less blurring of concepts and inference from items used to measure
constructs will occur.

(2) With a greater understanding of the connections between latent aspects of the employee
work passion appraisal process, organisational leaders and HRM professionals can better
develop appropriate interventions which can create lasting, behavioural and systemic
organisational change that promotes employee work passion and, in turn, improve
performance. For example, with a clearer understanding of how leadership behaviours and
leader values are related to employee affect and, in turn, work intentions, training and
coaching programmes that aim to increase leader awareness and skills needed to build a
workplace environment where employees choose to be passionate about their work can be
designed and implemented.

Chapter 10 – Contribution to Theory and Practice

Page 335

Employee Work Passion: Leadership Behaviour, Employee Affect and Work Intentions

For such development programmes to be truly effective, however, leaders need to understand
and acknowledge the following: (a) when employees perceive that a leader is using
supportive behaviours, positive affect is often the result; (b) when employees perceive that a
leader holds other-focussed values (for example, showing concern for the welfare of others,
demonstrating empathy and self-sacrificing behaviours), positive affect is often the result; (c)
consistent and overtly self-concerned leaders should be given feedback to raise selfawareness that their behaviour could have a negative impact on employee positive affect and
contribute to employee negative affect; and (d) employee intentions to engage in
discretionary effort, perform at higher than average levels, endorse the organisation as a
positive place to work, stay with the organisation over time and be an altruistic organisational
citizen are predicated, primarily, on the positive affect generated by their interactions with
their leaders. With such understanding, leaders could be more effective in their partnerships
with employees which may lead to improved performance and effectiveness outcomes.

(3) Business strategies, policies and interventions could be developed and implemented that
are focussed on building and fostering a work environment where leaders understand that
how employees feel about the way they are treated, managed and led is a key component to
creating passionate employees. Furthermore, employee affect is not only closely connected to
the quality of interpersonal working relationships (that is, the appropriate use of supportive
behaviour and other-orientated behaviours) but has broader implications for desirable
employee intentions and potentially, subsequent performance.

10.5

Directions for Future Research

In the context of the key findings reported in this study, the following general directions for
future research are recommended:

(1) Examine the EWPA model using alternative research designs and research strategies.

Since the research design in this study was cross-sectional, the temporal primacy of the focal
constructs cannot be verified. Conclusions regarding the order of causality would be possible
with a longitudinal design as variance within individuals across time could be examined in
addition to variance between individuals in relation to the constructs of interest. Furthermore,
future employee work passion research designs could relate to the fact that this study’s
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theoretical model was assessed through employee perceptions. This study measured the four
environmental constructs through employee perceptions as opposed to leaders rating these
constructs. As discussed, employee perceptions of leaders’ behaviours have more validity
than leader perceptions. Employee affect and work intentions were measured by employee
perceptions because self-ratings provide valuable and reliable data about internal states, such
as emotions and intentions. However, incorporating leader self-report data, for example, in
relation to cognitive perceptions of environmental variables, could provide validation of
employee perceptions of these variables.

The type of research strategy that was used in this study was quantitative. Whilst there are
several strengths in this study that stem from a quantitative research strategy, qualitative
methods (for example, the use of case studies, interviews or diary studies) that are not
grounded in an a priori hypothesised model, could further enlighten the employee work
passion appraisal process or uncover contextual factors that may influence it.

(2) Examine the role of leadership behaviours as antecedents in the employee work passion
appraisal process further.

As discussed, this study is the first to statistically link Initiating Structure (or directive
behaviour) and Consideration (or supportive behaviour) to the employee work passion
appraisal process. Given the historical importance of Initiating Structure and Consideration in
the development of dyadic leader-employee relations and the mixed findings in this study (for
example, the impactful role of supportive behaviour and the non-significant role of directive
behaviour in the final structural model), this study could be viewed as a preliminary step in
what has the potential to be a promising new line of leadership research. First, it seems
essential this research study be replicated using a larger sample and improved measures of
directive behaviour and supportive behaviour. Second, it is important to remember that the
SEM techniques used in this study estimated a series of separate, but interdependent, multiple
regression equations simultaneously by specifying the structural model. A logical extension
of this research would be to examine the combined effects of directive behaviour and
supportive behaviour on employee work intentions via the mediating construct of employee
affect. For example, Blanchard et al. (1985) posit that the directive behaviour and supportive
behaviour constructs combine to describe four leadership styles, that is, Directing (high
directive behaviour and low supportive behaviour), Coaching (high directive behaviour and
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high supportive behaviour), Supporting (low directive behaviour and high supportive
behaviour) and Delegating (low directive behaviour and low supportive behaviour). Future
research could examine the degree to which these leadership styles are related to work
intentions in the context of the EWPA model.
In addition, future research could build on the work reported in this study by investigating
other mediating constructs in the relationship between directive and supportive leadership
behaviours and employee work intentions that explain why leadership behaviours have their
effects on dependent variables in the EWPA model. Promising mediating frameworks could
include employee self-efficacy, self-determination theory and employee perceptions of
organisational justice.

(3) Explore the potential integration of supportive leadership behaviours into the
transactional construct of the full-range leadership model.

The literature review in this study included evidence relating to the validity of two leadership
frameworks, that is, Initiating Structure (or directive behaviour) and Consideration (or
supportive behaviour) and full-range leadership. Furthermore, the literature review revealed
deficiencies in the current definition of the transactional construct of the full-range leadership
model. This study found significant relationships between supportive leadership behaviours
and resultant behavioural intentions via the mediating construct of employee affect. This
finding provides evidence that cognitive perceptions of leadership behaviour play a
significant role in the creation of employee work passion intentions. Therefore, exploration of
how supportive leadership behaviour could be integrated into the transactional construct of
the full-range leadership model is deserving of future research attention.

(4) Examine the role leader values as antecedents in the employee work passion appraisal
process further.

As discussed, this study is the second to statistically link leader other-orientation and leader
self-concern to the employee work passion appraisal process. This study found that both
leader other-orientation and leader self-concern were significantly related to employee work
intentions via employee affect. Furthermore, this study reported that the impact of leader
other-orientated behaviours on work intentions was stronger than the impact of leader self-
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concern on work intentions. These findings suggest leader values are significantly related to
employee work intentions via the mediating construct of employee affect. Further exploration
of this relationship would be valuable. For example, De Dreu and Nauta (2009) contended
that other-orientation and self-concern constructs combine into two value orientations, that is,
pro-self value orientation (high self-concern with low other-orientation) and pro-social value
orientation (high self-concern with high other-orientation). A pro-social orientation involves
individuals attaching importance to the attainment of goals and outcomes for both themselves
and others with whom they are interdependent, for example, cross functional team members
(Nauta et al., 2002). By contrast, pro-self individuals have a high concern for their own
personal goals and ignore the goals of others with whom they work or tend to maximise their
relative advantage over others’ goals (Nauta et al., 2002). These social value orientations
have been demonstrated to affect the ways in which individuals think and behave in
interdependent situations, for example, negotiation cognition and behaviour (De Dreu,
Beersma, Stroebe, & Euwema, 2006), and interdepartment problem solving (Nauta et al.,
2002) and social settings (De Dreu & McCusker, 1997). Future research could begin to
examine the degree to which these value orientations relate to employee affect and work
intentions in the context of the EWPA model.

(5) Examine the mediating role of employee affect in the relationship between environmental
variables and work intentions further.

The findings in this study suggest employee affect is best considered as a full mediator of the
relationships between environmental variables and work intentions. This finding was in
contrast to previous studies that reported that employee affect acted as a partial mediator of
these relationships. As discussed, the participating organisations in this study were
Australian, of medium size and from the private sector. In the majority of previous studies of
the EWPA model, the samples were drawn from a variety of organisations from different
industries via an email database owned by a management consulting company based in the
USA. Investigation of influencing variables that could explain the mediating role of
employee affect in the EWPA model further, for example, cultural differences, oganisational
culture and organisational size, could be of benefit to the academic community, leaders of
global organisations and the international HRM community.
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(6) Review the item content of two of the assessments used in this study, that is, the Leader
Action Profile (LAP) and the Work Intention Inventory–Short Form (WII-SF), and address as
necessary.

While the analyses in this study confirm the respective structures of the LAP and the WII-SF,
they also suggest that refinement of each scale might be desirable. In the EFA and CFA
processes conducted in this study, the discriminant validity relating to some items and some
factors was questioned. For example, inter-factor correlations amongst first-order directive
factors and amongst first-order supportive factors (measured by the LAP) and between three
of the five hypothesised work intention factors, that is, intent to perform, intent to endorse the
organisation and intent to use OCB (measured by the WII-SF), were higher than ideal. Also,
as discussed, multicollinearity amongst first-order directive behaviours was the suspected
cause of the reversal in sign of the regression coefficient for the relationship between
directive behaviour and negative affect in the final structural model. Thus, a thorough
investigation of the items of these two instruments is recommended. If such an investigation
reveals significant item redundancy within a construct, the opportunity exists to replace
redundant items with an alternative that helps to measure the breadth and range of the
construct.

Such an investigation is important for the following reasons. First, past research investigating
the discriminant validity of first-order directive behaviours and first-order supportive
behaviours is limited. Second, directive behaviour and supportive behaviour were positively
and significantly correlated to leader other-orientation, which proved to be an impactful
construct in the employee passion appraisal process. Third, despite the results associated with
the directive behaviour construct in the final structural model in this study, there was enough
evidence in this study, and much evidence in the related literature, to suggest that directive
behaviour plays an important role in the creation of employee work passion. Fourth, the
higher than ideal inter-factor correlations between three of the five work intention factors
were in contrast to previous research (see Roberts & Zigarmi, 2014; Shuck et al., 2015;
Zigarmi et al., 2011, 2012, 2014, 2015; Zigarmi & Roberts, 2012) which found support for
the empirical distinctiveness of work intention factors. Considering the WII-SF is a relatively
new assessment and has been deployed in a small number of studies, further clarity of the
empirical distinctiveness of the five latent work intention variables measured by this
assessment is recommended.
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10.6

Thesis Summary

This chapter concludes the thesis and its study of employee work passion in Australian
organisations. In response to the evolving dynamics of the workplace in 21st century
organisations, HRM professionals and organisational leaders have struggled to harness the
emerging concept of employee work passion as a competitive business strategy. Research
over many decades in numerous organisational contexts has demonstrated that leadership
behaviour and leader values have significant effects on leader-follower relationships and on a
range of positive organisational outcomes. Yet, prior to this study, little research attention had
been given to the roles of leadership behaviour and leader values in the formation of
employee work passion.

This study used the emerging EWPA model (Zigarmi et al., 2011), which is based on the
social cognitive theory of appraisal (Bandura, 1986), as its conceptual foundation. The aim of
this study was to examine the empirical relationships between employee cognitive
perceptions of leadership behaviour, leader values, employee affect and employee work
intentions. This study is the first to examine the role of directive and supportive leadership
behaviours in the employee work passion appraisal process. Furthermore, this study is the
first to investigate employee work passion theory using a non-USA sample.

Drawing on a review of the international literature relating to employee engagement,
employee work passion, leadership and values, and empirical data gathered from three
medium-sized, private sector, Australian organisations, this thesis tested the hypothesis that
employee cognitive perceptions of leadership behaviour are linked to employee affect, and, in
turn, predict employee work intentions. A quantitative analysis of the data was conducted
which enabled the study’s research questions to be answered and hypotheses tested.

The study found evidence of statistically significant relationships between environmental
variables (that is, supportive leadership behaviour, leader other-orientated values and leader
self-concern values) and employee work intentions via the mediating variable of employee
affect. Employee affect, and particularly positive employee affect, was found to play a central
role in the employee appraisal process. A large majority of the research hypotheses were
supported by the data. A series of key findings were articulated as a consequence of the data
analysis.
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This thesis made the case that these findings have both theoretical and practical relevance.
Foremost amongst the theoretical contributions that this study makes is that its findings
confirm the theoretical claims of employee work passion appraisal theory and these are: (a)
cognition, emotion and coping are three central constructs in employee appraisal theory; (b)
the formulation of employee work passion is a process by which work intentions result from
cognitive conclusions and affective inferences that employees form about their work
experiences; and (c) the affective or emotional aspect of an employee’s appraisal of their
leader’s behaviour significantly shapes the employee’s subsequent behavioural intentions. In
this study, these findings were particularly true for work environments where employees
perceived their leaders to use supportive leadership behaviours, to demonstrate otherfocussed and self-focussed values and appraisals that include employee positive affect.
Second, supportive leadership behaviour was found to be significantly and indirectly related
to employee work passion intentions via employee affect. This finding suggests that
supportive leadership behaviour could be an impactful addition to the taxonomy of
transactional leadership behaviours within the full-range leadership model. Thus, this
hypothesis is worthy of future research attention. Third, this study confirmed the conceptual
validity of the employee work passion appraisal process in an Australian organisational
context, that is, a context in which the EWPA model had not been previously examined.

Foremost amongst the practical contributions that stem from this study is that HRM
professionals and organisational leaders now have empirical evidence that leadership
behaviour and leader values play key roles in the creation of employee work passion
intentions. For example, practitioners now know that supportive behaviour, leader otherorientation and positive affect play stronger roles within in the employee work passion
appraisal process than does directive behaviour, leader self-concern and negative affect.
Consequently, practitioners can begin to develop and implement appropriate interventions to
leverage these findings as a competitive business strategy.

By measuring employee perceptions of their interpersonal work experience with their leader
as well as employee affect and levels of behavioural intention, this study has provided both
scholars and practitioners with a greater understanding, a clearer perspective and key insights
relating to how leadership behaviours and leader values contribute to the employee work
passion appraisal process. As organisational leaders strive to create workplace environments
that encourage employees to be passionate about their work, they are encouraged to
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implement the practical contributions presented in this study. In this way, organisations may
reap the positive individual and organisational outcomes that are associated with employee
work passion.
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1.

STUDY OVERVIEW

Research Study:
Employee Work Passion: Leadership Behaviour, Employee Affect and Work Intentions

Study Background
There is a lot of interest in the factors that lead to an engaging work environment and an
equal number of prescriptions for what should be done to improve it. This research study
aims to investigate employee perceptions of the role leadership plays in creating an engaging
work environment in today’s private sector organisations.
What Is Employee Work Passion?
Employee work passion is an individual’s perception of critical job and organisational factors
that influence feelings, which in turn influence work intentions, for example, intent to exert
discretionary effort, intent to perform, and intent to engage in organisational citizenship
behaviours. Understanding employee perceptions, both positive and negative, provides an
organisation with a diverse template for improvement.
What is the Role of Leadership in Employee Work Passion?
Employees are constantly making appraisals of their work experience, for example,
organisational experience (i.e. performance expectations, career growth, procedural justice,
distributive justice and opportunities for collaboration), job experience (i.e. meaningful work,
autonomy, feedback, task variety and work-load balance) and interpersonal experience (i.e.
the quality of relationships with leader and colleagues). These appraisals result in a sense of
well-being which is linked to behavioural intentions. The role leadership plays in the
employee work passion appraisal process is unclear.
Study Aim
The primary aim of this study is to examine the empirical relationship between employee
cognitive perceptions of their interpersonal work experience with their leader (directive and
supportive leadership behaviours), leader values (leader other-orientation and leader selfconcern), employee affect and the impact these constructs have on employee work intentions
(that is, intent to use discretionary effort, intent to perform, intent to endorse the organisation,
intent to stay in the organisation and intent to use organisational citizenship behaviours).
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Benefits to Participating Organisations
This research will:






Provide a snapshot of employee perceptions of leadership behaviour in an organisation.
Provide an empirical case that leadership behaviours and leader values are linked to
employee feelings which, in turn, predict employee work intentions.
Provide data to support a business case to begin or continue leadership development
within an organisation.
Create respondent interest in the role of leadership in creating an engaging work
environment.
Provide an opportunity for leaders to improve employee engagement and performance by
examining how leadership behaviours foster or hinder employee work intentions.
Organisations could begin to use the findings as baseline for development.

Participation Requirements
Participants




Employees at any level within an organisation can participate in this study.
Participants will be required to complete a 10-15 minute online survey.
There will be as little intrusion into the work setting as possible.

Consent




Organisations must provide consent to participate in the research.
Employees will be asked to agree to participate in the research (completing the survey
will indicate participant agreement).
Participation in the research is voluntary.

Confidentiality Controls



Only the researcher has access to individual responses.
All data will be aggregated and no individual names are required and no organisation
names will be used in any research reports.

Data Centralisation and Ownership



Data centralisation and ownership is handled by the researcher.
Data is housed in a central database.

Participating Organisation Resources




Identify a core team of 2-3 people to lead this project within your organisation.
The core team will be required to liaise with the researcher to agree and implement a
project plan.
A minimal amount of time will be required of this core team.
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Survey





Participants will be asked to complete an online survey which will take approximately 1015 minutes.
The survey contains no open-ended questions.
The names of respondents or leaders are not required.
Using the following subscales, the survey measures leadership behaviour, leader values,
employee affect and employee behavioural intentions:
– Directive and Supportive leadership behaviours,
– Leader Other-orientation and Leader Self-concern,
– Employee affect, and
– Work intentions.

Research Outputs


Organisations will receive a complimentary, comprehensive report that includes that
individual organisation’s survey findings.

Researcher


The researcher is Richard Egan, a Senior Consulting Partner for The Ken Blanchard
Companies®, a global management consulting and training organisation. Richard is
completing a PhD in business management from the University of Canberra, Australia.
This research study is part of the requirements of this degree.

Registration



This research study is being supported by The University of Canberra, Australia.
For all enquiries or to register your organisation to participate in this study, please email:
richard.egan@canberra.edu.au
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2.

SURVEY EMAILS

A. Introductory Email

Hello all,
You have received this email because you are invited to participate in important research that
is being undertaken at < insert organisation name >.
In the next few days you will receive an email invitation from < insert name > asking you to
complete an on-line survey, via a web-based link. It is a survey about leadership behaviour
and employee engagement within < insert organisation name >.
The survey will ask you to comment on your direct manager/leader’s leadership behaviour at
work and your own behavioural intentions at work. Leadership behaviours at all levels within
the organisation will be examined. Please note:






There are no "right" or "wrong" answers.
No names of any employees or managers/leaders will be requested.
All answers are completely confidential and will be reported only in summary form with
other respondents. Your answers will not be disclosed in any way that could identify you
as a respondent.
Your participation is voluntary. You may, without any penalty, decline to take part or
withdraw at any time without providing an explanation, or refuse to answer a question.
Participation or non-participation will have no impact on you whatsoever.
The survey will take 10-15 minutes to complete and will close on < insert date >.

This is an important survey for < insert organisation name > and we are interested in your
perceptions and opinion. Thank you in advance for your considered, honest and timely
response to this survey request.

< insert name >
< insert organisation name >

Appendix 1

Page 393

Employee Work Passion: Leadership Behaviour, Employee Affect and Work Intentions

B. Survey Email

Hello all,
You have received this email because you are being invited to participate in important
research that is being undertaken at < insert organisation name >.
The survey will ask you to comment on your direct manager/leader’s leadership behaviour at
work and your own behavioural intentions at work. Leadership behaviours at all levels within
the organisation will be examined. Please note:






There are no "right" or "wrong" answers.
No names of any employees or managers/leaders will be requested.
All answers are completely confidential and will be reported only in summary form with
other respondents. Your answers will not be disclosed in any way that could identify you
as a respondent.
Your participation is voluntary. You may, without any penalty, decline to take part or
withdraw at any time without providing an explanation, or refuse to answer a question.
Participation or non-participation will have no impact on you whatsoever.
The survey will take 10-15 minutes to complete and will close on < insert date >.

Follow this link to the survey or copy and paste it into your internet browser:
http://SurveyLink?d=Take the Survey}
If you have questions about the survey please contact < insert name and email address >.
This is an important survey for < insert organisation name > and we are interested in your
perceptions and opinion. Thank you in advance for your considered, honest and timely
response to this survey request.

< insert name >
< insert organisation name >
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C. Reminder Email

Hello all,
A few days ago you received an invitation to complete a survey about leadership behaviour
and employee engagement within < insert organisation name >.
Thank you for those who have completed the survey in full. So far the survey response rate
has been satisfactory, however, we would like to increase the rate of response.
For those that have started the survey but not completed it and for those who are yet to
begin, please click on the link below and complete the survey in full at your earliest
convenience.
Follow this link to the survey or copy and paste it into your internet browser:
http://SurveyLink?d=Take the Survey}
The survey will ask you to comment on your direct manager/leader’s leadership behaviour at
work and your own behavioural intentions at work. Leadership behaviours at all levels within
the organisation will be examined. Please note:






There are no "right" or "wrong" answers.
No names of any employees or managers/leaders will be requested.
All answers are completely confidential and will be reported only in summary form with
other respondents. Your answers will not be disclosed in any way that could identify you
as a respondent.
Your participation is voluntary. You may, without any penalty, decline to take part or
withdraw at any time without providing an explanation, or refuse to answer a question.
Participation or non-participation will have no impact on you whatsoever.
The survey will take 10-15 minutes to complete and will close on < insert date >.

If you have questions about the survey please contact < insert name and email address >.
This is an important survey for < insert organisation name > and we are interested in your
perceptions and opinion. Thank you in advance for your considered, honest and timely
response to this survey request.

< insert name >
< insert organisation name >
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3.

SELF-REPORT QUESTIONNAIRE SURVEY

Introduction
Welcome and thank you for your participation.
The purpose of this assessment is to measure the level of influence leadership behaviours have on employee
workplace intentions. Please answer all leader oriented questions as they relate to your direct
supervisor/manager/leader at work.
You are being asked to participate in this survey that will take about 10-15 minutes to complete. Participation is
voluntary and you may stop at any time without penalty. Your responses are confidential and data will be
reported in summary form only. No personally identifiable information will be included in the reporting of data.
You give your consent to participate in the study by completing the survey. The assessment consists of four
sections:
1. Describing your leader's behaviour
2. Describing your feelings about your leader's behaviour
3. Describing your behavioural intentions
4. General information
Consider each question carefully and answer each question as honestly as you can. There are no "right" or
"wrong" answers.
If you have any questions please contact the researcher, Richard Egan, at richard.egan@canberra.edu.au

SECTION 1 – Describing Your Leader
Please choose the answer that best reflects how frequently your leader exhibits the behaviour.
Almost
Never

Very
Infrequently

Infrequently

Frequently

Very
Frequently

Almost
Always

1

2

3

4

5

6

Don’t
Know/not
applicable
7

This leader describes the
measures he or she will
use to evaluate my
performance.
This leader compares my
work to clear
performance standards.
This leader monitors my
work performance.
This leader sets priorities
for the work I am to
accomplish.
This leader tells me
which of my tasks are the
most important.
This leader makes clear
to me what outcomes are
most important to
accomplish first.
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Please choose the answer that best reflects how frequently your leader exhibits the behaviour.
Almost
Never

Very
Infrequently

Infrequently

Frequently

Very
Frequently

Almost
Always

1

2

3

4

5

6

Don’t
Know/not
applicable
7

This leader emphasises
specific timelines that
should be met.
This leader reminds me
about work timelines.
This leader sets clear
timelines for me to
accomplish my work.
This leader shows me
how to do the tasks
connected with my job.
This leader will specify
how certain outcomes
should be completed.
This leader describes to
me how things should be
done to accomplish my
goals for the work
period.
This leader helps me plan
out the tasks that I need
to do to accomplish my
goals.
This leader and I discuss
the action steps needed to
accomplish my work
goals.
This leader asks me to
have clear plans to
accomplish my
performance goals.
This leader meets with
me to discuss the goals
he or she would like me
to accomplish.
This leader talks with me
in great detail about my
goals.
This leader is clear about
the goals I am to
accomplish.
This leader goes into
detail when he or she
defines my job to me.
This leader explains my
exact job responsibilities
and tasks to me.
This leader will clarify
the boundaries of my role
when needed.

Appendix 1

Page 397

Employee Work Passion: Leadership Behaviour, Employee Affect and Work Intentions

Please choose the answer that best reflects how frequently your leader exhibits the behaviour.
Almost
Never

Very
Infrequently

Infrequently

Frequently

Very
Frequently

Almost
Always

1

2

3

4

5

6

Don’t
Know/not
applicable
7

This leader helps me
explore the consequences
to alternatives I may
propose to solve a
problem.
This leader is willing to
help me think through
my work problems if
asked.
This leader helps me
explore alternative
solutions to work
problems.
This leader checks with
me to see if I have any
concerns I need to
discuss.
This leader pays
attention when I am
expressing my concerns
about work.
This leader makes time
to listen to my questions
or problems.
This leader keeps me
informed about the
things that are relevant to
my job.
This leader keeps me
informed about what is
happening in the
organisation.
This leader encourages
the free flow of ideas and
opinions.
This leader provides
rationale for decisions
that affect my work.
This leader explains to
me why he or she has
taken various courses of
action.
This leader tells me why
he or she feels a
particular work issue
must be handled in a
certain way.
This leader is less
concerned about my
mistakes and more
concerned about the
good work I have done.
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Please choose the answer that best reflects how frequently your leader exhibits the behaviour.
Almost
Never

Very
Infrequently

Infrequently

Frequently

Very
Frequently

Almost
Always

1

2

3

4

5

6

Don’t
Know/not
applicable
7

This leader tells me when
he or she thinks I've done
a good job.
This leader praises
people for good
performance.
This leader shares
information about
him/her self.
This leader shares
information about
personal experiences that
broadens my perspective
of my work.
This leader tells me what
he or she is feeling about
various work issues.
This leader encourages
me to speak up when I
disagree with a decision.
This leader asks me for
input on various work
issues.
This leader includes me
in decisions that affect
my work.

Please indicate the degree to which you agree with these statements.
Not at all

Very Little

Sometimes

Often

Very Much

1

2

3

4

5

My leader is concerned
about his/her own needs
and interests.
My leader's personal
goals and aspirations are
important to him/her.
My leader considers
his/her own wishes and
desires to be more
relevant.
My leader is concerned
about the needs and
interests of others such as
me and my colleagues.
My goals and aspirations
and those of my
colleagues are important
to my leader.
My leader considers the
wishes and desires of
others to be more
relevant.
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SECTION 2 – Describing Your Feelings
When thinking about your interactions with your leader, to what extent do you genuinely feel:
Never

A little

Moderately

Quite a bit

Always

1

2

3

4

5

Upset
Hostile
Alert
Ashamed
Inspired
Nervous
Determined
Attentive
Afraid
Active

SECTION 3 – Describing Your Intentions
To what extent do the following statements reflect how you intend to behave when working with your leader
and performing within your organisation?
To no extent

To a little
extent

To some
extent

To a great
extent

To a very
great extent

To the fullest
extent

1

2

3

4

5

6

I intend to volunteer for
things that may not be a
part of my job.
I intend to take home
work when I know it will
make me more effective
the next day.
I intend to spend my
discretionary time
finding information that
will help this
organisation.
I intend to exert the
energy it takes to do my
job well.
I intend to work
efficiently to help this
organisation succeed.
I intend to achieve all my
work goals.
I intend to talk positively
about this organisation to
my family or friends.
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To what extent do the following statements reflect how you intend to behave when working with your leader
and performing within your organisation?
To no extent
1

To a little
extent
2

To some
extent
3

To a great
extent
4

To a very
great extent
5

To the fullest
extent
6

I intend to speak out to
protect the reputation of
this organisation.
I intend to talk positively
about the future of this
organisation.
I intend to continue to
work here because I
believe it is the best
decision for me.
I intend to stay with the
organisation even if I
were offered a similar job
with slightly higher pay
elsewhere.
I intend to stay with the
organisation even if I
were offered a more
appealing job elsewhere.
I intend to respect this
organisation’s assets.
I intend to consider the
impact of my actions on
others in this
organisation.
I intend to watch out for
the welfare of others at
work.
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SECTION 4 – General Information
What is your gender?
Male
Female
What is your age?
Under 25
25-29
30-39
40-49
50 and over
What is your level in the organisation?
Employee/Associate
Supervisor/Manager
Director/Executive
How many years have you worked for the organisation?
0-1
2-5
6-10
11-20
21-30
30+
For which department do you work in your organisation?
Finance
Human Resources
Sales
Operations
Information Technology
Marketing
Customer Service
Research and Development
Warehouse
Manufacturing
Engineering
Other
Thank you for your time. Your participation in this study is greatly appreciated.
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4.

ETHICS APPROVAL

14 June 2013

APPROVED - Project number 13-94
Mr Richard Egan
Faculty of Business, Government & Law
Canberra ACT 2601
Dear Richard,
The Human Research Ethics Committee has considered your application to conduct research with human
subjects for the project Employee Work Passion: Leader behaviour, leader values, employee affect and
work intentions.
Approval is granted until 31 December 2014, the anticipated completion date stated in the application.
The following general conditions apply to your approval.
These requirements are determined by University policy and the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in
Human Research (National Health and Medical Research Council, 2007).
Monitoring:

Discontinuation of
research:
Extension of
approval:

Retention and
storage of data:
Contact details and
notification of
changes:

You, in conjunction with your supervisor, must assist the Committee to monitor the
conduct of approved research by completing and promptly returning project review
forms, which will be sent to you at the end of your project and, in the case of extended
research, at least annually during the approval period.
You, in conjunction with your supervisor, must inform the Committee, giving reasons,
if the research is not conducted or is discontinued before the expected date of
completion.
If your project will not be complete by the expiry date stated above, you must apply in
writing for extension of approval. Application should be made before current approval
expires; should specify a new completion date; should include reasons for your
request.
University policy states that all research data must be stored securely, on University
premises, for a minimum of five years. You must ensure that all records are transferred
to the University when the project is complete.
All email contact should use the UC email address. You should advise the Committee
of any change of address during or soon after the approval period including, if
appropriate, email address(es).

Please add the Contact Complaints form (attached) for distribution with your project.
Yours sincerely

Human Research Ethics Committee

Hendryk Flaegel
Ethics & Compliance Officer
Research Services Office
T (02) 6201 5220 F (02) 6201 5466
E hendryk.flaegel@canberra.edu.au
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APPENDIX 2

1. Outliers

2. Assessment of Normality
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1.

OUTLIERS

Table A2.1: Univariate Outliers

Variable

Case No.
z > ± 2.58, z > ± 3.29*

Eval1
Eval2
Eval3
Pty1
Pty2
Pty3
Tl1
Tl2
Tl3
Sh1
Sh2
Sh3
Pln1
Pln2
Pln3
Goals1
Goals2
Goals3
Role1
Role2
Role3
PSolve1

No cases
No cases
No cases
No cases
No cases
No cases
200
No cases
No cases
No cases
No cases
No cases
No cases
No cases
No cases
No cases
No cases
No cases
No cases
No cases
No cases
No cases

PSolve2

No cases

PSolve3

No cases

Hostile

Ltn1

158

Ashamed

Ltn2

249, 253

Nervous
Afraid

Ltn3

No cases

InfoShOrg1

No cases

InfoShOrg2
InfoShOrg3
Rnl1

No cases
No cases
149, 270, 315

Appendix 2

Variable
Rnl2
Rnl3
Praise1
Praise2
Praise3
InfoShSlf1
InfoShSlf2
InfoShSlf3
Input1
Input2
Input3
SC1
SC2
SC3
OO1
OO2
OO3
Alert
Inspired
Determined
Attentive
Active
Upset

DE1
DE2
DE3

Case No.
z > ± 2.58, z > ± 3.29*
178
151, 178
170, 178, 196, 197
No cases
No cases
105
No cases
105
299
No cases
44
No cases
No cases
No cases
No cases
No cases
No cases
No cases
No cases
No cases
No cases
No cases
46, 63, 118, 141, 221, 225,
346, 415
30, 39*, 46, 64, 118, 141,
145, 152, 228*, 287, 346,
354, 414, 415, 441, 443
27*, 55*, 106*, 118*, 149*,
152*, 202*, 242*, 245*,
316*, 354*
27*, 36*, 117*, 139*, 228*
27*, 40, 106, 118, 112*, 128,
149, 172, 207, 229, 245,
415*
No cases
No cases
No cases
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Table A2.1: Univariate Outliers cont.
Variable

Case No.
z > ± 2.58, z > ± 3.29*

Perf1
Perf2
Perf3
End1
End2
End3
Stay1
Stay2
Stay3
OCB1
OCB2
OCB3
Gender
Age
Organisation level
Organisation tenure
Department

13, 27, 38
13, 38, 39
13, 39, 64, 296
No cases
No cases
7, 12, 21, 22, 64, 113, 287, 313, 283, 391, 414, 417
No cases
No cases
No cases
113, 136, 391, 414
13, 39, 391, 414
13*, 313*
No cases
No cases
No cases
No cases
No cases

Cases in bold exceed the threshold for more than one variable.

Table A2.2: Multivariate Outliers
Case No.

D2
187.56

2

39
159

3

57

166.24

4

10

159.04

5

42

158.38

6

189

148.08

7

61

146.26

8

313
256

145.24

9
10

47

140.97

11

106

139.94

12

80

139.72

13

93

137.26

14

161

134.57

15

268

131.12

16

14

129.82

17

203

128.66

18

63

128.30

19

151

125.77

20

196

125.49

21

415

125.45

No. of Outliers
1

182.53

145.13

Cases in bold were also detected as univariate outliers.
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2.

ASSESSMENT OF NORMALITY

Table A2.3: Assessment of Normality – Skewness
Variable

Skew

c.r.

Variable

Skew

c.r.

Pty1

0.075

0.615

InfoShOrg1

-0.419

-3.458

Pty2

-0.025

-0.210

InfoShOrg2

-0.416

-3.435

Pty3

-0.072

-0.593

InfoShOrg3

-0.556

-4.588

Eval1

0.160

1.322

OO1

-0.625

-5.163

Eval2

0.043

0.352

OO2

-0.583

-4.813

Eval3

-0.126

-1.040

OO3

-0.188

-1.551

Tl1

-0.215

-1.774

SC1

-0.297

-2.453

Tl2

-0.013

-0.105

SC2

-0.534

-4.411

Tl3

-0.094

-0.776

SC3

-0.013

-0.107

Sh1

0.281

2.319

Upset

1.178

9.723

Sh2

0.026

0.216

Hostile

1.778

14.676

Sh3

0.161

1.330

Pln1

0.176

1.457

Ashamed
Nervous

2.067
1.314

17.062
10.850

Pln2

0.042

0.350

Pln3

-0.035

-0.293

Afraid
Inspired

2.008
-0.350

16.575
-2.887

Role1

0.110

0.911

Active

-0.649

-5.360

Role2

0.056

0.461

Attentive

-0.644

-5.316

Role3

-0.061

-0.507

Alert

-0.319

-2.631

Goals1

-0.049

-0.405

Determined

-0.534

-4.409

Goals2

0.066

0.545

DE1

-0.161

-1.329

Goals3

-0.232

-1.912

DE2

-0.295

-2.437

PSolve1

-0.374

-3.085

DE3

-0.092

-0.761

Psolve2

-0.524

-4.327

Perf1

-0.978

-8.073

Psolve3

-0.347

-2.867

Perf2

-0.967

-7.981

Rnl1

-0.479

-3.952

Perf3

-1.055

-8.708

Rnl2

-0.340

-2.804

End1

-0.711

-5.869

Rnl3

-0.452

-3.729

End2

-0.690

-5.698

Ltn1

-0.175

-1.448

End3

-0.752

-6.212

Ltn2

-0.624

-5.148

Stay1

-0.533

-4.401

Ltn3

-0.533

-4.402

Stay2

-0.249

-2.055

Input1

-0.274

-2.260

Stay3

-0.109

-0.897

Input2

-0.288

-2.380

OCB1

-1.175

-9.705

Input3

-0.497

-4.106

OCB2

-0.873

-7.211

InfoShSlf1

-0.168

-1.391

OCB3

-1.003

-8.281

InfoShSlf2

-0.199

-1.645

InfoShSlf3

-0.280

-2.309

Praise1

-0.544

-4.493

Praise2

-0.369

-3.048

Praise3

-0.379

-3.131

Moderately nonnormal variables, that is, skew values ≥ 2.0 are in bold.
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Table A2.4: Assessment of Normality – Kurtosis
Variable
Pty1

Kurtosis
-0.706

c.r.
-2.912

Variable
InfoShOrg1

Kurtosis
-0.349

c.r.
-1.440

Pty2

-0.617

-2.546

InfoShOrg2

-0.376

-1.554

Pty3

-0.815

-3.366

InfoShOrg3

-0.252

-1.041

Eval1

-0.672

-2.774

OO1

-0.558

-2.305

Eval2

-0.666

-2.749

OO2

-0.635

-2.623

Eval3

-0.417

-1.720

OO3

-0.908

-3.748

Tl1

-0.588

-2.426

SC1

-0.978

-4.038

Tl2

-0.428

-1.767

SC2

-0.866

-3.575

Tl3

-0.636

-2.626

SC3

-1.184

-4.889

Sh1

-0.637

-2.628

Upset

0.374

1.543

Sh2

-0.647

-2.670

Hostile

2.257

9.317

Sh3

-0.684

-2.825

Ashamed

3.434

14.178

Pln1

-0.590

-2.435

Nervous

0.877

3.622

Pln2

-0.549

-2.265

Afraid

3.096

12.781

Pln3

-0.631

-2.606

Inspired

-0.946

-3.907

Role1

-0.592

-2.444

Active

-0.353

-1.459

Role2

-0.524

-2.163

Attentive

-0.362

-1.496

Role3

-0.545

-2.248

Alert

-0.669

-2.761

Goals1

-0.501

-2.069

Determined

-0.332

-1.370

Goals2

-0.478

-1.972

DE1

-0.960

-3.963

Goals3

-0.543

-2.240

DE2

-1.050

-4.333

PSolve1

-0.314

-1.297

DE3

-0.819

-3.380

PSolve2

-0.258

-1.066

Perf1

-0.024

-0.099

PSolve3

-0.408

-1.686

Perf2

-0.147

-0.607

Rnl1

-0.100

-0.414

Perf3

0.036

0.148

Rnl2

-0.332

-1.370

End1

-0.333

-1.373

Rnl3

-0.159

-0.656

End2

-0.382

-1.577

Ltn1

-0.615

-2.539

End3

-0.220

-0.908

Ltn2

-0.050

-0.208

Stay1

-0.658

-2.716

Ltn3

-0.398

-1.644

Stay2

-0.986

-4.070

Input1

-0.549

-2.267

Stay3

-0.986

-4.069

Input2

-0.375

-1.549

OCB1

0.573

2.366

Input3

-0.246

-1.015

OCB2

-0.007

-0.030

InfoShSlf1
InfoShSlf2
InfoShSlf3
Praise1
Praise2
Praise3

-0.590
-0.725
-0.567
-0.176
-0.513
-0.599

-2.434
-2.992
-2.339
-0.726
-2.118
-2.473

OCB3

0.171

0.705

501.525

49.128

Multivariate
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APPENDIX 3

EFA Pattern Matrices
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EFA PATTERN MATRICES
Table A3.1: EFA No. 2 – EWPA Model Pattern Matrix
Item

1

2

3

4

5

Factor
6

7

8

9

10

Communality

11

Eval1

.803

.680

Eval2

.781

.735

Eval3

.870

.764

Pty1

.918

.704

Pty2

.845

.775

Pty3

.879

.790

Tl1

.870

.723

Tl2

.890

.823

Tl3

.904

.767

Sh1

.707

Sh2

.798

.824

Sh3

.880

.778

Pln1

.834

.742

Pln2

.814

.735

Pln3

.814

.647

Goal1

.709

.693

Goal2

.684

.745

Goal3

.779

.763

Role1

.763

.752

Role2

.795

.677

Role3

.679

.417

.742

.723

PSolve1

.733

.794

PSolve2

.892

.790

PSolve3

.737

.687

Ltn1

.696

.771

Ltn2

.926

.767

Ltn3

.859

.746

InfoShOrg1

.874

.687

InfoShOrg2

.864

.778

InfoShOrg3

.961

.760

Rnl1

.854

.776

Rnl2

.795

.769

Rnl3

.884

.599

Praise1

.730

.688

Praise2

.721

.739

Praise3

.787

.763

Appendix 3

Page 412

Employee Work Passion: Leadership Behaviour, Employee Affect and Work Intentions

Table A3.1: EFA No. 2 – EWPA Model Pattern Matrix cont.
Item

1

2

3

4

5

Factor
6

7

8

9

10

Communality

11

InfoShSlf1

.603

.524

.789

InfoShSlf2

.602

.438

.767

InfoShSlf3

.643

.415

.680

Input1

.788

.695

Input2

.760

.742

Input3

.793

.712

Perf1

.844

.785

Perf2

.898

.836

Perf3

.878

.818

End1

.748

.770

End2

.796

.802

End3

.788

.778

OCB1

.907

.747

OCB2

.889

.728

OCB3

.847

.661

SC1

-.901

.873

SC2

-.902

.798

SC3

-.784

.777

Ashamed

-.690

.594

Afraid

-.889

.725

Nervous

-.735

.642

Hostile

-.510

.607

Upset

-.484

.714

Determined

.553

.657

Attentive

.538

.734

Alert

.538

.502

Active

.489

.685

OO1

.774

.832

OO2

.849

.860

OO3

.769

.731

Stay1

.551

.741

Stay2

.812

.826

Stay3

.822

.815

DE1

.583

.669

DE2

.715

.693

DE3

.757

.776

Eigenvalues

31.18

9.63

4.77

2.53

1.63

1.39

1.20

1.09

.923

.885

.811

Total

% of Variance

43.30

13.37

6.62

3.52

2.27

1.93

1.67

1.51

1.28

1.23

1.13

77.83

Pty = Setting Priorities, Tl = Establishing Timelines, Sh = Showing How, Eval = Evaluating, Pln = Action Planning, Goals =
Goal Setting, Roles = Clarifying Roles, InfoShOrg = Information Sharing–Organisation, Ltn = Listening, Rnl = Providing
Rationale, PSolve = Problem Solving, Input = Asking for Input, Praise = Praising, InfoShSlf = Information Sharing–Self, Perf
= Intent to Perform, End = Intent to Endorse the Organisation, OCB = Intent to use OCB, SC = Leader Self-concern, NA =
Negative Affect, PA = Positive Affect, OO = Leader Other-orientation, Stay = Intent to Stay in the Organisation, DE = Intent
to use Discretionary Effort. Factor Loadings > .40 are listed.

Appendix 3

Page 413

Employee Work Passion: Leadership Behaviour, Employee Affect and Work Intentions

Table A3.2: EFA No. 3 – EWPA Model Pattern Matrix
Item

1

2

3

4

5

Factor
6

7

8

9

10

Communality

11

Eval1

.803

.680

Eval2

.781

.679

Eval3

.870

.734

Pty1

.918

.764

Pty2

.845

.703

Pty3

.879

.775

Tl1

.870

.791

Tl2

.890

.723

Tl3

.904

.825

Sh1

.709

Sh2

.800

.742

Sh3

.881

.823

Pln1

.835

.778

Pln2

.815

.742

Pln3

.816

.735

Goal1

.711

.648

Goal2

.686

.693

Goal3

.780

.746

Role1

.764

.763

Role2

.795

.752

Role3

.680

.677

.413

.766

PSolve1

.730

.723

PSolve2

.893

.793

PSolve3

.737

.790

Ltn1

.696

.687

Ltn2

.923

.771

Ltn3

.858

.767

InfoShOrg1

.874

.746

InfoShOrg2

.863

.687

InfoShOrg3

.961

.778

Rnl1

.853

.760

Rnl2

.794

.776

Rnl3

.881

.769

Praise1

.731

.598

Praise2

.721

.688

Praise3

.788

.738

InfoShSlf1

.601

.525

.764

InfoShSlf2

.600

.440

.790

InfoShSlf3

.640

.415

.766
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Table A3.2: EFA No. 3 – EWPA Model Pattern Matrix cont.
Item

1

2

3

4

5

Factor
6

7

8

9

10

Communality

11

Input1

.786

.696

Input2

.755

.744

Input3

.791

.713

Perf1

.845

.785

Perf2

.899

.835

Perf3

.878

.819

End1

.747

.770

End2

.794

.803

End3

.785

.778

OCB1

.903

.747

OCB2

.883

.729

OCB3

.841

.662

SC1

-.902

.875

SC2

-.897

.799

SC3

-.787

.776

OO1

.768

.831

OO2

.842

.863

OO3

.762

.729

Ashamed

-.628

.586

Afraid

-.853

.741

Nervous

-.720

.663

Hostile

-.418

.581

Stay1

.550

.743

Stay2

.810

.826

Stay3

.820

.815

Determined

.568

.657

Attentive

.557

.734

Alert

.540

.500

Active

.506

.684

DE1

.579

.669

DE2

.713

.693

DE3

.753

.776

Eigenvalues

30.75

9.44

4.76

2.47

1.63

1.39

1.20

1.08

.911

.883

.810

Total

% of Variance

43.31

13.29

6.71

3.49

2.29

1.95

1.69

1.53

1.28

1.24

1.14

77.92

Pty = Setting Priorities, Tl = Establishing Timelines, Sh = Showing How, Eval = Evaluating, Pln = Action Planning, Goals =
Goal Setting, Roles = Clarifying Roles, InfoShOrg = Information Sharing–Organisation, Ltn = Listening, Rnl = Providing
Rationale, PSolve = Problem Solving, Input = Asking for Input, Praise = Praising, InfoShSlf = Information Sharing–Self, Perf
= Intent to Perform, End = Intent to Endorse the Organisation, OCB = Intent to use OCB, SC = Leader Self-concern, NA =
Negative Affect, PA = Positive Affect, OO = Leader Other-orientation, Stay = Intent to Stay in the Organisation, DE = Intent
to use Discretionary Effort. Factor Loadings > .40 are listed.
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APPENDIX 4

EWPA Measurement Models
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EWPA MEASUREMENT MODELS
Factor 1: Directive Behaviour
Table A4.1: Model 1a: First-order One-factor Structure – Modification Indices
Regression Weights
<─ Goal1
Goal2
<─ Goal2
Goal1
<─ Eval2
Eval1
<─ Eval1
Eval2
Sh3
<─ Sh1

MI
27.358
26.559
25.712
25.632
27.622

Par change
.163
.153
.153
.148
.136

Covariances
e1 <–> e3
e10 <–> e11
e8 <–> e7
e1 <–> e2
e3 <–> e2

MI
82.356
76.991
76.264
58.309
55.488

Par change
.253
.330
.292
.231
.213

MI = Modification Indices, Par change = Parameter Change.

Table A4.2: Model 1b: First-order Seven-factor Structure – Modification Indices
Regression Weights
<─ Goal3
Sh1
Goal3
<─ TIMELINES

MI
10.735
5.224

Par change
-.089
.063

Covariances
e4 <–> e9
e11 <–> e10

MI
35.971
25.958

Par change
-.158
.162

MI
39.807
24.299
18.966
12.871
11.620

Par change
-.170
.134
.135
-.088
.078

MI
18.694
18.004
6.900
6.196

Par change
.135
-.121
-.073
.066

MI = Modification Indices, Par change = Parameter Change.

Table A4.3: Model 1c: Second-order Structure – Modification Indices
Regression Weights
<─ Goal3
Sh1
<─ Sh1
Goal3
<─ Pln3
Goal3
<─ Tl3
Goal3
<─ TIMELINES
Goal3

MI
13.483
12.121
8.295
9.001
4.729

Par change
-.101
-.089
.073
.076
.061

Covariances
e4 <–> e9
e9 <–> e18
e11 <–> e10
e9 <–> e16
e3 <–> e9

MI = Modification Indices, Par change = Parameter Change.

Table A4.4: Model 1d: Second-order Structure – Modification Indices
Regression Weights
<─ Tl2
Eval3
<─ Tl1
Eval3
<─ Tl3
Eval3
Eval3

<─

TIMELINES

MI
11.780
11.192
7.322
7.539

Par change
.095
.091
.071
.080

Covariances
e10 <–> e9
e4 <–> e17
e4 <–> e11
e2 <–> e11

MI = Modification Indices, Par change = Parameter Change.
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Table A4.5: Model 1e: Second-order Structure – Parameter Estimates, Factor 1: Directive Behaviour
Item

Factor

Est.

S. E.

C. R.

p

Std. Est.

SMC

TIMELINES

<─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

1.179

.056

20.900

***

.902

.814

SHOWHOW

<─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

1.125

.055

20.567

***

.935

.873

GOALS

<─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

1.084

.056

19.391

***

.895

.801

EVALUATING <─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

1.151

.060

19.313

***

.894

.800

PRIORITIES

<─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

1.181

.056

20.982

***

.929

.864

PLANNING

<─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

1.179

.056

20.875

***

.972

.945

ROLES

<─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

1.122

.057

19.659

***

.967

.934

Tl3

<─

TIMELINES

1.000

.928

.861

Tl2

<─

TIMELINES

.8950

.032

27.891

***

.875

.765

Tl1

<─

TIMELINES

.9400

.031

30.240

***

.902

.814

Sh3

<─

SHOWHOW

1.067

.037

28.517

***

.924

.853

Sh2

<─

SHOWHOW

1.000

.885

.784

Sh1

<─

SHOWHOW

1.006

.040

25.032

***

.870

.757

Goal2

<─

GOALS

1.000

.894

.799

Goal1

<─

GOALS

.9550

.880

.775

Eval2

<─

EVALUATING

1.000

.892

.796

Eval1

<─

EVALUATING

1.019

.895

.801

Pty3

<─

PRIORITIES

1.000

.902

.814

Pty2

<─

PRIORITIES

.9660

.035

27.270

***

.888

.789

Pty1

<─

PRIORITIES

.9870

.035

28.315

***

.902

.814

Pln3

<─

PLANNING

1.000

.862

.744

Pln2

<─

PLANNING

.9620

.040

23.977

***

.872

.760

Pln1

<─

PLANNING

.9920

.039

25.127

***

.893

.797

Role3

<─

ROLES

1.000

.833

.694

Role2

<─

ROLES

.9910

.043

22.812

***

.883

.780

Role1

<─

ROLES

1.010

.044

22.753

***

.882

.777

.040

.041

24.085

24.946

***

***

Est. = Unstandardised Estimate, S. E. = Standard Error, C. R. = Critical Ratio, p = Probability value, Std. Est. =
Standardised Estimate, SMC = Squared Multiple Correlation.
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Figure A4.1: Model 1d: Second-order structure depicts responses explained by seven first-order factors fully
regressed on a second-order factor (directive behaviour). SFLs are displayed on paths. SMCs are listed above
item indicators and first-order factors.
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Factor 2: Supportive Behaviour
Table A4.6: Model 2a: First-order One-factor Structure – Modification Indices
Regression Weights
InfoShSlf3 <─ InfoShSlf1
<─ Prasie2
Praise3
InfoShSlf2 <─ InfoShSlf1
<─ Prasie3
Praise2
InfoShSlf1 <─ InfoShSlf3
InfoShSlf2 <─ InfoShSlf3

MI
51.777
50.221
44.824
42.483
41.034
35.782

Par change
.221
.200
.219
.203
.217
.195

Covariances
e8 <–> e9
e1 <–> e3
e3 <–> e2
e1 <–> e2
e4 <–> e6
e14 <–> e15

MI
138.801
115.296
100.493
99.812
75.457
59.124

Par change
.403
.425
.382
.422
.239
.229

MI
19.433
15.345
14.529
5.108
4.322

Par change
.101
.091
-.105
-.061
-.047

MI
17.615
15.403
13.178
13.076
11.640

Par change
.114
-.102
-.105
.107
.088

MI = Modification Indices, Par change = Parameter Change.

Table A4.7: Model 2c: Second-order Structure – Modification Indices
Regression Weights
Input2
<─ InfoShSlf1
PSolve2
<─ Ltn2
PSolve2
<─ Ltn3
InfoShSlf1 <─ PSolve2
Ltn3
<─ PSolve2

MI
11.282
9.954
8.812
5.784
4.255

Par change
.084
.084
.077
-.068
.050

Covariances
e5 < > e17
e5 < > e18
e5 < > e16
e1 < > e5
e6 < > e5

MI = Modification Indices, Par change = Parameter Change.

Table A4.8: Model 2d: Second-order Structure – Modification Indices
Regression Weights
Input2
<─ INFOSHSLF
Ltn1
<─ InfoShSlf1
Ltn1
<─ Praise2
Ltn1
<─ PSolve3
PSolve3

<─

Ltn1

MI
4.400
7.765
7.814
4.337
5.109

Par change
.059
.079
.078
.060
.055

Covariances
e7 < > e15
e11 < > e15
e10 < > e12
e1 < > e15
e5 < > e15

MI = Modification Indices, Par change = Parameter Change.
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Table A4.9: Model 2e: Second-order Structure – Parameter Estimates, Factor 2: Supportive Behaviour
Item

Factor

Est.

S. E.

C. R.

p

Std. Est.

SMC

INFOSHSLF

<─

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

1.075

.057

18.950

***

.860

.740

PSOLVE

<─

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

1.143

.054

21.080

***

.916

.839

PRAISE

<─

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

1.126

.056

20.121

***

.880

.774

INFOSHORG

<─

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

1.156

.053

21.740

***

.956

.915

INPUT

<─

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

1.155

.056

20.506

***

.924

.854

LISTENING

<─

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

1.145

.054

21.183

***

.930

.865

RATIONALE

<─

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

1.109

.051

21.830

***

.969

.939

InfoShSlf3

<─

INFOSHSLF

1.000

.908

.825

InfoShSlf2

<─

INFOSHSLF

1.064

.902

.813

PSolve3

<─

PSOLVE

1.000

.922

.851

PSolve1

<─

PSOLVE

.9420

.892

.796

Praise3

<─

PRAISE

1.000

Praise2

<─

PRAISE

Praise1

<─

InfoShOrg3

.038

27.904

***

.034

27.591

***

.929

.863

.9810

.033

29.393

***

.901

.812

PRAISE

.8760

.038

22.872

***

.807

.651

<─

INFOSHORG

1.000

.899

.809

InfoShOrg2

<─

INFOSHORG

.9490

.038

25.249

***

.861

.742

InfoShOrg1

<─

INFOSHORG

.9700

.036

26.809

***

.884

.782

Input3

<─

INPUT

1.000

.895

.800

Input2

<─

INPUT

.9320

.035

26.308

***

.887

.786

Input1

<─

INPUT

1.002

.040

25.177

***

.869

.755

Ltn3

<─

LISTENING

1.000

.911

.831

Ltn2

<─

LISTENING

.9820

.910

.829

Rnl3

<─

RATIONALE

1.000

.890

.792

Rnl2

<─

RATIONALE

1.040

.038

27.600

***

.901

.811

Rnl1

<─

RATIONALE

1.041

.039

26.494

***

.885

.783

InfoShSlf1

<─

INFOSHSLF

.9490

.037

25.471

***

.865

.800

.034

28.708

***

Est. = Unstandardised Estimate, S. E. = Standard Error, C. R. = Critical Ratio, p = Probability value, Std. Est. =
Standardised Estimate, SMC = Squared Multiple Correlation.
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Figure A4.2: Model 2d: Second-order structure depicts responses explained by seven first-order factors fully
regressed on a second-order factor (supportive behaviour). SFLs are displayed on paths. SMCs are listed above
item indicators and first-order factors.
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Factor 3: Leader Other-orientation and Factor 4: Leader Self-concern
Table A4.10: Model 3a: First-order One-factor Structure – Modification Indices
Regression Weights
<─ OO2
OO1
<─ OO1
OO2
<─ OO3
OO2
<─ OO2
OO3
<─ OO3
OO1

MI
240.851
234.746
160.258
175.244
149.761

Par change
.676
.710
.578
.570
.539

Covariances
e1 <–> e2
e2 <–> e3
e1 <–> e3

MI
297.985
216.797
202.588

Par change
1.018
.858
.800

MI

Par change

16.713

-.154

MI

Par change

10.806

.129

MI = Modification Indices, Par change = Parameter Change.

Table A4.11: Model 3b: First-order Two-factor Structure – Modification Indices
Regression Weights
LDR SELF<─
OO3
CONCERN
<─ SC2
OO3

MI

Par change

13.498

-.124

28.442

-.147

Covariances
e3 <–> LDR SELFCONCERN

MI = Modification Indices, Par change = Parameter Change.

Table A4.12: Model 3c: First-order Two-factor Structure – Modification Indices
Regression Weights
LDR OTHER<─
SC2
ORIENTATION

MI

Par change

13.847

-.123

Covariances
e5 <–> LDR OTHERORIENTATION

MI = Modification Indices, Par change = Parameter Change.

Table A4.13: Model 3d: First-order Two-factor Structure – Parameter Estimates, Factor 3: Leader
Other-orientation and Factor 4: Leader Self-concern
Item

Factor

Est.

S. E.

C. R.

p

Std.
Est.

SMC

SC3

<─

LEADER SELF-CONCERN

1.000

.907

.823

SC1

<─

LEADER SELF-CONCERN

1.000

.916

.839

OO2

<─

LEADER OTHER-ORIENTATION

1.000

.918

.843

OO1

<─

LEADER OTHER-ORIENTATION

1.000

.949

.901

Est. = Unstandardised Estimate, S. E. = Standard Error, C. R. = Critical Ratio, p = Probability value, Std. Est. = Standardised
Estimate, SMC = Squared Multiple Correlation.
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Factor 5: Positive Affect and Factor 6: Negative Affect
Table A4.14: Model 4a: First-order One-factor Structure – Modification Indices
Regression Weights
<─ Afraid
Nervous
<─ Hostile
Upset
<─ Ashamed
Afraid
<─ Determined
Active

MI
23.527
21.560
23.055
10.445

Par change
.202
.185
.192
.111

Covariances
e7 <–>e6
e10 <–>e9
e8 <–>e6
e3 <–> e4

MI
58.544
56.607
49.805
27.788

Par change
.153
.131
.104
.140

MI
27.177
20.616

Par change
.083
.078

MI

Par change

24.918

-.109

17.838

-.117

MI = Modification Indices, Par change = Parameter Change.

Table A4.15: Model 4b: First-order Two-factor Structure – Modification Indices
Regression Weights
<─ Hostile
Upset
<─ Upset
Inspired

MI
8.628
9.585

Par change
.112
-.119

Covariances
e9 <–>e10
e7 <–>e6

MI = Modification Indices, Par change = Parameter Change.

Table A4.16: Model 4d: First-order Two-factor Structure – Modification Indices
Regression Weights
POSITIVE
<─
Upset
AFFECT
<─ Inspired
Upset

MI

Par change

7.098

-.107

18.624

-.114

Covariances
e8 <–>POSITIVE
AFFECT
e4 <–>e8

MI = Modification Indices, Par change = Parameter Change.

Table A4.17: Model 4e: First-order Two-factor Structure – Parameter Estimates, Factor 5: Positive
Affect and Factor 6: Negative Affect
Item

Factor

Est.

S. E.

C. R.

p

Std. Est.

SMC

<─

POSITIVE AFFECT

.9900

.047

21.139

***

0.857

0.735

Determined <─

POSITIVE AFFECT

.9020

.045

20.010

***

0.826

0.682

Active

<─

POSITIVE AFFECT

1.000

0.846

0.715

Inspired

<─

POSITIVE AFFECT

1.047

.054

19.328

***

0.807

0.651

Afraid

<─

NEGATIVE AFFECT

1.272

.071

18.043

***

0.863

0.745

Nervous

<─

NEGATIVE AFFECT

1.367

.081

16.943

***

0.805

0.648

Ashamed

<─

NEGATIVE AFFECT

1.000

0.793

0.629

Attentive

Est. = Unstandardised Estimate, S. E. = Standard Error, C. R. = Critical Ratio, p = Probability value, Std. Est. = Standardised
Estimate, SMC = Squared Multiple Correlation.
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Figure A4.3: Model 4c: First-order two-factor structure depicts responses explained by two factors. SFLs are
displayed on paths. SMCs are listed above item indicators. Standardised correlation coefficient is displayed on
the covariance.

Figure A4.4: Model 4d: First-order two-factor structure depicts responses explained by two factors. SFLs are
displayed on paths. SMCs are listed above item indicators. Standardised correlation coefficient is displayed on
the covariance.
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Factors 7 to 10: Work Intention
Table A4.18: Model 5a: First-order One-factor Structure – Modification Indices
Regression Weights
<─ Stay2
Stay3
<─ Stay3
Stay2
<─ DE3
DE2
<─ DE2
DE3
<─ DE1
DE2
<─ Stay2
Stay1

MI
116.579
122.429
70.922
75.618
38.539
58.300

Par change
.406
.410
.368
.289
.274
.241

Covariances
e11 <–> e12
e14 <–> e15
e3 <–> e2
e10 <–> e11
e1 <–> e3
e1 <–> e2

MI
221.143
130.569
129.230
110.538
93.852
75.480

Par change
.972
.333
.743
.577
.522
.545

MI = Modification Indices, Par change = Parameter Change.

Table A4.19: Model 5b: First-order Five-factor Structure – Modification Indices
Regression Weights
<─ Perf3
Stay1
<─ Perf2
Stay1
Stay1
<─ Perf1
Stay1
Stay1
Stay1

<─
<─
<─

ENDORSE
PERFORM
OCB

MI
27.701
20.486
20.405
23.760
17.455
15.727

Par change
.174
.152
.151
.176
.147
.178

Covariances
e10 <–> ENDORSE
e10 <–> PERFORM
e10 <–> OCB

MI
10.306
9.751
23.171

Par change
.090
.086
-.203

MI = Modification Indices, Par change = Parameter Change.

Table A4.20: Model 5c: First-order Five-factor Structure – Parameter Estimates, Factors 7 to 11: Work
Intention
Item

Factor

Est.

S. E.

C. R.

p

Std. Est.

SMC

.902

.867

DE3

<─

DISEFFORT

1.000

DE2

<─

DISEFFORT

1.080

.054

20.084

***

.935

.828

DE1

<─

DISEFFORT

.9470

.047

20.088

***

.895

.829

Perf3

<─

PERFORM

1.000

.894

.934

Perf2

<─

PERFORM

1.007

.026

38.998

***

.929

.955

Perf1

<─

PERFORM

.9780

.028

34.614

***

.972

.924

End3

<─

ENDORSE

1.000

.967

.934

End2

ENDORSE

1.024

.030

34.270

***

.928

.925

End1

ENDORSE

1.012

.029

34.891

***

.875

.930

OCB3

OCB

1.000

.902

.869

OCB2

OCB

1.051

.042

24.831

***

.924

.899

OCB1

OCB

1.097

.046

24.002

***

.885

.881

Stay3

STAY

1.000

.870

.907

Stay2

STAY

1.028

.894

.929

.044

23.371

***

Est. = Unstandardised Estimate, S. E. = Standard Error, C. R. = Critical Ratio, p = Probability value, Std. Est. = Standardised
Estimate, SMC = Squared Multiple Correlation.
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Model 5b (ENDORSE): First-order Five-factor Structure

Considering the essence of the content of item Stay1 suggests that the respondent will
continue to work for the organisation, in effect, this is an implicit endorsement of the
organisation as a positive place to work. Although item Stay1 was deemed by Zigarmi et al.
(2012) to measure intent to stay with the organisation only, it seems both evident and logical
that it also taps into one’s intent to endorse the organisation. Provided with some justification
for the cross-loading effect on ENDORSE, Model 5b was respecified as Model 5b
(ENDORSE) with item Stay1 freely estimated on ENDORSE (see Figure A3.5). Model 5b
(ENDORSE) revealed goodness-of-fit statistics included a CMIN/DF value of 1.800, a
SRMR value of .0229, a CFI value of .990, and an RMSEA value of .044. All of these
statistics were acceptable.

Figure A4.5: Model 5b (ENDORSE): First-order five-factor structure depicts responses explained by five
factors. SFLs are displayed on paths. SMCs are listed above item indicators. Standardised correlation
coefficients are displayed on the covariances.
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Comments:
Not unexpectedly, the chi-square difference statistic (∆χ2) showed a statistically significant
drop in the chi-square value from Model 5b to that of Model 5b (ENDORSE) (∆χ2 [1] =
50.194, p < .001). There was improvement from Model 5b to Model 5b (ENDORESE) with
respect to both the RMSEA (.059 versus .044) and the CFI (.982 versus .990). However, in
Model 5b (ENDORSE) the estimated value for the SFL of Stay1 on STAY (.57) was only
slightly higher than it was for the cross-loading of Stay1 on ENDORSE (.33), both being of
moderate strength.

Model 5b (PERFORM): First-order Five-factor Structure

There was less theoretical justification for item Stay1 to cross-load on PERFORM. However,
Model 5b was respecified with item Stay1 freely estimated on PERFORM (see Figure A3.6).
Model 5b (PERFORM) revealed goodness-of-fit statistics included a CMIN/DF value of
1.831, a SRMR value of .0229, a CFI value of .990, and an RMSEA value of .045. All of
these statistics were acceptable.

Figure A4.6: Model 5b (PERFORM): First-order five-factor structure depicts responses explained by five
factors. SFLs are displayed on paths. SMCs are listed above item indicators. Standardised correlation
coefficients are displayed on the covariances.
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Comments:
The chi-square difference statistic (∆χ2) showed a statistically significant drop in the chisquare value from Model 5b to Model 5b (PERFORM) (∆χ2 [1] = 47.752, p < .001). There
was improvement from Model 5b to Model 5b (PERFORM) with respect to RMSEA (.059
versus .045) and CFI (.982 versus .990). However, the SFL for Stay1 on STAY (.65) was
unacceptable and the SFL for the cross-loading of Stay1 on PERFORM (.28) was weak.

Model 5b (OCB): First-order Five-factor Structure

There was less theoretical justification for item Stay1 to cross-load on OCB. However, Model
5b was respecified with item Stay1 freely estimated on OCB (see Figure A3.7). Model 5b
(OCB) revealed goodness-of-fit statistics included a CMIN/DF value of 2.049, a SRMR value
of .0247, a CFI value of .987, and an RMSEA value of .051. All of these statistics were
acceptable.

Figure A4.7: Model 5b (OCB): First-order five-factor structure depicts responses explained by five factors.
SFLs are displayed on paths. SMCs are listed above item indicators. Standardised correlation coefficients are
displayed on the covariances.
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Comments:
The chi-square difference statistic (∆χ2) showed a statistically significant drop in the chisquare value from Model 5b to Model 5b (OCB) (∆χ2 [1] = 30.551, p < .001). There was
improvement from Model 5b to Model 5b (OCB) with respect to RMSEA (.059 versus .051)
and the CFI (.982 versus .987). However, in Model 5b (OCB) the estimated value for the
targeted loading of Stay1 on STAY (.69) was acceptable but the estimated value for the
cross-loading of Stay1 on OCB (.23) was weak.
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Table A4.21: EWPA Measurement Model – Parameter Estimates
Indicator
TIMELINES
SHOWHOW
GOALS
EVALUATING
PRIORITIES
PLANNING
ROLES
INFOSHSLF
PSOLVE
PRAISE
INFOSHORG
INPUT
LISTENING
RATIONALE
Tl3
Tl2
Tl1
Sh3
Sh2
Sh1
Goal2
Goal1
Eval2
Eval1
Pty3
Pty2
Pty1
Pln3
Pln2
Pln1
Role3
Role2
Role1
InfoShSlf3
InfoShSlf2
InfoShSlf1
PSolve3
PSolve1
Praise3
Praise2
Praise1
InfoShOrg3
InfoShOrg2
InfoShOrg1
Input3
Input2
Input1
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<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─

Factor

Est.

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
TIMELINES
TIMELINES
TIMELINES
SHOWHOW
SHOWHOW
SHOWHOW
GOALS
GOALS
EVALUATING
EVALUATING
PRIORITIES
PRIORITIES
PRIORITIES
PLANNING
PLANNING
PLANNING
ROLES
ROLES
ROLES
INFOSHSLF
INFOSHSLF
INFOSHSLF
PSOLVE
PSOLVE
PRAISE
PRAISE
PRAISE
INFOSHORG
INFOSHORG
INFOSHORG
INPUT
INPUT
INPUT

1.178
1.123
1.090
1.153
1.180
1.179
1.127
1.077
1.084
1.126
1.147
1.154
1.147
1.106
1.000
.8940
.9400
1.064
1.000
1.006
1.000
.9530
1.000
1.018
1.000
.9660
.9850
1.000
.9610
.9910
1.000
.9880
1.007
1.000
1.065
.9490
1.063
1.000
1.000
.9830
.8770
1.000
.9520
.9750
1.000
.9320
1.002

S. E.

C. R.

p

.056
.055
.056
.060
.056
.056
.057
.057
.054
.056
.053
.056
.054
.051

20.880
20.534
19.543
19.352
20.961
20.872
19.807
19.006
20.231
20.144
21.483
20.492
21.244
21.758

***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***

.032
.031
.037

27.854
30.286
28.445

***
***
***

.040

25.137

***

.039

24.203

***

.041

24.977

***

.035
.035

27.342
28.284

***
***

.040
.039

24.025
25.120

***
***

.043
.044

22.924
22.851

***
***

.038
.037
.038

27.959
25.426
27.818

***
***
***

.033
.038

29.424
22.864

***
***

.038
.036

25.123
26.759

***
***

.035
.040

26.317
25.176

***
***

Std.
Est.

SMC

.901
.933
.899
.895
.928
.971
.969
.862
.923
.881
.951
.923
.930
.968
.928
.874
.902
.922
.886
.871
.895
.880
.893
.894
.903
.889
.901
.863
.872
.892
.835
.882
.881
.908
.902
.864
.923
.892
.928
.902
.807
.897
.862
.887
.895
.887
.869

.812
.870
.808
.800
.861
.943
.939
.743
.852
.776
.905
.852
.864
.938
.862
.764
.814
.850
.785
.759
.800
.774
.797
.800
.816
.761
.813
.745
.761
.796
.697
.778
.775
.824
.814
.747
.852
.795
.862
.813
.652
.804
.743
.786
.800
.787
.755
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Table A4.21: EWPA Measurement Model – Parameter Estimates cont.
Indicator

Factor

Est.

S. E.

C. R.

p

Std.
Est.

Ltn3
<─
LISTENING
1.000
.913
Ltn2
<─
LISTENING
.9780
.034
28.728
***
.909
Rnl3
<─
RATIONALE
1.000
.888
Rnl2
<─
RATIONALE
1.044
.038
27.576
***
.902
Rnl1
<─
RATIONALE
1.043
.039
26.417
***
.885
OO2
<─
LEADER OTHER-ORIENTATION
1.000
.926
OO1
<─
LEADER OTHER-ORIENTATION
1.000
.941
SC1
<─
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
1.000
.915
SC3
<─
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
1.000
.908
Determined
<─
POSITIVE AFFECT
1.000
.812
Active
<─
POSITIVE AFFECT
1.125
.057
19.808
***
.843
Attentive
<─
POSITIVE AFFECT
1.112
.055
20.129
***
.853
Inspired
<─
POSITIVE_AFFECT
1.210
.063
19.259
***
.827
Ashamed
<─
NEGATIVE AFFECT
1.000
.796
Nervous
<─
NEGATIVE AFFECT
1.376
.079
17.471
***
.814
Afraid
<─
NEGATIVE AFFECT
1.252
.068
18.376
***
.853
DE3
<─
DISEFFORT
1.000
.862
DE2
<─
DISEFFORT
1.092
.054
20.279
***
.832
DE1
<─
DISEFFORT
.9560
.047
20.234
***
.831
Perf3
<─
PERFORM
1.000
.936
Perf2
<─
PERFORM
1.004
.026
39.203
***
.954
Perf1
<─
PERFORM
.9760
.028
34.832
***
.924
End3
<─
ENDORSE
1.000
.934
End2
<─
ENDORSE
1.026
.030
34.325
***
.925
End1
<─
ENDORSE
1.012
.029
34.783
***
.929
Stay3
<─
STAY
1.000
.904
Stay2
<─
STAY
1.036
.043
23.897
***
.933
OCB3
<─
OCB
1.000
.866
OCB2
<─
OCB
1.054
.043
24.750
***
.899
OCB1
<─
OCB
1.102
.046
23.983
***
.883
Est. = Unstandardised Estimate, S. E. = Standard Error, C. R. = Critical Ratio, p = Probability value, Std. Est. =
Standardised Estimate, SMC = Squared Multiple Correlation.
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SMC
.834
.825
.789
.814
.784
.857
.885
.837
.825
.659
.711
.727
.683
.633
.662
.728
.743
.692
.690
.876
.910
.853
.872
.856
.863
.816
.871
.750
.808
.779
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Table A4.22: EWPA Measurement Model – Covariances
Correlational Relationship
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
POSITIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
DISEFFORT
DISEFFORT
DISEFFORT
DISEFFORT
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<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
DISEFFORT
OCB
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
DISEFFORT
OCB
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
NEGATIVE AFFECT
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB
OCB
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY

Est.

S. E.

C. R.

.698
.454
-.232
.375
-.183
.350
.401
.404
.409
.268
.674
-.297
.511
-.306
.539
.517
.497
.511
.366
-.588
.763
-.450
.884
.610
.879
.814
.784
-.443
.363
-.552
-.399
-.604
-.574
-.535
-.371
.745
.774
.699
.715
.579
-.378
-.419
-.381
-.369
-.299
.767
1.048
1.087
.981

.027
.056
.062
.046
.031
.064
.061
.063
.072
.052
.053
.062
.046
.031
.063
.060
.062
.071
.051
.077
.070
.045
.089
.069
.085
.085
.093
.063
.044
.085
.068
.083
.084
.093
.038
.076
.074
.073
.080
.060
.046
.046
.046
.050
.037
.081
.100
.103
.109

25.607
8.076
-3.724
8.134
-5.930
5.444
6.559
6.400
5.720
5.171
12.638
-4.800
11.149
-9.954
8.483
8.574
7.958
7.192
7.107
-7.603
10.920
-10.076
9.934
8.879
10.361
9.583
8.401
-7.080
8.307
-6.479
-5.894
-7.299
-6.804
-5.731
-9.768
9.795
10.446
9.633
8.922
9.578
-8.159
-9.123
-8.359
-7.411
-8.044
9.448
10.500
10.543
8.966

p

Std.
Est.

***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***

.698
.405
-.195
.429
-.321
.290
.330
.324
.298
.270
.600
-.250
.585
-.539
.445
.426
.399
.372
.369
-.442
.778
-.705
.652
.549
.645
.582
.508
-.427
.539
-.385
-.339
-.419
-.388
-.328
-.748
.706
.729
.642
.595
.668
-.550
-.608
-.538
-.473
-.530
.640
.714
.721
.590
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Table A4.22: EWPA Measurement Model – Covariances cont.
Correlational Relationship

Est.

S. E.

C. R.

p

PERFORM
1.272
.105
12.140
***
<–> ENDORSE
PERFORM
1.004
.106
9.512
***
<–> STAY
ENDORSE
1.215
.115
10.578
***
<–> STAY
OCB
.996
.086
11.570
***
<–> PERFORM
OCB
ENDORSE
.963
.086
11.156
***
<–>
OCB
.791
.088
8.968
***
<–> STAY
Est. = Unstandardised Estimate, S. E. = Standard Error, C. R. = Critical Ratio, p = Probability value, Std. Est. =
Standardised Estimate. ***p < .001.

Std.
Est.
.840
.601
.709
.828
.779
.580

Table A4.23: EWPA Measurement Model SFLs without CLF and with CLF Comparison
Indicator

SFL without CLF

SFL with CLF

Difference

TIMELINES

<─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

0.901

0.782

-0.119

SHOWHOW

<─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

0.933

0.893

-0.040

GOALS

<─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

0.899

0.917

0.018

EVALUATING

<─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

0.895

0.837

-0.058

PRIORITIES

<─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

0.928

0.819

-0.109

PLANNING

<─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

0.971

0.939

-0.032

ROLES

<─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR

0.969

0.968

-0.001

INFOSHSLF

<─

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

0.862

0.859

-0.003

PSOLVE

<─

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

0.923

0.917

-0.006

PRAISE

<─

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

0.881

0.886

0.005

INFOSHORG

<─

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

0.951

0.947

-0.004

INPUT

<─

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

0.923

0.919

-0.004

LISTENING

<─

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

0.930

0.922

-0.008

RATIONALE

<─

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR

0.968

0.964

-0.004

Tl3

<─

TIMELINES

0.928

0.929

0.001

Tl2

<─

TIMELINES

0.874

0.869

-0.005

Tl1

<─

TIMELINES

0.902

0.900

-0.002

Sh3

<─

SHOWHOW

0.922

0.921

-0.001

Sh2

<─

SHOWHOW

0.886

0.884

-0.002

Sh1

<─

SHOWHOW

0.871

0.871

0.000

Goal2

<─

GOALS

0.895

0.907

0.012

Goal1

<─

GOALS

0.880

0.867

-0.013

Eval2

<─

EVALUATING

0.893

0.891

-0.002

Eval1

<─

EVALUATING

0.894

0.894

0.000

Pty3

<─

PRIORITIES

0.903

0.902

-0.001

Pty2

<─

PRIORITIES

0.889

0.882

-0.007

Pty1

<─

PRIORITIES

0.901

0.902

0.001

Pln3

<─

PLANNING

0.863

0.859

-0.004

Pln2

<─

PLANNING

0.872

0.872

0.000

Pln1

<─

PLANNING

0.892

0.892

0.000

Role3

<─

ROLES

0.835

0.834

-0.001

Role2

<─

ROLES

0.882

0.879

-0.003

Role1

<─

ROLES

0.881

0.882

0.001

InfoShSlf3

<─

INFOSHSLF

0.908

0.907

-0.001
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Table A4.23: EWPA Measurement Model SFLs without CLF and with CLF Comparison cont.
Indicator

Factor

SFL without CLF

SFL with CLF

Difference

InfoShSlf2

<─

INFOSHSLF

0.902

0.902

0.000

InfoShSlf1

<─

INFOSHSLF

0.864

0.864

0.000

PSolve3

<─

PSOLVE

0.923

0.922

-0.001

PSolve1

<─

PSOLVE

0.892

0.891

-0.001

Praise3

<─

PRAISE

0.928

0.928

0.000

Praise2

<─

PRAISE

0.902

0.901

-0.001

Praise1

<─

PRAISE

0.807

0.808

0.001

InfoShOrg3

<─

INFOSHORG

0.897

0.896

-0.001

InfoShOrg2

<─

INFOSHORG

0.862

0.861

-0.001

InfoShOrg1

<─

INFOSHORG

0.887

0.886

-0.001

Input3

<─

INPUT

0.895

0.894

-0.001

Input2

<─

INPUT

0.887

0.886

-0.001

Input1

<─

INPUT

0.869

0.868

-0.001

Ltn3

<─

LISTENING

0.913

0.914

0.001

Ltn2

<─

LISTENING

0.909

0.907

-0.002

Rnl3

<─

RATIONALE

0.888

0.888

0.000

Rnl2

<─

RATIONALE

0.902

0.902

0.000

Rnl1

<─

RATIONALE

0.885

0.885

0.000

OO2

<─

LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.

0.926

0.924

-0.002

OO1

<─

LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.

0.941

0.939

-0.002

SC3

<─

LEADER SELF-CONCERN

0.908

0.905

-0.003

SC1

<─

LEADER SELF-CONCERN

0.915

0.912

-0.003

Determined

<─

POSITIVE AFFECT

0.812

0.812

0.000

Active

<─

POSITIVE AFFECT

0.843

0.843

0.000

Attentive

<─

POSITIVE AFFECT

0.853

0.853

0.000

Inspired

<─

POSITIVE AFFECT

0.827

0.826

-0.001

Ashamed

<─

POSITIVE AFFECT

0.796

0.796

0.000

Nervous

<─

NEGATIVE AFFECT

0.814

0.814

0.000

Afraid

<─

NEGATIVE AFFECT

0.853

0.853

0.000

DE3

<─

NEGATIVE AFFECT

0.862

0.860

-0.002

DE2

<─

DISEFFORT

0.832

0.828

-0.004

DE1

<─

DISEFFORT

0.831

0.839

0.008

Perf3

<─

PERFORM

0.936

0.935

-0.001

Perf2

<─

PERFORM

0.954

0.954

0.000

Perf1

<─

PERFORM

0.924

0.924

0.000

End3

<─

ENDORSE

0.934

0.934

0.000

End2

<─

ENDORSE

0.925

0.926

-0.001

End1

<─

ENDORSE

0.929

0.929

0.000

Stay3

<─

STAY

0.904

0.895

-0.009

Stay2

<─

STAY

0.933

0.916

-0.017

OCB3

<─

DISEFFORT

0.866

0.864

-0.002

OCB2

<─

OCB

0.899

0.900

0.001

OCB1

<─

OCB

0.883

0.880

-0.003

SFL = Standardised Factor Loading, CLF = Common Latent Factor.
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APPENDIX 5

EWPA Structural Models
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EWPA STRUCTURAL MODEL 1
Table A5.1: Structural Model 1 – Parameter Estimates
Structural Relationship
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
TIMELINES
SHOWHOW
GOALS
EVALUATING
PRIORITIES
PLANNING
ROLES
INFOSHSLF
PSOLVE
PRAISE
INFOSHORG
INPUT
LISTENING
RATIONALE
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB
Tl1
Tl2
Tl3
Sh1
Sh2
Sh3
Goal1
Goal2
Eval1
Eval2
Pty1
Pty2
Pty3
Pln1
Pln2
Pln3
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<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
POSITIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
TIMELINES
TIMELINES
TIMELINES
SHOWHOW
SHOWHOW
SHOWHOW
GOALS
GOALS
EVALUATING
EVALUATING
PRIORITIES
PRIORITIES
PRIORITIES
PLANNING
PLANNING
PLANNING

Est.

S. E.

C. R.

p

Std. Est.

.046
.059
.120
-.146
.493
-.236
-.084
.140
1.178
1.123
1.089
1.153
1.180
1.178
1.127
1.077
1.084
1.126
1.147
1.155
1.147
1.154
.936
.878
.791
.877
.704
-.128
-.309
-.296
-.156
-.124
.940
.894
1.000
1.006
1.000
1.064
.953
1.000
1.018
1.000
.985
.966
1.000
.991
.962
1.000

.043
.032
.051
.038
.042
.029
.030
.022
.056
.055
.056
.060
.056
.057
.057
.057
.054
.056
.053
.056
.054
.053
.110
.098
.108
.129
.090
.158
.143
.162
.192
.132
.031
.032

1.061
1.836
2.352
-3.873
11.631
-8.006
-2.818
6.268
20.885
20.534
19.537
19.351
20.967
20.849
19.807
19.006
20.233
20.136
21.491
20.499
21.240
21.636
8.546
8.984
7.306
6.797
7.816
-.810
-2.157
-1.824
-.810
-.943
30.285
27.858

.289
.066
.019
***
***
***
.005
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
.418
.031
.068
.418
.346
***
***

.040

25.138

***

.037
.039

28.439
24.199

***
***

.041

24.978

***

.035
.035

28.293
27.334

***
***

.039
.040

25.106
24.006

***
***

.053
.103
.138
-.258
.637
-.467
-.115
.293
.901
.933
.899
.895
.928
.971
.969
.862
.923
.880
.951
.923
.930
.968
.675
.629
.551
.554
.616
-.060
-.145
-.135
-.064
-.071
.902
.874
.928
.872
.886
.922
.880
.895
.895
.893
.902
.889
.903
.892
.872
.863
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Table A5.1: Structural Model 1 – Parameter Estimates cont.
Structural Relationship

Est.

S. E.

C. R.

p

Role1
<─
ROLES
1.007
.044
22.858
***
Role2
<─
ROLES
.987
.043
22.916
***
Role3
<─
ROLES
1.000
InfoShSlf1
<─
INFOSHSLF
.949
.037
25.424
***
InfoShSlf2
<─
INFOSHSLF
1.065
.038
27.963
***
InfoShSlf3
<─
INFOSHSLF
1.000
PSolve1
<─
PSOLVE
1.000
PSolve3
<─
PSOLVE
1.063
.038
27.819
***
Praise1
<─
PRAISE
.877
.038
22.861
***
Praise2
<─
PRAISE
.982
.033
29.423
***
Praise3
<─
PRAISE
1.000
InfoShOrg1
<─
INFOSHORG
.975
.036
26.761
***
InfoShOrg2
<─
INFOSHORG
.952
.038
25.127
***
InfoShOrg3
<─
INFOSHORG
1.000
Input1
<─
INPUT
1.002
.040
25.180
***
Input2
<─
INPUT
.932
.035
26.319
***
Input3
<─
INPUT
1.000
Ltn2
<─
LISTENING
.978
.034
28.732
***
Ltn3
<─
LISTENING
1.000
Rnl1
<─
RATIONALE
1.000
Rnl2
<─
RATIONALE
1.000
.037
27.339
***
Rnl3
<─
RATIONALE
.958
.036
26.417
***
OO1
<─
LEADER OTHER ORIENT.
1.000
OO2
<─
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
1.000
SC1
<─
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
1.000
SC3
<─
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
1.000
Attentive
<─
POSITIVE AFFECT
1.110
.056
19.859
***
Determined
<─
POSITIVE AFFECT
1.000
Active
<─
POSITIVE AFFECT
1.127
.057
19.620
***
Inspired
<─
POSITIVE_AFFECT
1.221
.063
19.283
***
Ashamed
<─
NEGATIVE AFFECT
1.000
Nervous
<─
NEGATIVE_AFFECT
1.381
.079
17.476
***
Afraid
<─
NEGATIVE_AFFECT
1.252
.068
18.294
***
DE1
<─
DISEFFORT
.958
.047
20.184
***
DE2
<─
DISEFFORT
1.094
.054
20.192
***
DE3
<─
DISEFFORT
1.000
Perf1
<─
PERFORM
.976
.028
34.771
***
Perf2
<─
PERFORM
1.005
.026
39.188
***
Perf3
<─
PERFORM
1.000
End1
<─
ENDORSE
1.012
.029
34.811
***
End2
<─
ENDORSE
1.025
.030
34.306
***
End3
<─
ENDORSE
1.000
Stay2
<─
STAY
1.035
.043
23.889
***
Stay3
<─
STAY
1.000
OCB1
<─
OCB
1.099
.046
23.997
***
OCB2
<─
OCB
1.053
.042
24.789
***
OCB3
<─
OCB
1.000
Est. = Unstandardised Estimate, S. E. = Standard Error, C. R. = Critical Ratio, p = Probability Value, Std. Est. =
Standardised Estimate.
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Std. Est.
.881
.882
.835
.864
.902
.908
.892
.923
.807
.901
.928
.887
.862
.897
.869
.887
.895
.909
.913
.885
.902
.888
.940
.927
.913
.910
.848
.808
.841
.830
.794
.815
.851
.832
.832
.861
.924
.954
.936
.929
.925
.934
.933
.904
.882
.899
.867
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Table A5.2: Structural Model 1 – Covariances
Correlational Relationship

Est.

S. E.

C. R.

p

Std. Est.

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
.698
.027
25.605
***
.698
<–> SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
.454
.056
8.078
***
.405
<–> LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
-.233
.062
-3.744
***
-.196
<–> LEADER SELF-CONCERN
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR <–> LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
.673
.053
12.632
***
.600
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR <–> LEADER SELF-CONCERN
-.298
.062
-4.815
***
-.251
LEADER SELF-CONCERN <–> LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
-.589
.077
-7.610
***
-.442
RES15
-.070
.014
-5.012
***
-.383
<–> RES16
RES17
.263
.047
5.625
***
.387
<–> RES18
RES17
.374
.055
6.846
***
.476
<–> RES19
RES17
.258
.061
4.229
***
.281
<–> RES20
RES17
.188
.042
4.462
***
.305
<–> RES21
RES18
.397
.044
9.050
***
.664
<–> RES21
RES19
.530
.054
9.788
***
.696
<–> RES18
RES19
.536
.068
7.849
***
.520
<–> RES20
RES19
.418
.048
8.622
***
.605
<–> RES21
RES20
.256
.055
4.631
***
.288
<–> RES18
RES20
.239
.051
4.659
***
.296
<–> RES21
Est. = Unstandardised Estimate, S. E. = Standard Error, C. R. = Critical Ratio, p = Probability value, Std. Est. = Standardised
Estimate. *** p < .001.
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Table A5.3: Structural Model 1 – Squared Multiple Correlations
Construct
POSITIVE_AFFECT
NEGATIVE_AFFECT
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB
TIMELINES
SHOWHOW
GOALS
EVALUATING
PRIORITIES
PLANNING
ROLES
INFOSHSLF
PSOLVE
PRAISE
INFOSHORG
INPUT
LISTENING
RATIONALE
Tl1
Tl2
Tl3
Sh1
Sh2
Sh3
Goal1
Goal2
Eval1
Eval2
Pty1
Pty2
Pty3
Pln1
Pln2
Pln3
Role1
Role2
Role3
InfoShSlf1
InfoShSlf2
SMC = Squared Multiple Correlation.
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SMC

Construct

SMC

.659
.596
.519
.533
.433
.365
.451
.812
.870
.808
.801
.861
.942
.940
.743
.852
.775
.905
.853
.865
.938
.814
.764
.862
.760
.785
.850
.774
.800
.800
.797
.813
.790
.816
.796
.761
.744
.776
.778
.697
.746
.814

InfoShSlf3
PSolve1
PSolve3
Praise1
Praise2
Praise3
InfoShOrg1
InfoShOrg2
InfoShOrg3
Input1
Input2
Input3
Ltn2
Ltn3
Rnl1
Rnl2
Rnl3
OO1
OO2
SC1
SC3
Attentive
Determined
Active
Inspired
Ashamed
Afraid
Nervous
DE1
DE2
DE3
Perf1
Perf2
Perf3
End1
End2
End3
Stay2
Stay3
OCB1
OCB2
OCB3

.825
.795
.852
.651
.813
.862
.786
.743
.805
.755
.786
.801
.826
.834
.784
.814
.789
.883
.859
.834
.829
.719
.653
.707
.689
.631
.724
.665
.692
.692
.740
.853
.910
.875
.864
.856
.872
.870
.818
.778
.808
.752
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EWPA MEASUREMENT MODEL AND STRUCTURAL MODEL 1
Table A5.4: EWPA Measurement Model and Structural Equation Model 1 – Comparison of SFLs
Indicator
TIMELINES
SHOWHOW
GOALS
EVALUATING
PRIORITIES
PLANNING
ROLES
INFOSHSLF
PSOLVE
PRAISE
INFOSHORG
INPUT
LISTENING
RATIONALE
Tl1
Tl2
Tl3
Sh1
Sh2
Sh3
Goal1
Goal2
Eval1
Eval2
Pty1
Pty2
Pty3
Pln1
Pln2
Pln3
Role1
Role2
Role3
InfoShSlf1
InfoShSlf2
InfoShSlf3
PSolve1
PSolve3
Praise1
Praise2
Praise3
InfoShOrg1
InfoShOrg2
InfoShOrg3
Input1
Input2
Input3
Ltn2
Ltn3
Rnl1
Rnl2
Rnl3
OO1
OO2
SC1
SC3
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Factor
<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<-<--

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
TIMELINES
TIMELINES
TIMELINES
SHOWHOW
SHOWHOW
SHOWHOW
GOALS
GOALS
EVALUATING
EVALUATING
PRIORITIES
PRIORITIES
PRIORITIES
PLANNING
PLANNING
PLANNING
ROLES
ROLES
ROLES
INFOSHSLF
INFOSHSLF
INFOSHSLF
PSOLVE
PSOLVE
PRAISE
PRAISE
PRAISE
INFOSHORG
INFOSHORG
INFOSHORG
INPUT
INPUT
INPUT
LISTENING
LISTENING
RATIONALE
RATIONALE
RATIONALE
LEADER OTHER-ORIENTATION
LEADER OTHER-ORIENTATION
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
LEADER SELF-CONCERN

CFA SFL
0.901
0.933
0.899
0.895
0.928
0.971
0.969
0.862
0.923
0.881
0.951
0.923
0.930
0.968
0.902
0.874
0.928
0.871
0.886
0.922
0.880
0.895
0.893
0.894
0.901
0.889
0.903
0.892
0.872
0.863
0.881
0.882
0.835
0.864
0.902
0.908
0.892
0.923
0.807
0.902
0.928
0.887
0.862
0.897
0.869
0.887
0.895
0.909
0.913
0.885
0.902
0.888
0.941
0.926
0.915
0.908

SEM 1 SFL
0.901
0.933
0.899
0.895
0.928
0.971
0.969
0.862
0.923
0.880
0.951
0.923
0.930
0.968
0.902
0.874
0.928
0.872
0.886
0.922
0.880
0.895
0.893
0.895
0.902
0.889
0.903
0.892
0.872
0.863
0.881
0.882
0.835
0.864
0.902
0.908
0.892
0.923
0.807
0.901
0.928
0.887
0.862
0.897
0.869
0.887
0.895
0.909
0.913
0.885
0.902
0.888
0.940
0.927
0.913
0.910

Difference
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.001
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
-0.001
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
-0.001
-0.001
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.001
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.001
-0.001
0.002
-0.002
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Table A5.4: EWPA Measurement Model and Structural Equation Model 1 – Comparison of SFLs cont.
Indicator

Factor

CFA SFL

SEM 1 SFL

Difference

Attentive
<-POSITIVE AFFECT
0.853
0.848
Determined
<-POSITIVE AFFECT
0.812
0.808
Active
<-POSITIVE AFFECT
0.843
0.841
Inspired
<--- POSITIVE AFFECT
0.827
0.830
Ashamed
<-POSITIVE AFFECT
0.796
0.794
Nervous
<-NEGATIVE AFFECT
0.814
0.815
Afraid
<-NEGATIVE AFFECT
0.853
0.851
DE1
<-DISEFFORT
0.831
0.832
DE2
<-DISEFFORT
0.832
0.832
DE3
<-NEGATIVE AFFECT
0.862
0.861
Perf1
<-PERFORM
0.924
0.924
Perf2
<-PERFORM
0.954
0.954
Perf3
<-PERFORM
0.936
0.936
End1
<-ENDORSE
0.929
0.929
End2
<-ENDORSE
0.925
0.925
End3
<-ENDORSE
0.934
0.934
Stay2
<-STAY
0.933
0.933
Stay3
<-STAY
0.904
0.904
OCB1
<-OCB
0.883
0.882
OCB2
<-OCB
0.899
0.899
OCB3
<-DISEFFORT
0.866
0.867
CFA = Confirmatory Factor Analysis, SEM = Structural Equation Model, SFL = Standardised Factor Loading.
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0.005
0.004
0.002
-0.003
0.002
-0.001
0.002
-0.001
0.000
0.001
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.001
0.000
-0.001
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EWPA STRUCTURAL MODEL 2
Table A5.5: Structural Model 2 – Parameter Estimates
Structural Relationship
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
TIMELINES
SHOWHOW
GOALS
EVALUATING
PRIORITIES
PLANNING
ROLES
INFOSHSLF
PSOLVE
PRAISE
INFOSHORG
INPUT
LISTENING
RATIONALE
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY

Appendix 5

<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
GENDER
GENDER
AGE
AGE
ORGANISATIONAL. LEVEL
ORGANISATIONAL. LEVEL
ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
POSITIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
GENDER
GENDER
GENDER
GENDER
GENDER
AGE
AGE
AGE
AGE

Est.

S. E.

C. R.

p

Std. Est.

.049
.061
.120
-.150
.485
-.237
-.082
.143
-.064
.034
.016
.025
.040
-.055
-.122
-.057
1.178
1.123
1.090
1.153
1.180
1.178
1.127
1.076
1.084
1.126
1.147
1.154
1.147
1.154
.914
.874
.789
.928
.693
-.133
-.267
-.260
-.179
-.098
.185
.227
.183
-.007
.095
-.198
.054
.166
.212

.044
.032
.051
.038
.043
.030
.030
.022
.061
.044
.064
.047
.069
.050
.070
.051
.056
.055
.056
.060
.056
.057
.057
.057
.054
.056
.053
.056
.054
.053
.110
.098
.109
.130
.090
.158
.141
.161
.190
.130
.099
.088
.101
.120
.082
.104
.092
.106
.125

1.123
1.914
2.349
-3.960
11.406
-7.969
-2.740
6.367
-1.035
.754
.252
.540
.580
-1.097
-1.737
-1.124
20.874
20.533
19.548
19.358
20.965
20.838
19.807
18.999
20.231
20.131
21.490
20.492
21.252
21.652
8.274
8.933
7.217
7.131
7.701
-.839
-1.894
-1.612
-.941
-.753
1.862
2.568
1.811
-.061
1.164
-1.908
.584
1.563
1.691

.261
.056
.019
***
***
***
.006
***
.301
.451
.801
.589
.562
.272
.082
.261
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
.401
.058
.107
.347
.451
.063
.010
.070
.951
.244
.056
.559
.118
.091

.056
.108
.138
-.264
.628
-.469
-.112
.299
-.037
.030
.009
.022
.021
-.043
-.068
-.049
.901
.933
.899
.895
.928
.971
.969
.862
.923
.880
.951
.923
.930
.969
.656
.625
.548
.582
.607
-.062
-.125
-.118
-.074
-.056
.076
.093
.073
-.003
.048
-.082
.022
.066
.077
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Table A5.5: Structural Model 2 – Parameter Estimates cont.
Structural Relationship
OCB
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB
Tl1
Tl2
Tl3
Sh1
Sh2
Sh3
Goal1
Goal2
Eval1
Eval2
Pty1
Pty2
Pty3
Pln1
Pln2
Pln3
Role1
Role2
Role3
InfoShSlf1
InfoShSlf2
InfoShSlf3
PSolve1
PSolve3
Praise1
Praise2
Praise3
InfoShOrg1
InfoShOrg2
InfoShOrg3
Input1
Input2
Input3
Ltn2
Ltn3
Rnl1
Rnl2
Rnl3
OO1
OO2
SC1
SC3
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<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─

AGE
ORGANISATIONAL. LEVEL
ORGANISATIONAL. LEVEL
ORGANISATIONAL. LEVEL
ORGANISATIONAL. LEVEL
ORGANISATIONAL. LEVEL
ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
TIMELINES
TIMELINES
TIMELINES
SHOWHOW
SHOWHOW
SHOWHOW
GOALS
GOALS
EVALUATING
EVALUATING
PRIORITIES
PRIORITIES
PRIORITIES
PLANNING
PLANNING
PLANNING
ROLES
ROLES
ROLES
INFOSHSLF
INFOSHSLF
INFOSHSLF
PSOLVE
PSOLVE
PRAISE
PRAISE
PRAISE
INFOSHORG
INFOSHORG
INFOSHORG
INPUT
INPUT
INPUT
LISTENING
LISTENING
RATIONALE
RATIONALE
RATIONALE
LEADER OTHER ORIENT.
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
LEADER SELF-CONCERN

Est.
.217
.087
.359
.286
-.551
.267
-.076
-.076
-.105
.297
-.169
.940
.894
1.000
1.006
1.000
1.064
.953
1.000
1.018
1.000
.985
.966
1.000
.992
.962
1.000
1.007
.988
1.000
.949
1.065
1.000
1.000
1.063
.877
.982
1.000
.975
.952
1.000
1.002
.932
1.000
.978
1.000
1.000
1.000
.958
1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000

S. E.
.086
.112
.100
.115
.136
.093
.115
.102
.117
.138
.094
.031
.032

C. R.
2.540
.774
3.589
2.492
-4.050
2.880
-.660
-.743
-.897
2.143
-1.797
30.273
27.863

p
.011
.439
***
.013
***
.004
.509
.458
.370
.032
.072
***
***

.040

25.138

***

.037
.039

28.440
24.205

***
***

.041

24.985

***

.035
.035

28.284
27.345

***
***

.040
.040

25.100
23.996

***
***

.044
.043

22.858
22.912

***
***

.037
.038

25.425
27.960

***
***

.038
.038
.033

27.818
22.858
29.426

***
***
***

.036
.038

26.750
25.140

***
***

.040
.035

25.179
26.315

***
***

.034

28.743

***

.037
.036

27.343
26.434

***
***

Std. Est.
.110
.032
.132
.102
-.178
.120
-.030
-.030
-.041
.104
-.083
.902
.874
.928
.872
.886
.922
.880
.895
.895
.893
.901
.889
.903
.893
.872
.862
.881
.882
.835
.864
.902
.908
.892
.923
.807
.901
.929
.886
.862
.897
.869
.887
.895
.909
.913
.885
.902
.888
.939
.927
.915
.908
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Table A5.5: Structural Model 2 – Parameter Estimates cont.
Structural Relationship

Est.

S. E.

C. R.

p

Std. Est.

Attentive
<─
POSITIVE AFFECT
1.111
.056
19.786
***
.847
Determined
<─
POSITIVE AFFECT
1.000
.807
Active
<─
POSITIVE AFFECT
1.129
.058
19.591
***
.841
Inspired
<─
POSITIVE_AFFECT
1.226
.063
19.304
***
.832
Ashamed
<─
NEGATIVE AFFECT
1.000
.796
Nervous
<─
NEGATIVE_AFFECT
1.376
.079
17.491
***
.814
Afraid
<─
NEGATIVE_AFFECT
1.250
.068
18.372
***
.851
DE1
<─
DISEFFORT
.958
.047
20.359
***
.833
DE2
<─
DISEFFORT
1.086
.054
20.183
***
.828
DE3
<─
DISEFFORT
1.000
.862
Perf1
<─
PERFORM
.976
.028
34.839
***
.924
Perf2
<─
PERFORM
1.004
.026
39.148
***
.954
Perf3
<─
PERFORM
1.000
.936
End1
<─
ENDORSE
1.011
.029
34.957
***
.929
End2
<─
ENDORSE
1.023
.030
34.342
***
.924
End3
<─
ENDORSE
1.000
.935
Stay2
<─
STAY
1.023
.040
25.273
***
.927
Stay3
<─
STAY
1.000
.910
OCB1
<─
OCB
1.104
.046
24.044
***
.884
OCB2
<─
OCB
1.053
.043
24.660
***
.897
OCB3
<─
OCB
1.000
.866
Est. = Unstandardised Estimate, S. E. = Standard Error, C. R. = Critical Ratio, p = Probability value, Std. Est. = Standardised
Estimate. *** p < .001.
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Table A5.6: Structural Model 2 – Covariances
Correlational Relationship
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
GENDER
ORGANISATIONAL LEVEL
GENDER
GENDER
AGE
ORGANISATIONAL LEVEL
RES15
RES17
RES17
RES17
RES17
RES18
RES19
RES19
RES19
RES20
RES20

<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>
<–>

SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
GENDER
GENDER
GENDER
GENDER
AGE
AGE
AGE
AGE
ORGANISATIONAL LEVEL
ORGANISATIONAL LEVEL
ORGANISATIONAL LEVEL
ORGANISATIONAL LEVEL
ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
AGE
AGE
ORGANISATIONAL LEVEL
ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
RES16
RES18
RES19
RES20
RES21
RES21
RES18
RES20
RES21
RES18
RES21

Est.

S. E.

C. R.

p

Std. Est.

.698
.454
-.232
.673
-.297
-.588
-.006
.039
.054
-.053
-.014
.002
-.033
-.018
-.003
.014
.038
-.020
-.016
-.043
-.092
.073
-.003
.030
-.011
-.051
.087
.050
-.071
.253
.371
.288
.188
.370
.500
.563
.390
.293
.261

.027
.056
.062
.053
.062
.077
.025
.025
.029
.031
.025
.025
.029
.031
.023
.023
.026
.028
.024
.024
.028
.030
.012
.011
.011
.012
.013
.011
.014
.045
.053
.060
.041
.042
.052
.067
.046
.054
.050

25.607
8.079
-3.722
12.629
-4.797
-7.596
-.227
1.545
1.856
-1.721
-.542
.078
-1.156
-.575
-.131
.608
1.464
-.711
-.636
-1.761
-3.250
2.438
-.244
2.647
-1.000
-4.128
6.802
4.543
-5.109
5.605
6.952
4.806
4.618
8.910
9.652
8.392
8.432
5.434
5.246

***
***
***
***
***
***
.821
.122
.063
.085
.588
.938
.248
.565
.896
.543
.143
.477
.525
.078
.001
.015
.807
.008
.317
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***

.698
.405
-.195
.600
-.250
-.441
-.011
.078
.096
-.090
-.027
.004
-.059
-.030
-.007
.031
.075
-.037
-.032
-.089
-.169
.128
-.012
.132
-.050
-.209
.358
.231
-.393
.387
.486
.327
.319
.656
.685
.571
.590
.348
.342

Est. = Unstandardised Estimate, S. E. = Standard Error, C. R. = Critical Ratio, p = Probability value, Std. Est. = Standardised Estimate. *** p
< .001.
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Table A5.7: Structural Model 2 – Squared Multiple Correlations
Construct
POSITIVE_AFFECT
NEGATIVE_AFFECT
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB
TIMELINES
SHOWHOW
GOALS
EVALUATING
PRIORITIES
PLANNING
ROLES
INFOSHSLF
PSOLVE
PRAISE
INFOSHORG
INPUT
LISTENING
RATIONALE
Tl1
Tl2
Tl3
Sh1
Sh2
Sh3
Goal1
Goal2
Eval1
Eval2
Pty1
Pty2
Pty3
Pln1
Pln2
Pln3
Role1
Role2
Role3
InfoShSlf1
InfoShSlf2
SMC = Squared Multiple Correlation.
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SMC

Construct

SMC

.663
.601
.534
.577
.452
.406
.479
.811
.870
.808
.801
.861
.942
.940
.742
.852
.775
.905
.852
.865
.938
.814
.764
.862
.760
.785
.850
.774
.800
.800
.797
.813
.790
.816
.797
.761
.744
.776
.778
.697
.747
.814

InfoShSlf3
PSolve1
PSolve3
Praise1
Praise2
Praise3
InfoShOrg1
InfoShOrg2
InfoShOrg3
Input1
Input2
Input3
Ltn2
Ltn3
Rnl1
Rnl2
Rnl3
OO1
OO2
SC1
SC3
Attentive
Determined
Active
Inspired
Ashamed
Afraid
Nervous
DE1
DE2
DE3
Perf1
Perf2
Perf3
End1
End2
End3
Stay2
Stay3
OCB1
OCB2
OCB3

.825
.795
.852
.651
.813
.862
.786
.743
.805
.755
.787
.800
.826
.833
.784
.813
.789
.882
.860
.838
.825
.717
.651
.707
.693
.633
.725
.662
.695
.686
.744
.854
.910
.875
.863
.854
.875
.860
.827
.782
.805
.750
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EWPA STRUCTURAL MODEL 3
Table A5.8: Structural Model 3 – Parameter Estimates
Structural Relationship
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
TIMELINES
SHOWHOW
GOALS
EVALUATING
PRIORITIES
PLANNING
ROLES
INFOSHSLF
PSOLVE
PRAISE
INFOSHORG
INPUT
LISTENING
RATIONALE
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB
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<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
GENDER
GENDER
AGE
AGE
ORGANISATIONAL. LEVEL
ORGANISATIONAL. LEVEL
ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
POSITIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
POSITIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
NEGATIVE AFFECT
GENDER
GENDER
GENDER
GENDER
GENDER
AGE
AGE
AGE
AGE
AGE

Est.

S. E.

C. R.

p

Std. Est.

.048
.063
.131
-.153
.475
-.236
-.075
.142
-.062
.034
.018
.026
.046
-.056
-.128
-.056
1.177
1.123
1.090
1.153
1.180
1.178
1.127
1.076
1.084
1.126
1.147
1.154
1.147
1.154
.726
.748
.616
.795
.669
.149
-.133
-.095
-.010
-.078
.142
.217
.170
-.025
.095
-.212
.056
.167
.205
.220

.045
.032
.053
.038
.044
.030
.031
.023
.063
.045
.066
.047
.071
.050
.072
.051
.056
.055
.056
.060
.056
.056
.057
.057
.054
.056
.053
.056
.054
.053
.127
.114
.128
.154
.107
.181
.161
.184
.220
.150
.098
.088
.100
.120
.082
.103
.092
.105
.126
.086

1.055
1.956
2.478
-4.019
10.923
-7.888
-2.442
6.283
-.982
.752
.277
.544
.659
-1.116
-1.785
-1.107
20.872
20.537
19.549
19.355
20.964
20.858
19.805
18.997
20.229
20.137
21.482
20.489
21.254
21.660
5.702
6.580
4.823
5.172
6.257
.826
-.824
-.516
-.046
-.518
1.440
2.474
1.694
-.209
1.162
-2.050
.608
1.588
1.635
2.555

.292
.051
.013
***
***
***
.015
***
.326
.452
.781
.587
.510
.264
.074
.268
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
***
.409
.410
.606
.963
.604
.150
.013
.090
.835
.245
.040
.543
.112
.102
.011

.055
.111
.150
-.269
.612
-.465
-.103
.295
-.035
.029
.010
.022
.024
-.044
-.071
-.048
.901
.933
.899
.895
.928
.971
.969
.861
.923
.880
.951
.923
.930
.969
.522
.537
.430
.501
.589
.070
-.062
-.043
-.004
-.045
.058
.089
.068
-.009
.048
-.087
.023
.067
.074
.111
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Table A5.8: Structural Model 3 – Parameter Estimates cont.
Structural Relationship
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB
Tl1
Tl2
Tl3
Sh1
Sh2
Sh3
Goal1
Goal2
Eval1
Eval2
Pty1
Pty2
Pty3
Pln1
Pln2
Pln3
Role1
Role2
Role3
InfoShSlf1
InfoShSlf2
InfoShSlf3
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<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─
<─

ORGANISATIONAL. LEVEL
ORGANISATIONAL. LEVEL
ORGANISATIONAL. LEVEL
ORGANISATIONAL. LEVEL
ORGANISATIONAL. LEVEL
ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
TIMELINES
TIMELINES
TIMELINES
SHOWHOW
SHOWHOW
SHOWHOW
GOALS
GOALS
EVALUATING
EVALUATING
PRIORITIES
PRIORITIES
PRIORITIES
PLANNING
PLANNING
PLANNING
ROLES
ROLES
ROLES
INFOSHSLF
INFOSHSLF
INFOSHSLF

Est.
.072
.355
.286
-.552
.261
-.033
-.057
-.089
.317
-.163

S. E.
.111
.099
.113
.135
.092
.114
.101
.116
.139
.095

C. R.
.650
3.598
2.532
-4.078
2.831
-.290
-.561
-.763
2.283
-1.718

p
.516
***
.011
***
.005
.772
.575
.446
.022
.086

-.075
.088
.122
.056
.030
.062

.072
.065
.074
.088
.060
.086

-1.035
1.364
1.647
.631
.500
.724

.301
.173
.100
.528
.617
.469

-.122
-.100
-.037
-.078
.253
.170
.188
.053
.146
-.092
-.083
-.096
-.090
-.023
.940
.894
1.000
1.006
1.000
1.064
.953
1.000
1.018
1.000
.985
.966
1.000
.991
.961
1.000
1.007
.988
1.000
.949
1.065
1.000

.076
.087
.104
.071
.085
.076
.087
.071
.104
.054
.048
.055
.065
.045
.031
.032

-1.598
-1.147
-.353
-1.103
2.963
2.237
2.161
.755
1.411
-1.719
-1.730
-1.749
-1.381
-.524
30.273
27.861

.110
.251
.724
.270
.003
.025
.031
.450
.158
.086
.084
.080
.167
.600
***
***

.040

25.134

***

.037
.039

28.448
24.205

***
***

.041

24.981

***

.035
.035

28.275
27.357

***
***

.039
.040

25.117
24.010

***
***

.044
.043

22.849
22.919

***
***

.037
.038

25.427
27.956

***
***

Std. Est.
.027
.131
.102
-.178
.118
-.013
-.023
-.034
.111
-.080
-.062
.072
.098
.040
.030
.051
-.100
-.080
-.027
-.079
.234
.157
.168
.061
.119
-.090
-.081
-.091
-.077
-.028
.902
.874
.928
.871
.886
.922
.879
.895
.894
.893
.901
.889
.903
.892
.872
.863
.881
.882
.835
.864
.902
.908
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Table A5.8: Structural Model 3 – Parameter Estimates cont.
Structural Relationship

Est.

S. E.

C. R.

p

Std. Est.

PSolve1
<─
PSOLVE
1.000
.892
PSolve3
<─
PSOLVE
1.063
.038
27.817
***
.923
Praise1
<─
PRAISE
.877
.038
22.860
***
.807
Praise2
<─
PRAISE
.982
.033
29.426
***
.902
Praise3
<─
PRAISE
1.000
.928
InfoShOrg1
<─
INFOSHORG
.975
.036
26.746
***
.886
InfoShOrg2
<─
INFOSHORG
.952
.038
25.137
***
.862
InfoShOrg3
<─
INFOSHORG
1.000
.897
Input1
<─
INPUT
1.002
.040
25.177
***
.869
Input2
<─
INPUT
.932
.035
26.313
***
.887
Input3
<─
INPUT
1.000
.895
Ltn2
<─
LISTENING
.978
.034
28.739
***
.909
Ltn3
<─
LISTENING
1.000
.913
Rnl1
<─
RATIONALE
1.000
.886
Rnl2
<─
RATIONALE
1.000
.037
27.349
***
.902
Rnl3
<─
RATIONALE
.958
.036
26.438
***
.888
OO1
<─
LEADER OTHER ORIENT.
1.000
.940
OO2
<─
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
1.000
.926
SC1
<─
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
1.000
.917
SC3
<─
LEADER SELF-CONCERN
1.000
.906
Attentive
<─
POSITIVE AFFECT
1.112
.055
20.046
***
.852
Determined
<─
POSITIVE AFFECT
1.000
.810
Active
<─
POSITIVE AFFECT
1.127
.057
19.771
***
.843
Inspired
<─
POSITIVE_AFFECT
1.215
.063
19.276
***
.828
Ashamed
<─
NEGATIVE AFFECT
1.000
.797
Nervous
<─
NEGATIVE_AFFECT
1.371
.078
17.485
***
.812
Afraid
<─
NEGATIVE_AFFECT
1.251
.068
18.453
***
.853
DE1
<─
DISEFFORT
.955
.047
20.419
***
.832
DE2
<─
DISEFFORT
1.084
.054
20.260
***
.828
DE3
<─
DISEFFORT
1.000
.864
Perf1
<─
PERFORM
.976
.028
34.906
***
.924
Perf2
<─
PERFORM
1.003
.026
39.162
***
.953
Perf3
<─
PERFORM
1.000
.936
End1
<─
ENDORSE
1.011
.029
34.921
***
.929
End2
<─
ENDORSE
1.023
.030
34.368
***
.925
End3
<─
ENDORSE
1.000
.935
Stay2
<─
STAY
1.023
.040
25.278
***
.928
Stay3
<─
STAY
1.000
.909
OCB1
<─
OCB
1.106
.046
24.022
***
.885
OCB2
<─
OCB
1.055
.043
24.625
***
.898
OCB3
<─
OCB
1.000
.865
Est. = Unstandardised Estimate, S. E. = Standard Error, C. R. = Critical Ratio, p = Probability value, Std. Est. = Standardised
Estimate. *** p < .001.
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Table A5.9: Structural Model 3 – Covariances
Correlational Relationship

Est.

S. E.

C. R.

p

Std. Est.

DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
.698
.027
25.607
***
.698
<–> SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
.454
.056
8.077
***
.405
<–> LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
-.230
.062
-3.699
***
-.194
<–> LEADER SELF-CONCERN
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR <–> LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
.673
.053
12.635
***
.600
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR <–> LEADER SELF-CONCERN
-.296
.062
-4.779
***
-.249
LEADER SELF-CONCERN <–> LEADER OTHER-ORIENT.
-.587
.077
-7.587
***
-.441
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
-.006
.025
-.227
.821
-.011
<–> GENDER
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR <–> GENDER
.039
.025
1.546
.122
.078
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT. <–> GENDER
.054
.029
1.857
.063
.096
GENDER
LEADER SELF-CONCERN <–>
-.053
.031
-1.728
.084
-.090
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
-.014
.025
-.541
.589
-.027
<–> AGE
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR <–> AGE
.002
.025
.077
.938
.004
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT. <–> AGE
-.033
.029
-1.148
.251
-.059
LEADER SELF-CONCERN <–> AGE
-.018
.031
-.587
.558
-.030
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
-.003
.023
-.130
.896
-.007
<–> ORGANISATIONAL LEVEL
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR <–> ORGANISATIONAL LEVEL
.014
.023
.608
.543
.031
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT. <–> ORGANISATIONAL LEVEL
.038
.026
1.471
.141
.076
ORGANISATIONAL
LEVEL
LEADER SELF-CONCERN <–>
-.019
.028
-.683
.494
-.036
DIRECTIVE BEHAVIOUR
-.016
.024
-.636
.525
-.032
<–> ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
SUPPORTIVE BEHAVIOUR <–> ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
-.043
.024
-1.761
.078
-.089
LEADER OTHER-ORIENT. <–> ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
-.092
.028
-3.244
.001
-.169
ORGANISATIONAL
TENURE
LEADER SELF-CONCERN <–>
.073
.030
2.438
.015
.128
GENDER
-.003
.012
-.244
.807
-.012
<–> AGE
ORGANISATIONAL LEVEL <–> AGE
.030
.011
2.647
.008
.132
GENDER
-.011
.011
-1.000
.317
-.050
<–> ORGANISATIONAL LEVEL
GENDER
-.051
.012
-4.128
***
-.209
<–> ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
AGE
.087
.013
6.802
***
.358
<–> ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
ORGANISATIONAL LEVEL <–> ORGANISATIONAL TENURE
.050
.011
4.543
***
.231
RES15
-.078
.015
-5.342
***
-.412
<–> RES16
RES17
.251
.044
5.721
***
.392
<–> RES18
RES17
.368
.052
7.087
***
.491
<–> RES19
RES17
.286
.059
4.868
***
.328
<–> RES20
RES17
.194
.040
4.806
***
.332
<–> RES21
RES18
.368
.041
8.967
***
.660
<–> RES21
RES19
.490
.050
9.725
***
.682
<–> RES18
RES19
.556
.066
8.458
***
.570
<–> RES20
RES19
.391
.046
8.548
***
.598
<–> RES21
RES20
.288
.053
5.444
***
.345
<–> RES18
RES20
.262
.049
5.301
***
.346
<–> RES21
Est. = Unstandardised Estimate, S. E. = Standard Error, C. R. = Critical Ratio, p = Probability value, Std. Est. = Standardised
Estimate. *** p < .001.
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Table A5.10: Structural Model 3 – Squared Multiple Correlations
Construct
POSITIVE_AFFECT
NEGATIVE_AFFECT
DISEFFORT
PERFORM
ENDORSE
STAY
OCB
TIMELINES
SHOWHOW
GOALS
EVALUATING
PRIORITIES
PLANNING
ROLES
INFOSHSLF
PSOLVE
PRAISE
INFOSHORG
INPUT
LISTENING
RATIONALE
Tl1
Tl2
Tl3
Sh1
Sh2
Sh3
Goal1
Goal2
Eval1
Eval2
Pty1
Pty2
Pty3
Pln1
Pln2
Pln3
Role1
Role2
Role3
InfoShSlf1
InfoShSlf2
SMC = Squared Multiple Correlation.
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SMC

Construct

SMC

.644
.596
.544
.584
.462
.407
.482
.811
.870
.808
.801
.861
.942
.940
.742
.851
.775
.905
.852
.865
.938
.814
.765
.862
.759
.785
.850
.773
.801
.800
.797
.812
.790
.816
.796
.761
.816
.776
.778
.697
.747
.814

InfoShSlf3
PSolve1
PSolve3
Praise1
Praise2
Praise3
InfoShOrg1
InfoShOrg2
InfoShOrg3
Input1
Input2
Input3
Ltn2
Ltn3
Rnl1
Rnl2
Rnl3
OO1
OO2
SC1
SC3
Attentive
Determined
Active
Inspired
Ashamed
Afraid
Nervous
DE1
DE2
DE3
Perf1
Perf2
Perf3
End1
End2
End3
Stay2
Stay3
OCB1
OCB2
OCB3

.824
.795
.852
.651
.813
.862
.786
.743
.805
.755
.787
.800
.826
.834
.784
.813
.789
.884
.858
.842
.821
.725
.657
.711
.686
.635
.728
.659
.693
.686
.746
.854
.909
.876
.863
.855
.874
.860
.827
.783
.806
.748

Page 453

Employee Work Passion: Leadership Behaviour, Employee Affect and Work Intentions

Figure A5.1: EWPA Structural Model depicts employee affect completely mediating the relationship between
cognitive environmental variables and employee work intentions. SFLs are displayed on paths. Standardised
correlation coefficients are displayed on the covariances. SMCs are displayed above item indicators. Estimates
appearing above-right of endogenous variables indicate the amount of variance explained (R2). Control variables
are depicted in shaded rectangles.
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Item indicator

Factor

RES

Residual term

Control variable
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