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ABSTRACT

The Netherlands’ Defense Services Centre (NLDSQO)aBeral Sciences has as its’ main
goal to support and enhance the Netherlands’ Minief Defense (MoD) by means of
practical social science research and advise. y@at, the NLDSC faced future research
budget cuts to be executed in 2011, and was clgateto redesign — among other programs -
the research program for monitoring wellbeing (PURE unit climate questionnaire).
Besides this main purpose concerning effective(dssnore, or at least the same, with less),
a second purpose was to diminish the number oftipuesires submitted to the Dutch MoD
personnel. Third, other NLDSC research programsilghlbenefit from items and constructs
included in the revised PICTURE questionnaire (MgD Leadership Monitor). In order to
meet these requirements, the research model, matidbduestionnaire were revised in 2010,
and submitted to two large Dutch MoD organizationghe first months of 2011. This paper
describes the revised PICTURE research model, rde#mul questionnaire. The revised
model is tested using Structural Equation Model{B&M). Results indicate differences in
model fit measures and significant pathways, ndy between both MoD organizations, but
also between hierarchical levels within the orgatim. Finally, consequences of these
differences are discussed.



INTRODUCTION

To support and enhance the Netherlands’ MinistryDeffense (MoD) the Netherlands’
Defense Services Centre (NLDSC) Behavioral Scieagesutes various research programs.
One of the main research programs monitors welhgevithin all Dutch MoD units and
organizations every two to three years. Since 206ANLDSC Behavioral Sciences has used
the PICTURE questionnaire to assess unit climatenit@anders’ evaluations show that they
appreciate this support and use the results andeadly maintain and/or improve the well
being of the personnel within their unit or orgatian. Among other things, commanders
also use these results to fulfill requirements &y for assessing periodic risk evaluations.
However, commanders’ evaluations also show shoitagsnin reporting the PICTURE
guestionnaire results. The main critique is the m@amders’ desire to exactly know the ‘knob
to turn on’ to get better unit climate, better pemiance and less absenteeism. In their
evaluations, they advise to enhance the possisilitd get a more detailed ‘picture’ of their
unit or organization.

Last year, the NLDSC faced future research budget to be executed in 2011, and
was challenged to redesign — among other prograting PICTURE research program. The
main purpose was to do more, or at least the saitte)ess. This challenge for redesign also
created the opportunity to evaluate shortcomingktanmprove the PICTURE program for
assessing well being. Examples for improvementademinish the number of questionnaires
submitted to the Dutch MoD personnel, to benebtrfritems and constructs included in the
(revised) PICTURE questionnaire to serve as inputother research programs (e.g. MoD
Leadership Monitor), and to improve the model td genore detailed picture of important
unit climate aspects.

In the first months of 2011, the revised PICTURES}ionnaire was submitted to the
personnel of two large Dutch MoD organizations. Tédsed PICTURE model and method
were used to report results to commanders at diffelevels of both organizations. Using
these preliminary results, the central questiorthis paper is how the revised PICTURE
model fits the data of both organizations.

PICTURE Unit Climate Resear ch

The PICTURE (acronym for Periodic Information foor@manders Through Unit
specific REports) questionnaire measures unit ¢éngluring peace time situation every two
or three years. The PICTURE model (Figure 1) ietam extensive literature study (e.g. Job
Characteristics Model; Hackman & Oldham, 1976) axgberience with measuring unit
climate within the MoD. In 2009 the PICTURE modeldaseparate measures were tested,
based on research data of the preceding four Y2a@%5-2008, 22.125 respondents).
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Figure 1 The Dutch PICTURE model



Job satisfaction and commitment are measured &t dout and organizational level
(e.g. “Considering everything, | am satisfied about waoidkiwith my unit / MoD; “I am
proud to tell that | belong to my unit / MolR"The 2009 evaluation of the PICTURE model
showed a diffuse factor structure for these measuwvéghin some units, job satisfaction and
commitment were separate measures at unit and ineg@mal level, other units showed a
combination at both levels. The latter combinatweas also found in earlier researamif
bond andorganizational bondDe Hooge, 2004). Job satisfaction and commitnaeatalso
measured indirectly by sevenabrkplace related factorgée.g. work atmosphere, leadership,
social support) and are assumed to be related tmsumes ofabsenteeismand turnover
intention

As stated before, commanders expressed the dedir®tw in more detail the ‘knob to
turn on’ to get better unit climate, better perfamne and less absenteeism. To enhance the
PICTURE model to support commanders with more Hetla¢ model developed for for
morale assessments during the deployment cycleeirNetherlands’ Armed Forces is used.
This model is more detailed than the PICTURE md@Bejure 1) and is evaluated positively
by unit commanders during the preparation and ei@tof their units’ missions.

Morale Research

In morale assessments in the Netherlands’ ArmeddSsomorale is defined as ‘the
enthusiasm and persistence with which a member gfoap engages in the prescribed
activities of that group’ (Manning, 1991). The mbder measuring morale during the
deployment cycle (Figure 2) is based on the Job-dremResources Model (Demerouti,
Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001). For botldizators of moralegenthusiasmand
persistencethe Dutch Morale Questionnaire uses existing omeagsforwork engagement
(Gonzalez-Roma4, Schaufeli, Bakker, & Lloret, 2086haufeli & Bakker (2004)xedication
(strong involvement in one’s work, experience waskuseful and meaningful, inspiring and
challenging, with feelings of pride en enthusiasmjlvigor (having high levels of energy and
(mental) resilience, feeling strong and fit, nottigg tired too soon, persistence even in the
face of difficulties). For the indicators of psydbgical distress,cynicism and (mental)
exhaustionthe characterizations fburnoutare used (Gonzalez-Roma et al., 200@)icsm
(a negative, callous, and cynical attitude towawde’s job) andemotional exhaustioiithe
draining of emotional resources).

As shown in Figure 2, morale and psychologicatress are assumed to have both
performance consequencgmeiceived performancand organizational citizenship behavior
(OCB) and psychological consequencesrgg@nizational commitment Resources at
individual, team and organizational level are sstgg to have a positive relation with
enthusiasm and persistence (higher scores on esolgad to higher morale), and work
demandsa positive relation with psychological distresgffer work demands lead to more
distress). For a detailed description of the ime@nt for measuring morale in the
Netherlands’ Armed Forces, see Van Boxmeer, VeniigsBruin and Duel (2007).
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Figure 2.A model of morale during the deployment cycle.

Redesigned PICTURE Unit Climate Resear ch

Revised modelThe revised PICTURE model is shown in Figure 8mbining
elements from both the PICTURE and morale resedioh.model includes all aspects of the
former PICTURE research model (ejgb content satisfaction turnover intentiong but
these aspects are organized in a more detailedbasgd on the morale model. The former
work related factors (see Figure 1) are now divideasbngresources work demandsand
leadership Based on the 2009 evaluation of the PICTURE madel earlier research (De
Hooge, 2004)job satisfactionandcommitmentire now combined at unit and organizational
level. Turnover intentiongindabsenteeisrare the final outcome measures in the model.
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Figure 3.Revised PICTURE model.



New elements in the revised model amgagementnd work related stressvrk
stresy, includingenthusiasmand persistenceespectivelycynicismand (mental) exhaustign
as used in the morale model. Including these elé&snbas two advantages. First, unit
commanders can be supported and advised in a netedled way, using the former
(informative) aspects of unit climate. Second, canders can recognize the same aspects in
both NLDSC research programs for unit climate andrale research. This enables
synchronization of support and advice both in tleagetime situation and during the
deployment cycle. Other new elements included m revised PICTURE model concern
measures fomwork pressure future uncertaintyand organizational citizenship behaviour
(OCB). Finally, in the revised PICTURE model both measufor job satisfactionand
commitmentare possible consequences of engagement (SchauBzkker, 2004) and work
related stress, and defined as organizational méaneasures.

Revised questionnair®&ased on the revised PICTURE model as describedea the
PICTURE questionnaire has been changed in sevexg.vFirst, the layout is modernized to
be more attractive to respondents. Second, meaameesrganized in resources, demands,
leadership, engagement, work stress and organizdtbatcomes. The measures for resources
are organized based the different levels: stamyith measures on individual level (ejgb
conteny followed by measures on unit level (e.giork climat¢ and measures on
organizational level (e.gcareer prospec)s Finally, some extra items are included to try to
enhance measures that have not met expectatiottseifiormer questionnaire (e.g. work
pressure) or that have received more attentionmitie Dutch MoD (e.g. leadership).

Revised research programihe research program for unit climate has beeised on
aspects of planning, reports and advice. In genardll 2010 the PICTURE research was
planned and executed at battalion level. In a gesifctwo to three years, all battalions within
a single brigade prepared and executed their ovitaliom PICTURE surveys. As these
surveys were conducted at different moments in this to three year period, it was not
possible to have an overall report on brigade |ewadluding all battalions measured at
approximately the same time. All battalion commasdeceived a report and feedback by
NLDSC researchers. In this feedback session allsarea of the PICTURE model were
explained and discussed. Frequently, company comensnvere present in this feedback
session as these lower level commanders did netvieetheir own reports and feedback by de
NLDSC researchers.

In the revised program, planning is synchronizédbrgade level, including all
battalions executing a PICTURE survey within a ommath timeframe. Every battalion
commander receives a report like before. This symihed planning and execution also
enables a report on brigade level that can revga@ds that involve all battalions and could
demand the brigade commander’s attention. Unfotéiyan the revised PICTURE research
program the feedback and advice by NLDSC reseasdire diminished because of cuts in
NLDSC research capacity. The brigade commandereardy battalion commander are still
informed by the NLDSC researchers in feedback sessiBut instead of explaining and
discussing all measures, these sessions only m@udescription of the model and the main
results, and an explanation how to read the re@ortrequest, a four hour workshop can be
hosted by NLDSC researchers to train selected psragthin battalions and brigade staff
how to read the report and how to organize follgwsassions based on the conclusions.



Resear ch modd

As stated before, the central question of this papleow the revised PICTURE model
fits the preliminary data of two MoD organizatiod$e revised PICTURE model shown in
Figure 3 is used to inform unit commanders, bunoame used for analysis using structural
equation modeling (SEM). The research model is showFigure 4. The latent factors for
engagement (enthusiasm, persistence) and workedekstress (cynicism, exhaustion) are
allowed to covary. This also applies to the latéattors defining resources, demands,
leadership respectively unit/organizational bondaures will be described in the method

section.
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Figure 4.The research model. For simplicity, error termsjdators and covariances have been omitted.



METHODSAND ANALYSIS

Participants, procedure and data preparation

Surveys were administered to personnel of a lanfjeang maintenance unitn(= 909,
response rate 84%) and a large military organimaticluding staff, operational and training
units f = 3.775, response rate 66%) in the beginning @fl2@s the use of AMOS Structural
Equation Modelling software requires low percentagé missing values (less than 10%,
Kline, 1998), all respondents with 10 percent orenmissing values on the predictor and
dependent variables were removed. The remainingdatasetsn(= 812, response rate 75%;
n = 3.611, response rate 63%) are used for furthatyses. In order to be able to cross
validate results, dataset 2 was randomly split tato approximately equal parts, using the
SPSS 18.0 Select Cases: Random Sample option dd@&asn = 1.810; dataset 2m =
1.801).

Dataset 11f = 812) consisted of 494 civilians (60.9%) and BAti6taries (32.8%), 52
respondents were unspecified (6.4%). The sample pgegdominately male (79.1% male,
9.6% female and 11.3% unspecified), older than &&rsy (72.9%) and had been working
within the MoD for more than 10 years (65.9%). Bata2 (0 = 3.611) consisted of 400
civilians (11.0%) and 3.211 militaries (89.0%). Témmple was predominately male (83.4%
male, 14.7% female and 1.9% unspecified), equallyded among younger and older
personnel (48.7% younger, 49.1% older than 35 yea® unspecified) and had been
working within the MoD for more than 10 years (6%3)0

All distributions were found normal, both by visuaspection of the distributions of
single items and analysis for skewness 4) and kurtosis { 7; Fabrigar, Wegener,
MacCallum & Strahan, 1999), and showed no sigmauficollinearity.

Measures

The measures used in the revised PICTURE modddased on measures used in the
standardized PICTURE questionnaire during thedasyears, combined with measures used
in the Dutch Morale questionnaire (Van Boxmeer let 2007) and relevant items from
literature studies. Item-level maximum likelihoodnéirmatory factor analyses with oblique
rotation method on the three datasets confirmedptioposed factor structure. Reliability
analyses showed sufficient € .68) to excellento( = .96) reliability values. The measure for
work pressureshowed only marginal reliability values (rangimgrfia. = .55 toa = .61).

Job resourcesThe seven job resources used in the PICTURE nwdetated on a 5-
point scale (1 totally disagree5 =totally agreg: job content(5 items; e.g., “I have enough
variety in my job”;a = .83 toa = .86),control measureg4 items; e.g., “I can set my own
work speed”;o = .66 toa = .70),work climate(6 items; e.g., “We cooperate well to get the
job done”;a = .86 toa = .88),communicatior(6 items; e.g., “I receive all information needed
to carry out my tasksy = ..84 toa = .88),involvemen(3 items; e.g., “I can give my opinion
during discussions of progressl’= .81 toa = .87),perceived support4 items; e.g., “Within
my unit, | am treated fair’py = ..80 toa = .89) andcareer prospectg4 items; e.g., “l am
satisfied with my career prospects within the Mo®% .88 too = .89).

Job demandsThree job demands are measured in the PICTUREemddork
pressurewas rated on a 5-point scale (hever 5 =always 4 items; e.g., “I have plenty of
time to do my tasks properlyy = .55 toa = .61). Two measures were rated on a 5-point
scale (1 =totally disagree 5 = totally agre@: working conditions(6 items; e.g., “I am
satisfied with the quality of the means with whichave to work”;a = .81 toa = .86) and
future uncertainty2 items; e.g., “I am worried about my joll'= .66 toa = .69).

Leadership Leadership was initially measured with one singkasure with 21 items
rated on a 5-point scale (1tetally disagree5 =totally agreg. Factor analyses showed two



separate measures that will be used in the PICTURHel: leadership (transformational
aspects)vith 16 items (e.g., “My leader inspires me’s .96) andeadership (social aspects)
with 5 items (e.g., “My leader stimulates and sftbens professional behaviour in the team”;
a = .92 toa = .95).

Engagement and work related stre$he measures for engagement and work related
stress are based on measures used in the Dutckergaestionnaire supplemented with extra
items. The measures in the PICTURE model are ratedh 5-point scale (1 totally
disagree 5 = totally agre@: enthusiasm(5 items; e.g., “I am proud of the work | do”),
persistencg5 items; e.g., “When | am working, | feel fit asttong”),cynicism(4 items; e.g.,

“I doubt the usefulness of my work”) amdental exhaustio@ items; e.g., “At the end of a
working day | feel burned-out”).

Job satisfaction and commitmerih the PICTURE model two measures for job
satisfaction and commitment are defined on unit arghnizational level. Factor analyses
confirmed this factor structure, earlier descriimd De Hooge (2004). Both measures are
rated a 5-point scale (1 totally disagree 5 = totally agred: unit bond (4 items; e.g.,
“Considering everything, | am satisfied to work kwvimy unit”; a = .83 toa = .85) and
organizational bond5 items; e.g., “I am proud to be able to teltttham part of the MoD"p
=.90 toa = .92).

Organizational outcomed.he organizational citizenship behaviour (OCBeasure is
rated on a 5-point scale (1tetally disagree 5 =totally agre@ and contains 4 items (e.qg.,
“When my colleagues need help, they can call me% .85 toa = .88). Absenteeisms
measured by one item (“In the last 12 months, did stay at home because of sickness?”)
rated on a 6-point scale (1no, 6 =yes, 5 times or moyeTurnover intentionare measured
by two separate, dummy-coded items: “Recentlyjrikitof looking for another job” and “In
de last 3 months, | took specific steps to get larofob, or will take these steps in the next
three months” (0 Mo, or within the MoD1 =Yes, outside the MgD

Analysis

SEM analyses were performed using the AMOS softwaikage (Arbuckle, 2005).
First, all measures in the research model (Figyineete modeled as first order latent factors
with their respective items as their indicatorse ®ingle items on absenteeism and turnover
intentions were modeled as observed indicators.fitloé the model was evaluated in several
stages. The measurement model was tested firsbgKROO5), followed by the structural
model. Finally, it was analyzed whether this stnsat model could be improved by removing
non-significant relations between latent factord/anindicators. As the largest dataset was
split into two datasets to enable cross validat®BM analyses were firstly conducted on
dataset 2a and dataset 2b. Next, analyses on tatagse conducted and compared to the
results of these two datasets.

The fit of the model was assessed with the rootmsemare error of approximation
(RMSEA), the normed fit index (NFI) and the compie fit index (CFI). In general, the fit
of a model is (reasonably) good when the RMSEAgelr than .08 (good when lower than
.05) and the NFI and CFI are larger than .90 (Kl@05). The commonly used model chi
square test was inspected, but was not used amddk as this test is prone to type Il errors
with larger samples (Kline, 2005).



RESULTS

Descriptives
The means, standard deviations, Cronbach’s al@raiscorrelations of the scales are
reported in Appendix 1 for the three datasets.

SEM analyses
Dataset 2a SEM analysis on dataset 2a shows different resoit model fit for the

measurement modeRMSEA=.04; NFI=.86; CFI=.89). Th&MSEA fit index shows good fit
(<.05), the NFI and CFI fit indices show unsatisbag fit (<.90). These results are reflected in the
structural model SEM analysis results on dataséRPMSEA=.04; NFI=.84; CFI=.87). Removing
non-significant relations between latent factord/anindicators showed some improvement
in chi square values, but no improvement in theregal fit indices. The final research model
for dataset 2a is shown in Figure 5.
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Figure 5.The final research model for dataset 2a. For saity| error terms, indicators and covariances have

been omitted.

Dataset 2b SEM analyses on dataset 2b were used to crosgfatelthe results on
dataset 2a and showed similar results on modtdrfithe measurement model (RMSEA=.04;
NFI=.85; CFI=.89) and the structural model (RMSE®G;. NFI=.84; CFI=.87). Removing
non-significant relations between latent factord/anindicators showed some improvement
in chi square values, but no improvement in thereal fit indices. The final research model
for dataset 2b is shown in Figure 6. Although ffidices values for both datasets are similar,
the final research models for both datasets shdferences in significance of relations
between factors (e.grganizational bondto OCB) and in strengths of relations between
factors (e.gfuture uncertaintyto mental exhaustion
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Dataset 1 Finally, SEM analyses on dataset 1 showed lessfaztory model fit than
the two datasets described above for both the measmt model (RMSEA=.04; NFI=.79;
CFI=.86) and the structural model (RMSEA=.05; NFI%. CFI=.84). Removing non-
significant relations between latent factors andidrcators showed some improvement in chi
square values, but no improvement in the reporteiddices. The final research model for
dataset 1 is shown in Figure 7.

As the final research models for datasets 2a andh2lov more or less the same
significant relations between factors, the finaea@ch model for dataset 1 shows more non-
significant relations. Examples are the relatiorsdwigen the resourcesommunication
involvementand perceived supporand the engagement fact@asthusiasmand persistence
andorganizational bon@ndturnover intentions
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CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

The first purpose of this paper is to describerhgased PICTURE research model,
method and questionnaire used by NLDSC Behaviari@n8es to monitor well being within
all Dutch MoD units and organizations in the DuddbD. Items and measures in the model
and questionnaire were described, combining NLDS@egences and unit commanders’
evaluations from two NLDSC programs for monitorwegll being and morale. The revised
method was described, illustrating the improvememots synchronization of conducting
surveys within brigade level. Unfortunately, budgets have a price: the support and advice
to commanders have diminished. Instead of an inhdfgedback session with each battalion
commander (or even lower commanders), a one-hoaseptation to all commanders
explaining ‘how to read the report’ is now includedhe revised PICTURE method.

The second purpose is to evaluate the revised PRETtodel fit, using preliminary
data of two large Dutch MoD organizations. Ressittsw that model fit is not satisfactory on
all fit indices used in this paper, indicating thia¢ revised PICTURE model does not give a
good description of the data. First, these datgegkminary data of two MoD organizations.
It is expected that at the end of 2011 PICTURE eys\vare conducted on approximately half
of the MoD organization. SEM analysis will examimedel fit for this more representative
MoD dataset. For the near future, further improvetnef the PICTURE model should be
examined by improving measures (eaprk pressurgand reducing model complexity (e.qg.
using scale means instead of separate indicators).

Results also show differences between the two Mafarozations. Fit indices for
dataset 1 are less satisfactory than for dataseds@ 2b. The final research model for dataset
1 also shows differences in significant relatioosnpared to the final research models for
datasets 2a and 2b, which show more or less the sanificant relations between factors.
Some of these differences might be explained bigmdifices in respondents, as in dataset 1
respondents were predominately civilians (60.9%) endataset 2 predominately militaries
(89.0%). For example, differences in appointmenibiwithe MoD organization (civilians on a
specific function, militaries within the organizani performing different functions each two to
three years) might explain differences in the retatof unit or organizational factors on
turnover intentions. The 2009 evaluation of the RIRE model also showed these
differences.

Finally, while giving feedback on the preliminargsults (dataset 2) to the highest
level commander and the lower level commanders, SICDresearchers encountered
challenges on how to communicate SEM analyses tsedtirst, not all commanders and
officials present at the feedback session easitjerstood the backgrounds and contents of
SEM aspects. Second, there were differences betiseels within the unit comparable to the
differences between the datasets described inpyer. SEM analyses showed specific
aspects that were important (highest standardiegdession weights) when analyzing the
complete dataset for the highest level commandeweyer, these same aspects appeared less
important or even non-significant when analyzin siatasets for lower level units. Specific
attention should be paid to communication of théifierences. This aspect also contributed
to the discussion whether SEM analyses on dat&oveer level units should be executed as
such.
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Appendix 1. Means, standard deviations, Cronbaalplsa’s and correlation of the scales.

M SD o« 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2p§1 22
Dataset 1r{ = 812)
1. Leadership (social) 3.64.69 .92 1.00
2. Leadership (transformational) 3.50.71 .96 .82 1.00
3. Job content 3.740.69 .83 .46 .52 1.00
4. Control measures 3.89.55 .66 19 .21 46 1.00
5. Work climate 391058 .86 .37 .33 .37 .26 1.00
6. Communication 3.500.61 .84 58 .62 .50 .28 .38 1.00
7. Involvement 3.760.77 81 38 .39 .31 .10 .31 .51 1.00
8. Perceived support 3.8@53 80 60 .60 .46 .25 .54 .65 .49 1.00
9. Career prospects 3.00.89 .89 33 35 44 23 22 46 .26 .38 1.00
10. Work pressure 347060 55 .11 .13 .09 .28 .15 .22 .04 .19 .20 1.00
11. Working conditions 349062 81 .31 .32 40 .28 .32 50 .21 41 .43 .28 1.00
12. Future uncertainty 3.51098 .69 -12 -12 -19 -15 -11 -19 -10 -16 -27 -07 -.18 1.00
13. Enthusiasm 402064 .89 37 40 62 .31 .38 .43 .28 .41 .40 .13 .40 -14 1.00
14. Persistence 3960 86 31 30 47 33 .38 .38 .24 39 36 .20 .41 -18 .70 1.00
15. Cynicism 226081 .85 -36 -37 -47 -30 -32 -45 -24 -40 -39 -25 -40 .18 -69 -54 1.00
16. Mental exhaustion 2.010.77 90 -20 -21 -24 -27 -21 -27 -09 -31 -27 -43 -32 .13 -39 -50 .51 1.00
17. Unit bond 371073 83 47 47 58 32 50 57 35 56 43 20 .49 -15 .66 .53 -58 -35 1.00
18. Organizational bond 34977 92 32 33 45 26 .31 50 .28 .38 .53 .17 52 -23 57 .50 -54 -34 .68 1.00
19. OCB 420050 85 .14 .12 20 .22 45 212 20 .27 .06 -07 .17 -04 .23 24 -14 -07 .30 .19 1.00
20. Absenteeism 206112 - -01 -02 -09 -11 -14 -08 -11 -16 -08 -02 -07 .03 -11 -19 .10 .17 -06 -.06 .00 1.00
21. Turnover intentions (think) 01403 - -10 -12 -21 -12 -09 -16 -04 -10 -21 -09 -25 .15 -27 -20 .30 .20 -23 -23 -02 .07 1.00
22. Turnover intentions (act) 0.0v.26 - -16 -17 -23 -09 -10 -12 -07 -12 -22 -04 -13 .05 -27 -14 .27 .14 -19 -19 -01 .01 .66 1.00
Dataset 2an(= 1.810)
1. Leadership (social) 4.010.84 .95 1.00
2. Leadership (transformational) 3.88.74 .96 .84 1.00
3. Job content 3.870.78 .85 .32 .39 1.00
4. Control measures 3.99.64 .68 .22 .26 .65 1.00
5. Work climate 413061 87 .34 .32 .36 .29 1.00
6. Communication 3.650.67 .87 50 .55 .51 .40 .41 1.00
7. Involvement 3.91087 .87 .41 44 46 .31 .36 .58 1.00
8. Perceived support 40063 .86 .48 52 .49 .42 55 .63 .58 1.00
9. Career prospects 3093 88 .19 .25 .38 .27 .21 .44 .28 .32 1.00
10. Work pressure 3.93050 56 .20 .22 .02 .16 .14 .22 .08 .16 .12 1.00
11. Working conditions 3.540.75 8 .23 .28 42 .36 .27 .47 37 .38 .43 .14 1.00
12. Future uncertainty 3.241.00 66 -12 -14 -19 -11 -09 -27 -17 -18 -36 -12 -.13 1.00
13. Enthusiasm 4.100.76 .92 30 .34 64 .40 .38 .44 39 45 .36 .09 .38 -16 1.00
14. Persistence 401067 .89 31 .33 48 36 .36 .42 36 .39 .30 .17 .35 -12 .73 1.00
15. Cynicism 224084 87 -34 -37 -54 -36 -35 -48 -38 -43 -38 -19 -37 .22 -75 -61 1.00
16. Mental exhaustion 2.00.77 90 -24 -25 -24 -25 -24 -30 -22 -26 -21 -41 -25 .14 -36 -51 .44 1.00
17. Unit bond 392075 .84 42 46 55 39 54 57 47 61 .33 .14 .38 -03 .64 .54 -58 -33 1.00
18. Organizational bond 37076 91 25 29 42 31 .28 45 31 .37 50 .16 .41 -16 .57 .50 -55 -31 .54 1.00
19. OCB 437050 8 .16 .18 .26 .26 .45 .27 26 .35 .11 .08 .22 -26 .30 .34 -27 -21 .37 .29 1.00
20. Absenteeism 20411 - -09 -09 -16 -12 -13 -14 -14 -14 -15 .00 -11 .10 -19 -25 .17 .17 -14 -13 -08 1.00
21. Turnover intentions (think) 0347 - -21 -23 -31 -18 -17 -29 -21 -25 -37 -11 -24 28 -37 -25 .38 .16 -31 -43 -07 .13 1.00
22. Turnover intentions (act) 014034 - -16 -18 -22 -12 -11 -22 -16 -19 -28 -11 -12 .19 -29 -19 .31 .12 -24 -32 -04 .11 .59 1.00



M SD «a 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17y 18 19 2P¢1 22
Dataset 2b
1. Leadership (social) 4.020.85 .95 1.00
2. Leadership (transformational) 3.80.75 .96 .86 1.00
3. Job content 3.820.83 .86 .37 .43 1.00
4. Control measures 3.93.66 .70 .23 .27 .61 1.00
5. Work climate 413062 .88 .37 .36 .40 .30 1.00
6. Communication 3.64069 .87 55 .60 .49 .38 .44 1.00
7. Involvement 3.800.86 .86 .45 .48 .44 .32 .42 .58 1.00
8. Perceived support 40067 .89 54 55 46 .38 .58 .65 .58 1.00
9. Career prospects 2.99.94 .89 28 31 40 25 .23 47 .30 .36 1.00
10. Work pressure 393052 61 .20 .22 .02 .17 .16 .17 .05 .18 .09 1.00
11. Working conditions 3.520.76 .86 .28 33 40 .32 .28 51 .37 .40 .43 .15 1.00
12. Future uncertainty 32401 66 -14 -15 -17 -12 -07 -22 -13 -13 -32 -09 -11 1.00
13. Enthusiasm 4060.75 91 36 .39 .64 .41 42 45 39 .42 .40 .10 .37 -16 1.00
14. Persistence 39065 87 34 37 52 39 38 43 35 .40 .34 .22 37 -17 .74 1.00
15. Cynicism 226082 86 -33 -36 -52 -33 -35 -46 -29 -38 -36 -20 -35 .26 -.72 -59 1.00
16. Mental exhaustion 2040.77 90 -23 -25 -23 -24 -25 -28 -17 -28 -25 -46 -27 .14 -34 -51 .42 1.00
17. Unit bond 389077 8 48 50 54 38 56 .57 47 58 50 .17 41 -13 .63 .54 -55 -33 1.00
18. Organizational bond 3.7€.74 90 29 31 .38 .30 .28 46 .29 34 31 .10 .39 -22 54 .49 -53 -28 .51 1.00
19. OCB 435051 88 .22 .18 24 25 46 25 25 25 .18 .10 .15 -03 .26 .32 -20 -12 .33 .28 1.00
20. Absenteeism 207112 - -18 -12 -19 -12 -10 -13 -15 -14 -12 -03 -17 .06 -19 -26 .16 .18 -18 -14 -.05 1.00
21. Turnover intentions (think) 03047 - -19 -21 -30 -21 -20 -28 -20 -23 -21 -11 -27 25 -39 -34 .43 .23 -32 -42 -13 .12 1.00
22. Turnover intentions (act) 0.1»36 - -15 -17 -25 -17 -17 -22 -17 -18 -17 -11 -18 .14 -34 -26 .34 .20 -30 -32 -08 .10 .61 1.00

All correlations are significant @t< .01, except underscoredrrelations§ < .05) anccursivecorrelationsfs).



