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Abstract 
In order to stay a healthy and competitive organization, it is important to keep employees satisfied and 

to sustain, and where possible improve, their work effectiveness. This work effectiveness is in this 

study defined with the variables work performance (in- and extra-role), work engagement, and work 

learning behavior. Based on Google's research on team effectiveness, this thesis investigates the effect 

of psychological safety, reliability, structure and clarity, meaning of work and impact of work in 

organizations. These variables are defined as the five principles. Google stated in their study that these 

are the success criteria for the effectiveness of a team. It is hypothesized that translating these five 

principles to an organizational level will provide the same benefits that have been found when working 

in teams, i.e. increased work effectiveness. By understanding and implementing these principles, 

organizations can respond to competitors and have better work outcomes and products, without 

investing in expensive techniques. Data for this study is collected via a quantitative survey with n=140 

participants. Two innovative companies participated in this research: Boston Scientific (n=104) and 

Fortimedix Surgical (n=36). It is investigated if this relation between the principles and the work 

effectiveness is affected by job crafting. Besides, the effect of these five principles on the relation 

between organizational factors (i.e. job demands and job resources) and work effectiveness is 

reviewed. From this study, it can be concluded that meaning of work is the most important principle 

in organizations. Meaning of work did not only have a positive effect on the extra-role performance, 

work engagement, and work learning behavior, it also explained the relation between the job 

resources and the work engagement, extra-role performance, and work learning behavior.  In addition, 

meaning of work is a suppressor on the relation between job insecurity and work engagement. The 

positive effect of meaning of work on work learning behavior can be explained by job crafting resources 

seeking and job crafting challenges seeking. Job crafting resources seeking also has a mediating effect 

on the relation between meaning of work and engagement. In conclusion, meaning of work is an 

important principle for organizations to invest in. It does not only improve the work effectiveness, it 

also improves and explains the effect of certain job resources in organizations. Job crafting resources 

seeking and challenges seeking can partly improve the relation of meaning of work on this work 

effectiveness. 
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Management summary 
Introduction 

Fast changing and innovative organizations are constantly looking for improvements. These 

improvements must help the organizations to create or maintain a competitive advantage. Fortimedix 

Surgical and Boston Scientific are two of these companies, looking for ways to sustain, and were 

possible improve, the collaboration within the organization between the employees. They wanted to 

investigate if their employees are satisfied within their organization and want to find new ways to 

improve their work effectiveness. Within this study, the work effectiveness is measured with work 

engagement, work performance (in-role and extra-role), and work learning behavior. As an addition to 

the research of Google and based, it is proposed that psychological safety, reliability, structure and 

clarity, meaning of work and impact of work need to be present in organizations to increase the work 

effectiveness. It is hypothesized that translating the advantages of Google’s “perfect” team to the 

organizational level, the organization will adopt the benefits of working in teams. To investigate the 

effect of these five principles on the work effectiveness this study is proposed. Besides, via 

organizational factors it will be investigated how organizations react on these five principles and 

eventually improve them. Therefore, the research question of this master thesis is “What is the effect 

of the five principles in an organization”. This question will be further elaborated on, using the 

secondary questions “Do the principles improve the work effectiveness of an organization?”, “How do 

the five principles effect the relation between organizational factors and work effectiveness?” and 

“What is the effect of job crafting on the relation between the five principles and the work 

effectiveness”. The goal of this study was to provide support for implementing the five principles in an 

organization. 

Theory 

The purpose of this study was to understand the effect of five principle suggested by Google effect 

organizations. These principles are based on the Aristotle research of Google and can be defined as 

psychological safety, trust, structure and clarity, meaning of work and impact of work. It was suggested 

that these principles effect the work effectiveness and the relation between job demands and job 

resources and the work effectiveness. This work effectiveness is in this research defined as work 

performance, work engagement, and work learning behavior. This thesis elaborated on the research 

Google conducted and extended it from a team level to an organizational level. This resulted in a 

method to improve the work effectiveness, whilst focusing on the employees in the organization. It 

was proposed that psychological safety, trust, structure and clarity, meaning of work, and impact of 

work improve the work effectiveness. This implicated that if an employee feels psychologically safe in 

an organization, trusts the organization, and experiences structure and clarity, meaning of work and 

impact of work, the employee would perform better (in-role and extra-role), is more engaged at work, 

and learns more from its work. These five principles explain the differences of employees in 

organizations via norms, instead of knowledge and skills. According to the theoretical background, 

employees that fulfill these five principles are more willing to ask colleagues for help, deliberate more 

easily, and are more aware of their work and how they and their work fits within the organization. 

They are more willing to admit mistakes, to collaborate with colleagues, and to take on new roles 

within organizations. In addition, employees that fulfill these five principles improve the organizational 

collaboration, the work effectiveness, the work outcomes, and the work satisfaction of the employee 

in the organization. Therefore, it seems that it takes more than hiring only the most qualified 



iv 
 

employees to achieve an organizations effectiveness. By investing in employees through achieving the 

five principles, organizations can respond to competitors and have better work outcomes and 

products, without investing in expensive techniques. Stimulating employees and creating an 

environment that provides the five principles, could possibly have inexpensive, but far-reaching 

effects. Next to this relation on the work effectiveness, it is hypothesized that the five principles 

mediate the effect of organizational factors and work effectiveness. Indicating that the five principles 

explain and strengthened this relation. Organizational factors included in this research are feedback, 

transformational leadership, job insecurity, and work pressure. It is hypnotized that the mediator 

increases the positive effect of feedback and transformational leadership and that the mediator 

suppresses the negative effect of work pressure and job insecurity. To explain the positive effect of the 

principles on the work engagement, job crafting is suggested. Job crafting is a method where an 

employee changes the job demands and job resources at work to improve the person-job fit and to be 

more engaged at work. It is hypothesized that organizations with these principles score higher on work 

effectiveness because employees craft their jobs. 

Results 

To gather the data to substantiate this research question, a quantitative survey was handed out in 

both organizations. A total of n=140 employees participated in this study. Measurement scales were 

based on existing validated scales. Data was analyzed using SPSS software. From the results, some 

conclusions could be drawn and answers to the research questions could be given. 

From this study, it was concluded that the five principles discovered in the Google research improve 

different variables of the work effectiveness in organizations. Meaning of work had a positive effect 

on ex-role performance and on work learning behavior, structure and clarity and psychological safety 

on in-role performance, trust and meaning of work on work engagement. Investing in these principles 

improves the work performance, work engagement, and work learning behavior of employees.  

Investigating the effect of these five principles on job demands and job resources increase the insight 

why these organizational factors affect the work effectiveness and why this effect differs per 

employee. From this study, it can be concluded that meaning of work was a mediator between the job 

resources and the work engagement, ex-role performance, and work learning behavior. Meaning of 

work was a suppressor on the relation between job insecurity and work engagement. In addition, trust 

was a mediator between the job resources and work engagement.  

Job crafting resources and challenges seeking partly explained the effect of meaning of work on the 

work effectiveness. A mediating effect of resources and challenges seeking was confirmed on the 

relation between meaning of work and work learning behavior. Resources seeking also mediated the 

relation between meaning of work and work engagement. 

From this study, it can be concluded that simple principles can improve the effectiveness of an 

organization. The most important principle is meaning of work. Meaning of work does not only 

improve the work effectiveness, it also improves and explains the effect of certain job resources in 

organizations. Job crafting resources seeking and challenges seeking can partly explain the relation of 

meaning of work on this work effectiveness.  
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1. Introduction 
For organizations, it is important to work as successful as possible and to be ahead of competitors. In 

order to be more successful, to improve the innovativeness of the organization, to see mistakes more 

quickly and to provide better, more complex, innovative and comprehensive solutions to 

organizational problems, the organization can start working with teams (Salas, Sims, & Burke, 2005). 

A team is characterized by a group of members working together interdependently over a longer 

period towards collective goals (Hackman, 2002). Teams tend to achieve better results, higher 

performance, and report higher job satisfaction. Besides, teams have the potential to offer greater 

adaptability, productivity and creativity than individuals (Salas, et al., 2005). This is the reason why 

more companies start to work with teams resulting in the fact that more than three-quarters of an 

employee’s day is spent communicating with colleagues. Therefore, if the organization wants to 

outstrip its competitors, it needs to influence not only how people work, but also how they work 

together. In the best teams, members listen to one another and show respect towards opinions and 

needs of other team members. However, teams’ failure can have far-reaching effects on the 

organization (Salas, et al., 2005). The team can miss deadlines, have low productivity, lose revenue, 

and produce faulty products. A lack of support, poor planning, or a breakdown of internal processes 

(e.g. communication) are reasons for these failure (Hackman, 1989). Therefore, the question remains 

what makes a team or organization successful. A company that investigated this question and thereby 

proposed determinants for the perfect team is Google (Duhigg, 2016). They gathered data from 180 

Google teams during a two-year project called Aristotle. They were surprised to find that metrics like 

personal friendships, strong management, team structure, personal interests, gender, and age were 

not associated with increased successfulness in teamwork. Teams with similar design or even some 

with the same members demonstrated varying results. After these two years of investigating, they 

concluded that group norms were found to be key to success. Group norms are unwritten and often 

unspoken rules guiding the behavior within the team or organization. 

The Google project Aristotle identified five key principles to be successful and therefore according to 

Google the perfect team (Duhigg, 2016): psychological safety, reliability, structure and clarity, meaning 

of work, and impact of work. The psychological safety indicates that the employees are comfortable in 

taking risks and express their opinions. Colleagues are supportive and do not ridicule each other. 

Reliability means that everyone needs to contribute to the best of their ability and deliver high quality 

work. The employees perform their assigned task within the time frame indicated as agreed upon. 

Everyone can count on each other to do their job. The work is structured and clear if there are clear 

directions and goals and everyone understands what part they have to play. The colleagues know how 

to perform their job and help each other succeed. Besides, work should have a meaning and an impact. 

Meaning of work means that the employee thinks the work is important. Impact of work, on the other 

hand, implicates the actual benefit for the company. The employees want to think that they are not 

simply wasting their time when working. According to Google, if the individual in a team adheres to 

these five principles the team is most likely to be successful. Google was the only organization 

supporting the use of these five principles. There was no literature found supporting Googles theory. 

This study will investigate the use and the effect of these five principles in organizations.  

The aim of this study is to investigate the effect of these five principles in an organization. The goal of 

this study is to provide support for implementing the five principles in an organization. First of all, to 

investigate this effect it is suggested that the five principles found in the Googles research Aristotle 
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also apply to an organization. It will be investigated if an organization that is, psychological safety, 

trustworthy, structured and clear, has a meaning of work, and an impact of work, scores higher on the 

work effectiveness. The work effectiveness is used because the work performance only takes the 

outcomes of the actions regardless of how the task is accomplished into account (Salas et al., 2005). 

This work effectiveness is therefore measured via the variables work performance (in- and extra-role), 

work engagement, and work learning behavior. To further investigate the effect of the five principles 

in organizations, the effect of the principles on organizational factors is investigated. This is based on 

the job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model. The JD-R model assumes that every activity at work depends 

on different unique characteristics, classified as job demands and job resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 

2007; Demerouti, et al., 2001). The JD-R model is based on the positive organizational behavior 

research and is thereby a tool to get an insight into the innovative performance of an organization 

(Demerouti et al., 2001). The model proposes that the interaction between job demands and job 

resources is important for the development of job strain and motivation (Bakker et al., 2004). By 

balancing these job demands and job resources, the employees cannot only improve the work 

effectiveness directly. By adding the five principles to the JD-R model, differences in the effects of the 

job demands and job resources can be explained by a third variable. s. Stating that the five principles 

have a mediating effect. Well-known and frequently occurring job demands and job resources will be 

considered to investigate the influences on the organizational work effectiveness.  

The job demands that are interesting to investigate in organizations are work pressure and job 

insecurity. The employees experience work pressure caused by the current changing and innovating 

environments in organizations. Higher requirements of the employees are needed to stay ahead of the 

competitors, leading to work pressure (Russell, O'Connell, & McGinnity, 2009). Another principle that 

can be seen as a trend in current organizations is the job insecurity of employees. Among others, 

flexible contracts stimulate this job insecurity. The employee is not sure if the contract will be 

extended. Even so, high expectations and the fear of failing might increase insecurity among 

employees. Therefore, these job demands will be investigated to see if work pressure and job 

insecurity effect the effectiveness of an organization through the five principles. To investigate this, 

the relation between the five principles and these job demands will be reviewed. It is hypothesized 

that these job demands will have a negative effect.  

The fundamental role of a leader in an organization is to define the organizational goal, formulate 

plans, and organize people to achieve the goals through the execution of the plans (Avolio, Luthans, & 

Ryan, 2006). The leader of an organization works towards what is best for individuals and the whole 

group. This leadership is both a practical skill encompassing the ability of an individual or organization 

to lead or guide other individuals, teams, or entire organizations. Every organization has some form of 

leadership, which influences the employees to work according to protocol. This could be in a positive 

or negative manner and on different variables. Leaders influence how employees react, how 

employees have to behave, determine the processes and goals, and judge how employees work in the 

organization. The employees have to be accountable to the leader. With this influence of a leader, the 

five principles (i.e. psychological safety, trust, clarity and structure, meaning of work and impact of 

work) could either be improved or deteriorated. A motivating leadership style that inspires employees 

to go beyond what is originally expected, is transformational leadership. Because of these 

characteristics, a transformational leader seems to stimulate the five principles. 
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Transformational leadership is an active leadership style that inspires followers to do more than 

originally expected by supporting immediate self-interests, by emphasizing long-term goals, by 

developing a vision, and by inspiring employees to have and pursue a vision (Den Hartog, van Muijen, 

& Koopman, 1996). A transformational leader transforms the norms and values of the subordinates 

and motivates the followers to set long-term goals and adjust their work environment in an effort to 

achieve these goals (Griffin, Parker, & Mason, 2010). By doing so, the employee is more involved with 

the processes and goals. Because of this stimulating leadership style, the employee might be more 

motivated to invest in their work. Besides, this leadership style stimulates personal relationships. 

Because every organization has a leader, it is suggested and interesting to investigate the effect of 

leadership on the five principles, hypothesizing that a transformational leader has a positive effect.  

The second job resource that might affect the five key principles is feedback. Feedback occurs when 

an environment reacts to an action or behavior. Feedback allows building and maintaining 

communication with colleagues. Both positive and negative feedback is helpful. Feedback is given 

during decisions, which improves organizational processes. Effective feedback has benefits for the 

giver, the receiver, and the broader organization. Feedback is always present, can motivate, can 

improve performance, and is a tool for continuous learning and effective listening (DeFranzo, 2015). 

Feedback results in an understanding what colleagues’ opinions are about the work, resulting in a 

better understanding of how to work in the organization. This suggests that feedback has a positive 

effect on the five principles. 

Another factor that might be influenced by these five key principles is the behavior of the employee 

itself. The employees influence their work and the work environment during a workday. The 

employees prefer a well-designed and work environment with good conditions (Demerouti, 2014). 

These preferred circumstances differ between employees. Each work condition is unique and an 

employee can change its job to create the circumstances they want. According to a bottom-up redesign 

approach, employees craft their jobs in order to improve the design of their jobs (Demerouti, 2014). 

This bottom-up redesign approach is defined as job crafting. Job crafting is related to changing job 

demands and job resources in order to create a better fit with the job characteristics employees desire 

resulting in higher work performance work engagement and work learning behavior (Wrzesniewski & 

Dutton, 2001). In this research, job crafting behavior is used as a mediator to explain the relation 

between the five principles and the work effectiveness. It is suggested in this study that this mediating 

effect can be an explanation why the five principles are increasing the work effectiveness.  

This master thesis is focused on defining the effect of the five principles in an organization. Suggested 

is that the principles of Google can be extrapolated and applied to the organizational level. It will be 

investigated if these five principles occur in organizations and optimize the work effectiveness in 

organizations. This work effectiveness will be measured via the work performance, work engagement, 

and work learning behavior of the employee. This way, it will be investigated if an individual who is 

psychological safe, whose organization is reliable, whose structure and goals of the organization are 

clear, whose work is meaningful and makes an impact works effectively in the organization. 

Additionally, it will be investigated what the effect of the five principles in on the relation between 

organizational factors and the work effectiveness. It is suggested that the five principles will have a 

mediating role between the job demands and job resources and the work effectiveness. To conclude, 

the link with the employees’ own ability to change its job while participating in job crafting and the 

five principles will be investigated. Therefore, the research question of this master thesis is “What is 
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the effect of the five principles in an organization” .This question will be further elaborated on, using 

the secondary questions “Do the principles improve the work effectiveness of an organization?”, “How 

do the five principles effect the relation between organizational factors and work effectiveness?” and 

“What is the effect of job crafting on the relation between the five principles and the work 

effectiveness”. The mediating effect of the five principles on the organizational factors feedback, 

transformational leadership, job insecurity and work pressure will be investigated separately. In 

addition, the effect of the employee redesigning its job, defined as job crafting, will be investigated. 

The answers on these questions will be empirically investigated. By investigating this effect, 

organizations can respond to competitors and have better work outcomes and products, without 

investing in expensive techniques. Stimulating employees and creating an environment that provides 

the five principles, could possibly have inexpensive, but far-reaching effects. An overview model of this 

study is presented in Figure 1. 

Job demands

Job resources

Job crafting

5 principles of 
effectiveness

Work 
effectiveness

 

Figure 1: Research model 

1.1. Business motives 
It is confirmed that innovative companies should focus on the work engagement of employees (Orth 

& Volmer, 2017). Work engagement positively influences the innovative behavior of employees on a 

daily basis.  This engagement can be affected by multiple factors. By participating in this study, broader 

insights of this engagement are gained. Besides, the addition of work performance and work learning 

behavior provides the complete picture. By understanding the principles, cheap and easy changes can 

be implemented in organizations that not only effect the work engagement, but also the work 

performance and work learning behavior. The organizations participating in this research both have 

different reasons to participate. However, both organizations are innovative and changing. Their focus 

is on improving the work effectiveness of the employees. The five principles suggested in this research 

are simple theories to maintain, and even improve, this work effectiveness. No expensive techniques 

are required.  

Fortimedix Surgical is a small, young, dynamic, high-tech organization that is involved in the design 

development and production of innovative surgical instruments. In relation with the learning and 

growth perspective of the organization, Fortimedix developed a strategy called effective trust-based 
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collaboration. This strategy is part of their strategic objectives and improves the mutual trust in the 

organization. In their opinion, collaborating on a mutual trust bases improves collaboration within 

teams, within the organization as a whole, and with external relations (e.g. customers). Their 

assumption is that effective trust-based collaboration is an important pillar for a successful 

organization and one of the base steps to be a successful product leader. This assumption in partly 

substantiated by the research of the Google project “Aristotle”. Google suggested in this study that an 

organization that is psychological safe, trustworthy, with clear goals and structures, and with work that 

has a meaning and an impact is a successful organization. Over the past few years, Fortimedix Surgical 

invested in these principles. By measuring the level of psychological safety, trust, structure and clarity, 

meaning of work, and impact of work among the employees of Fortimedix Surgical, the organization 

gains insight in their pillar trust-based collaboration and the way of collaboration in the organization. 

This study is proposed to measure these levels and to gain a wider view on the development of trust-

based collaboration within the organization. Suggestions of how to improve these five principles are 

requested. 

The second organization participating in this study is Boston Scientific. Boston Scientific is also located 

in the southern part of the Netherlands and develops and manufactures medical devices. As 

organization, Boston Scientific is changing. To measure how the employees respond to these changes, 

and to investigate if there are ongoing problems in the organization, Boston Scientific decided to 

participate in this study. Via this study, Boston Scientific receives a baseline measurement of the well-

being and collaboration of their employees. This insight gives them a better overview of the results of 

the changes they want to implement. The recommendations of this study will be used to get along 

with the decisions they already planned. 

 The demographics, e.g. branches, innovativeness, spoken language, geographical location, and 

cultural differences between these companies are comparable to avoid confounding. Both businesses 

work in fast changing and innovative environments and have to cope with work pressure and job 

insecurity of the employees in their organization. They use high-tech technology and have to follow 

certain rules concerning, among things, their medical devices. In addition, working in an international 

environment is part of both businesses. Besides, the companies understand the necessity of investing 

in their employees. They want their employees to be engaged at work and support good collaboration 

between colleagues. Both have different approaches of motivating and stimulating their employees. 

By participating in this study, the organization receives a measurement overview to get more insight 

in their employees’ well-being and collaboration. 

1.1.1. Fortimedix Surgical 
Fortimedix is founded in 1999 and their first product was the manufacturing of premium coronary and 

peripheral stents. In 2008, the organization started to develop solutions for minimally invasive surgery. 

This led to the split of the stents and the surgery part into two different companies in 2012: Fortimedix 

Surgical B.V. and Fortimedix Manufacturing B.V.. Fortimedix Surgical is aiming to challenge the status 

quo in minimally invasive surgery and wants to inspire a new wave of technological advancement in 

the surgical space, where Fortimedix Manufacturing keeps working as a global market leader in 

contract stent manufacturing. Nowadays, Fortimedix Surgical has around 40 employees working in 

different disciplines, like engineering, manufacturing and finance. Fortimedix Surgical has international 

experience with a hub in San Diego and with their product mainly distributed in the United States. 
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symphonX™ is the first product of Fortimedix Surgical. symphonX™ is the world’s first single-port 

surgery solution compatible with a standard 15mm laparoscopic trocar. Emulating conventional, multi-

port laparoscopy makes symphonX™ easy to use and enables surgeons to perform procedural steps 

ergonomically, allowing a comfortable and secure single-port approach.  

The mission of Fortimedix Surgical is to drive the evolution of healthcare through smart innovation 

across surgical specialties to improve the quality of life of patients throughout the world. In close 

collaboration with their Scientific Advisory Board, they target clear unmet needs in various surgical 

specialties, including general surgery, gynecology and colorectal surgery. They combine device 

development expertise and manufacturing expertise to create solutions that enable surgeons to easily 

adopt novel technologies and provide better care and offer patients the potential for improved health 

outcomes. 

Their vision is to challenge the status quo in minimally invasive surgery by creating novel devices that 

improve health outcomes and procedural efficiency. Reducing the number of incisions and minimizing 

abdominal wall trauma is their next step in the evolution of laparoscopic surgery. General adoption of 

less invasive methods has been hindered by ease-of-use and sizing limitations associated with the 

inability to achieve adequate triangulation for optimal surgical manipulation, retraction and exposure.  

1.1.2. Boston Scientific 
Boston Scientific is a manufacturer of medical devices used in interventional medical specialties, 

founded in 1979 as a holding organization for a medical product to purchase Medi-Tech. Boston 

Scientific was founded to benefit public health by bringing more accessible, lower-cost and lower-

trauma medical options to patients. The founders had the vision to be leaders in all aspects of this 

industry. Nowadays, Boston Scientific is occupied with developing new products. Boston Scientific is 

specialized in the areas of interventional radiology, interventional cardiology, peripheral interventions, 

neuromodulation, neurovascular intervention, electrophysiology, cardiac surgery, vascular surgery, 

endoscopy, oncology, urology, and gynecology. Boston Scientific is primarily known for the 

development of the Taxus Stent approved in 2003, a drug-eluting stent which is used to open clogged 

arteries. With the full acquisition of Cameron Health in June 2012, the organization also became 

notable for offering a minimally invasive implantable cardioverter-defibrillator (ICD) which they call 

the EMBLEM Subcutaneous Implantable Defibrillator (S-ICD). Nowadays, they are active in 67 different 

product categories. Meaningful innovations of the past eight years are the WATCHMANTM, SYNERGYTM, 

EMBLEMTM, LithoVueTM, SpyGlassTM, LotusTM, EluviaTM, Precision SpectraTM, VerciseTM, The AlairTM, and 

PROMUS ElementTM.   

Boston Scientific has 27,000 employees employed in 40 different countries across six continents. They 

are committed doing sustainable and responsible business in the communities where they live and 

work. The headquarters are located in Marlborough, Voisins-le-Bretonneux, Singapore, and 

Washington DC.  

The mission of Boston Scientific is commitment to transforming lives through meaningful innovation. 

They want to fulfill a brand promise by focusing on solutions that matter most, pursuing excellence 

and collaborating with healthcare professionals. They embrace the unique differences of communities 

around the world.   

This study is conducted at the facility in Kerkrade, the Netherlands. This facility is the European Centre 

of Operations Functions at this plant are clinical, customer service, distribution, finance, information 
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services and sales. The facility in Kerkrade stated that they recognize good health, financial wellness 

and security as critical to a productive workforce and support an ongoing culture of health. Their 

benefit plans are built to enable high performing talent, support a work/life balance, promote 

wellbeing, and create an inclusive work environment based on unique cultures. The ECO opened in 

2004 with 120 employees and has been growing ever since. Today, the facility has around 500 

employees with a new distribution centrum opened in 2017. The medical devices of Boston Scientific 

Kerkrade are distributed to hospitals and TIER2 in EMEA and covers around one fifth of Boston 

Scientific total capital. 

1.2. Theoretical motives 
The theoretical motive to investigate the effect of the five principles is the theory that organizations 

can translate the positive effect of a team to an organization. According to Google, if the individual in 

a team adhere to the five principles, the team is most likely to be successful. In this master thesis, it 

will be investigated if the same holds true on an organizational level. This implicates that if an 

organization meets these five principles, the organization will be, as google would describe, perfect. In 

this study, this perfectness is defined as the effectiveness of an organization.  

As mentioned in the introduction, working with teams has an advantage in organizations. Teams are 

more innovative, see mistakes more quickly, and provide better, more complex, innovative and 

comprehensive solutions (Salas, et al., 2005). To create an organization that qualifies the same benefits 

as a team, the organization should ensure that the employees work together as a whole in an 

organization. Colleagues can offer greater adaptability, productivity and creativity than one individual 

in the organization.  A team is a way to let employees cooperate. However, making sure employees 

can rely on their colleagues; the employees can work together between themselves without defining 

it as a team. By cooperating within the organization as a whole, strengths of all the individual 

employees in an organization can be combined. Cooperation is therefore not restricted to a single 

team, it would ideally create cooperation between all colleagues from every layer or function within 

the organization. This results in flexible cross-functional cooperation. This cross-functional cooperation 

refers to interdependency and information sharing between the various organizational units (Song, 

Montoya-Weiss, & Schmidt, 1997). Creating, stimulating, facilitating, and maintaining this cooperation 

between the various functional areas is critical for the work effectiveness (Luo, Slotegraaf, & Pan, 

2006). Therefore, it is suggested that if an organization reflects the benefits of working in a team to 

the organizational level via cross-functional cooperation, the organization as a whole would be more 

effective.  

By defining this successfulness and investigating these five principles, it is proposed that not only a 

team will be effective while meeting these principles, but an organization will be effective as well. An 

organization that is psychologically safe, were employees can trust one another, were the structures 

are clear and the work the employee is doing has a meaning and an impact, is an organization that is 

more effective. This way, cross-functional cooperation is stimulated and the organization can have a 

competitive benefit over competitors. By investigating this effect, organizations can respond to 

competitors and have better work outcomes and products without investing in expensive techniques. 

Stimulating employees and creating an environment that provides the five principles, could possibly 

have inexpensive, but far-reaching effects. An addition to current research is that the organization 

should contain all five principles.  
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By investigating what the effect of the principles on the JD-R model is, differences between employees 

within organizations can be explained. The JD-R model is based on the positive organizational behavior 

research and is therefore a tool to get an insight into the innovative performance of an organization 

(Demerouti et al., 2001). The model proposes that the interaction between job demands and job 

resources is important for the development of job strain and motivation (Bakker et al., 2004). Different 

job demands and job resources within the JD-R model perspective can have different effects per 

organization (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). In this study, it is suggested that the five principles are a 

method to explain these different effects. This will be investigated via a mediating effect of the five 

principles. The two job demands that were defined as influencers are work pressure and job insecurity. 

The two job resources included in this study are feedback and leadership. By adding the five principles 

as a mediator, the relation between these organizational factors and the work effectiveness can be 

further explained.  

To further understand the relation of these five principles on the work effectiveness, job crafting is 

introduced. Job crafting is known for the changes in the jobs, tasks, or conditions of individual workers 

with the aim of contributing to their work motivation, work engagement, and performance in the 

process (Demerouti, 2014). As already mentioned, Google showed that psychological safety, trust, 

meaning of work, impact of work and structure and clarity are the five principles that increase work 

effectiveness. In parallel, job crafting has been shown by several studies to improve work effectiveness 

(e.g. Hakanen et al., 2017; Demerouti, 2014; Demerouti et al., 2015b). In the current literature, a 

positive effect of all individual principles, as stated by Google, on job crafting can be found. This, 

however, led to the deduction that job crafting might serve as a mediator, mediating the effect of the 

five principles on work effectiveness. Job crafting was incorporated in this study to investigate this 

presumed mediating effect. In addition, the combined effect of the five principles on job crafting will 

be investigated, as literature on this combined effect and on the mediating effect is lacking. 

This thesis started with the reason why this study is conducted and why the companies are 

participating in this study. Chapter 2 provides the theoretical background of the mentioned variables 

in this study. Throughout the theoretical background, hypotheses are proposed. Based on the 

literature review, the corresponding hypothesis, and observations within the organizations, a research 

model is developed. To test this theory with the hypothesis and to see if it holds true, a quantitative 

study is conducted. With a survey and the participation of three companies, the scores on the job 

demands, job resources, five principles, work effectiveness, and job crafting will be measured and 

compared. Chapter 3 will further elaborate on this research methodology and the participants of this 

study. Chapter 4 presents the results to find significant evidence of the hypotheses and the research 

model. Finally, chapter 5 discusses these results together with theoretical and practical implications. 

The study will conclude with recommendations for the companies. 
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2. Theoretical background 
Chapter 2 will elaborate on the theoretical aspects of this master thesis. As mentioned in the 

introduction, Google implemented the five principles to increase the perfectness of teams. These 

principles will be translated to the organization, investigating the effect of the principles within 

organization.  

2.1. Work effectiveness 
Firstly, the effect of the five principles on the organizational effectiveness will be investigated 

(Mathieu, Maynards, Rapp & Gilson, 2008). However, principles for an effective organization have not 

yet been postulated. Therefore, the first step is to identify what effectiveness is. The work 

effectiveness is used because the work performance only takes the outcomes of the actions regardless 

of how the task is accomplished into account. Work effectiveness, conversely, takes a more holistic 

perspective into account (Salas et al., 2005). Work effectiveness is expressed by the quality of 

outcomes. It includes the quality of the work performance, as well as the work engagement and the 

work learning behavior (Hackman, 1990). Hackman (1990, p. 323) proposed three general criteria of 

effectiveness. The first criterion is that ‘‘the productive output of the work group should meet or 

exceed the performance standards of the people who receive and/or review the output,’’. Secondly, 

‘‘the group experience should, on balance, satisfy rather than frustrate the personal needs of group 

members,’’. The last criterion states that ‘‘the social processes used in carrying out the work should 

maintain or enhance the capability of members to work together on subsequent tasks’’. These criteria 

can be defined as the work performance, work learning behavior, and the work engagement 

respectively. Firstly, work performance is defined as how well the work-related activities that are 

expected are executed, measured via the process and the outcome of work. It is about meeting the 

extent of the objectives on a team and an individual level (Hoegl, Weinkauf, & Gemuenden, 2004). 

Work performance can be divided in in-role performance and extra-role performance (Demerouti & 

Cropanzano, 2010). In-role performance is effective performing work-related tasks as formally 

described in the job description or contract of the employee. The employee does its job as it should be 

done and is tested in an objective manner. Extra-role performance is not formally described in the job 

description or contract but is still relevant for the organization. It can be described as ‘going above and 

beyond the call of duty’ (Tjosvold, Hui & Yu, 2003). Secondly, the work learning behavior is a process 

and attempt to articulate the behaviors through which such outcomes as adaptation to change, greater 

understanding, or improved performance in employees can be achieved (Edmonson, 1999). It is the 

process of detecting and correcting errors. The employee obtains and processes data, which allows 

the employee to adapt and improve situations. Examples of work learning behavior include seeking 

feedback, sharing information, asking for help, talking about errors, and experimenting (Edmondson, 

1999). Through these activities, the employee can detect changes in the environment, learn about 

customers’ requirements, improve members’ collective understanding of a situation, or discover 

unexpected consequences of their previous actions. Finally, work engagement is associated with vigor, 

dedication, and absorption (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001).  Vigor is experiencing 

high levels of energy and mental resilience during work; it represents the willingness to invest time at 

work and persistence, even if it is difficult (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Dedication refers to being 

strongly involved in work and experiencing a sense of meaning, enthusiasm, inspiration, pride, and 

challenge. Dedication is the experience of being challenged by the job. Finally, absorption means being 

focused and fully concentrated and immersed at work. The time passes quickly and the employee even 

has trouble separating from the work. Absorption is about being competent at work. Engaged 
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employees want more from their work than they can currently receive; they desire and look for new 

challenges. It is seen as a state where the employee is active and enjoys the work (Posner, Russell, & 

Peterson, 2005). Employees who are engaged at work consistently show three general behaviors that 

improve the organizational outcomes (Kompaso & Sridevi, 2010): 

• Say: the employee advocates for the organization to co-workers and refers potential 

employees and customers 

• Stay: the employee has an intense desire to be a member of the organization despite 

opportunities to work elsewhere 

• Strive: the employee exerts time, effort, and initiative to contribute to the success of the 

business 

2.2.  Five principles 
Google implemented these five principles to create an effective team. Google collected their data by 

testing both team composition (e.g. personality traits, sales skills, demographics on the team) and 

team dynamics (e.g. what it was like to work with teammates). The ideas were pulled from existing 

research and Google’s own experience with what makes a team perfect. The researchers conducted 

hundreds of double-blind interviews with team leaders to get a sense of what they thought would 

make a team successful. Furthermore, the researchers looked into existing survey data (i.e. over 250 

items form the annual employee engagement survey, gDNA, Google’s longitudinal study on work and 

life) to see what variables related to the successfulness of teams. They asked question about group 

dynamics (e.g. “I feel sage expressing divergent opinions to the team”), skill sets (e.g. “I am good at 

navigating roadblocks and barriers”), personality traits (based on the Big Five personality assessment), 

emotional intelligence (based on Toronto Empathy Questionnaire), and demographic variables (e.g. 

tenure, level, location). Form this research Google concluded that psychological safety, reliability, 

structure and clarity, meaning of work, and impact of work are five key principles of successfulness. By 

keeping track of the level of these principles, Googles improves their teams. A tool is developed to 

measures the principles. This tool measures the levels of these principles via a 10-minute pulse-check, 

reports how the team is doing, includes a live in-person that discusses the results, and tailors’ 

developmental resources to help teams improve. (Duhigg, 2016) The first step of this theoretical 

background is to define these five principles and review if these five principles apply to the 

organizational level and influence the work effectiveness.  

2.2.1. Psychological safety 
Psychological safety is defined as the belief that the organization is safe for interpersonal risk taking 

(Edmondson, 1999). The term is meant to suggest neither a careless sense of permissiveness, nor an 

unrelentingly positive affect, but a sense of confidence that colleagues will not embarrass, reject, or 

punish someone for speaking up. This confidence stems from mutual respect and trust among 

colleagues (Edmondson, 1999, p354). Psychological safety in an organization provides a personally 

non-threatening and supportive climate, which should be more likely to stimulate the risk of proposing 

a new idea. This ease and reduced risk in presenting new ideas in a safe climate stimulated the work 

performance of an employee (Carmeli, Brueller, & Dutton, 2009; Edmondson, 1999, 2002, 2003). To 

improve quality and therefore performance, employees must be willing to try new technologies and 

procedures remaining cognitively ‘‘mindful’’ of relationships between tasks and colleagues and 

emotionally open to giving and receiving feedback in these states of transition. This behavior is more 

likely to be found in psychological safety environments because of this high interpersonal risk (Baer & 
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Frese, 2003). Without psychological safety, suggesting new procedures, overstepping professional 

status boundaries or offering unsolicited feedback would seem overly risky (Kahn, 1990; Baer & Frese, 

2003). 

The higher level of job involvement and exertion of greater effort and smoother collaboration in 

solving problems caused by psychological safety are also reasons of improved work performance (Baer 

& Frese, 2003). Psychological safety does not only have this direct role on work performance (Baer & 

Frese, 2003); it also facilitates appropriate behavior leading to better performance (Edmondson, 1999, 

2002). Psychological safety facilitates work learning behavior because it reduces excessive concerns 

about others’ reactions to actions that have the potential for embarrassment or threat. This is often 

the case with work learning behavior (Edmondson, 1999). The employees who are psychological safe 

are more willing to bring up errors for example. This way the colleagues is more aware of the errors 

made and can learn from these errors and improve their work. Psychological safety can increase the 

chances of effortful, interpersonally risky, work learning behavior, such as help seeking, 

experimentation, and discussion of errors. It moderates the relation between process innovations and 

firm performance (Walumbwa & Schaubroeck, 2009; Baer & Frese, 2003). To conclude, psychological 

safety has a positive outcome on work engagement (Kahn, 1990). Employees felt psychologically safe 

in situations in which they trusted that they would not suffer for their personal engagement. Kahn 

(1990) stated that people are personally engaged in situations with more psychological safe. Without 

this psychological safety, people do not fully contribute, which results in a rise of anxiety and defensive 

behavior and less work engagement. Organizations with psychological safety showing a higher level of 

job resources (e.g. t higher procedural justice, greater supervisor support and greater rewards) and a 

greater interest in the positive well-being of employees and therefore have a higher score on work 

engagement (Law, Dollard, Tuckey, & Dormann, 2011). Proposing that psychological safety has a 

positive effect on work effectiveness. 

2.2.2. Reliability 
Reliability is in this literature review defined as the wider term organizational trust. Trust is identified 

as an important driver of collaboration, conflict resolution, and enhanced group performance in 

various contexts (Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012). Trust is often seen as the basis of effective relationships 

(Dirks, 1999). Trust indicates a general willingness to accept some degree of risk in these relationships 

(Stern & Coleman, 2015). The willingness to be vulnerable towards actions of others based on the 

expectation that the other person will show a certain important behavior based on positive 

expectations, without the possibility to supervise the other person (Peeman, 2009; Mayer, Davis, & 

Schoorman, 1995; Möllering, 2006; Dirks, 1999). These positive expectations are based on the belief 

that that person is competent, knowledge and capabilities; reliable, promise fulfilment; open, free flow 

of information and ideas; and concerned, belief that the trustee will not behave opportunistically, 

which will result in care about his or her best interests (Chughtai & Buckley, 2008). 

A trust situation contains a trustor, trustee, and a potential action. The trustor trusts the trustee to 

perform a specific action. Trust is letting go of control in the positive expectation that the other does 

what is expected. Trust is based on involvement, decision freedom of the employee, and transpiration 

(Peeman, 2009). The way of managing is important to stimulate the growth of trust in an organization. 

A misfit on different scales of trust, on the organizational or individual level, can result in entirely 

different sets of responses. For example, trusting the organization but not the manager of the process 

can result in more motivation to participate for the opportunity to safeguard the desired outcomes, 
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ensuring that the managers do not overstep their authority. Trusting the manager of the process but 

not the organization can result in avoidance of the process for fear of a lack of ability to influence the 

outcome, participation in protest, participation in some aspects of a process but not others, or other 

actions (Stern & Coleman, 2015).  

Trust in the organization is the individual perception of trustworthiness of the top management, the 

employees’ immediate supervisor and co-workers. It refers to the competencies, reliability, openness, 

and concernedness of the top management, the employees’ supervisor and the co-workers. The level 

of trust has a positive influence on work engagement because this trust will allow employees to 

concentrate on the work that needs to be done and a trusty climate is likely to contain more job 

resources (Chughtai & Buckley, 2008). Employees who trust the organization are more cooperative 

and have more pro-social behaviors, which results in less lies, cheating, or stealing and more respects. 

Through this, more positive and meaningful relationships with co-workers and supervisors will be 

present at work resulting in more resources that are available. This enhances the work engagement in 

the organization. Work engagement, meanwhile, leads to develop favorable attitudes towards others, 

which in turn increases the willingness to trust others (Chughtai & Buckley, 2008). Therefore, the 

relationship between trust and work engagement is mutually reinforcing and leads to an upward spiral 

effect (Chughtai & Buckley, 2008; Hassan & Ahmed, 2011; Agarwal, 2014).  

Trust is the foundation of good communication and cooperation in the organization and enhances the 

organizational ability to achieve their concerned goals successfully (Ahmed, 2014). By clarifying roles 

and responsibilities in the organization and by developing concrete project plans to provide 

transparency, this trust can be improved (Duhigg, 2016). The higher the level of trust, the higher the 

work performance and work learning behavior. Work performance is based on the interest level of 

individual’s ability of working together and the quality context into which they operate. Coordination, 

cooperation, and communication are central in this process (Ahmed, 2014). By trusting colleagues at 

work, more will be discussed and learned at work and the work performance will be increased. 

Resulting in a direct effect of trust on the work performance and the work learning behavior (Mach, 

Dolan, & Tzafrir, 2010). Besides, the manner in which a trustor allocates resources when interacting 

with the trustee is affected by the level of trust. If a trustor is willing to be vulnerable to leaders and 

colleagues, the trustor can fully focus on its job tasks instead of diverting energy to monitor and 

improves the performance. Besides, trust also allows the development of a more effective exchange 

relationship between the trustor and trustee. This is encouraging for more beneficial performance 

behaviors on the job (Colquitt, Scott, & LePine, 2007). 

Mach and colleagues (2010) found that trust between colleagues and trust in direct management and 

top management has the already mentioned direct effect, and an indirect effect on work performance. 

The indirect effect is via cohesion. Cohesion is the extent to which people of a group are connected 

and solidarity towards each other. Mutual moral support is central in a cohesive group. Resources like 

collective energy and support are shared. Latent social conflicts are absence and a strong social bond 

is present (Kawachi & Berkman, 2000). Cohesiveness is a dynamic process, which concerns the 

tendency to stick together (Huang, 2009). Multiple researchers showed a positive relation between 

cohesion and work performance (Chang & Bordia, 2001; Dirks, 1999; Huang, 2009). Trust has a positive 

effect on cohesion, which means that trust has an indirect effect on work performance via cohesion 

(Mach, et al., 2010).  This results in the suggestion that more trust results in more work effectiveness.  
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Psychological safety and trust do seem quite similar. However, psychological safety goes beyond trust 

(Edmondson, 1999). The main differences between psychological safety and trust are the time, the 

focus, and the analysis. Psychological safety considers short-term interpersonal consequences for 

engaging in a specific action (Edmondson, 2002). Trust is anticipated consequences across a wide 

temporal range, including the relatively distant future. Trust also indicates giving others the benefit of 

the doubt. The focus is on the other members in the organization. With psychological safety, the focus 

is internal, on the self. It is a thought that the employees themselves are safe. To conclude, 

psychological safety is at the group level analysis (Edmondson, 1999) and trust pertains primarily to a 

dyadic relationship. Besides, the level of trust has a positive impact on the intention to continue sharing 

knowledge not only directly, but also indirectly, through the mediating role of psychological safety.  

2.2.3. Structure and clarity 
Clear expectations about the (sub) goals, the way to accomplish these (sub) goals, and the links 

between one’s work and the work of others is important for the employee at work (Hu & Liden, 2011).  

A goal refers to a future outcome (Locke & Latham, 2006). This clarity of the goals is important for 

individual members to know how their subtasks relate to the overall objectives (Sawyer, 1992). 
Structuring of activities, consisting of role, process and goal clarity, work norms and task control, has 

a positive effect on the work effectiveness (Gladstein, 1984; Hu & Liden, 2011). Goal clarity is about 

the clarity of the organizational goals and the individual role of the members in working towards these 

goals. Process clarity is about the degree to which the individual understands the processes required 

to achieve the set goals (Sawyer, 1992). Goal and process clarity can be achieved by regularly 

communicating the goals and by ensuring the understanding of the plan for achieving these goals 

(Duhigg, 2016). Setting objectives and key results ensures the prioritization of the goals and processes. 

Besides, a clear agenda and designated leader also help. By knowing what the goals are, how these 

goals should be achieved, and how the goals of the organization fit in, a sense of relatedness is created 

together with overall objectives of the organization (Sawyer, 1992). This understanding triggers a sense 

of relatedness between the organizational members, encourages close interactions between 

organizational members and helps them to integrate their tasks (Diefendorff & Lord, 2008). 

Additionally, when most organizational members are aware of what to do (i.e., goal clarity) and how 

to do it (i.e., process clarity); they have more control over and autonomy in their work (Spreitzer, 1995) 

and develop high levels of certainty in the competence of the organization (Gist & Mitchell, 1992). This 

sense of relatedness, autonomy, and competence motivates employees to meet the organizational 

goals and enhances confidence in the colleagues’ capability to be successful. This way the performance 

is increased (Lock & Latham, 2006). Besides, by understanding each other and helping one another to 

achieve the set goals, the work learning behavior increases. 

Clear goals lead to improved performance (Locke & Latham, 1990). These clear goals direct the 

attention of the employees and encourages them to be persistent. Organizations with clear goals and 

clear processes communicate more effectively, which in turn serves to integrate each individual task 

with those performed by others on the organization (Locke & Latham, 1990). Clear procedures result 

in less social loafing and increases performance caused by the explicit plan offered and the visible 

tactics for accomplishing goals (Knight, Durham, & Locke, 2001).  According to the goal-setting theory, 

specific, high (hard) goals lead to higher level of work performance in comparison with easy goals or 

vague, abstract goals (Locke & Latham, 2006).  
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Clear goals and processes lead to an increase in potency. Potency is defined as shared confidence in 

an organization’s general capabilities (Hu & Liden, 2011). Therefore, working in an organization with 

clarity and structure increases the teamwork and results in higher work engagement. Clear goals and 

processes are therefore positively related to job satisfaction (Sawyer, 1992) and work engagement 

(Bang, Fuglesang, Ovesen, & Eilertsen, 2010). This work satisfaction is seen as a pleasant emotional 

state caused by the assessment of someone's work (Locke, 1969). Clear goals direct group members’ 

attention towards task-oriented activities, strengthen group members’ relationships, and provoke a 

deeper sense of meaningfulness as well as personal engagement during a meeting. Therefore, it is 

proposed that structure and clarity will improve the work effectiveness. 

2.2.4. Meaning of work 
The meaning of work defines what the current work is doing to the employee, to the mind of the 

employee, the character, and the relationships (Rosso, Dekas, & Wrzesniewski, 2010) and serves an 

important purpose (Berg, et al., 2013). It is about finding a purpose in the work itself or the output of 

the work. A result of continuous sense making, which is done by employees who understand the value 

and content of their work. It is the output of an individual interpreting what work means, or the role 

work plays, in the context of life (e.g. work is a paycheck, a higher calling, something to do, an 

oppression; Rosso, et al., 2010). The meaning of work differs per individual, although external factors 

in the environment or social context can also influence the meaning of work (Wrzesniewski, Dutton, & 

Debebe, 2003b). Meaning of work encompasses both meaning and meaningfulness (Rosso et al., 2010) 

and can be improved by giving the employees positive feedback on something outstanding they are 

working on and offer to help them with something they struggle with (Duhigg, 2016). Publicly 

expressing gratitude to colleagues who helped also improves the meaning of work. In the context of 

work, meaning is often used as a positive meaning (Rosso, et al., 2010). Research in this tradition has 

tended to focus on how employees make or find positive meaning in their work, even, for example, in 

work that is typically considered undesirable (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001; Wrzesniewski et al., 

2003b). Meaning making is defined as a way an employee considers efforts to reflect the workday and 

relate this to their own life (Van den Heuvel, Demerouti, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2010). By doing so, the 

employee keeps improving the work, which results in work learning behavior and higher work 

performance. Meaning of work results in more motivation, performance, and satisfaction (Rosso et al., 

2010; Steger, Dik, & Duffy, 2012).  By seeing the meaning of work, the employee is more motivated to 

perform better.  

Meaningfulness involves a sense of return on investments of the self-in-role performances (Kahn, 

1992). According to Kahn (1990, 1992), meaningfulness can be achieved from task characteristics that 

provide challenging work, variety, allow the use of different skills, personal discretion, and the 

opportunity to make important contributions. Jobs that are high on the core job characteristics provide 

individuals with the space and incentive to bring more of themselves into their work or to be more 

engaged (Steger et al., 2012; Kahn, 1992). By doing so, the work performance improves. Which 

indicates that meaning of work has a positive effect on work engagement. May, Gilson and Harter 

(2004) substantiated this suggestion. They found that job enrichment was positively related to 

meaning of work and meaning of work mediated the relationship between job enrichment and 

engagement. Besides, meaning of work is even identified as an important part of work engagement 

(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Meaning of work is captured in the personal meaning of work and the 

meaning making through work.  
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Besides the positive effect of meaning making on work performance, work engagement, and work 

learning behavior it also has a positive influence on some of the most important outcomes in 

organizational studies. Among others work motivation (Hackman & Oldham, 1980b; Roberson, 1990), 

absenteeism (Wrzesniewski, McCauley, Rozin, & Schwartz, 1997), work behavior (Berg, Wrzesniewski, 

& Dutton, 2010; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), work engagement (May, et al., 2004), job satisfaction 

(Wrzesniewski et al., 1997), career development (Dik & Duffy, 2009), individual performance (Hackman 

& Oldham, 1980b; Wrzesniewski, 2003), well-being (Stegers et al., 2012) and personal fulfillment 

(Kahn, 2007).  It is therefore suggested that with more meaning of work the work effectiveness will 

increase. 

2.2.5. Impact of work 
The impact of work is seen as the individual contribution to the organizational outcomes. The 

employee is useful during the organizational processes. It is the subjective judgement that the work is 

making a difference, it is contributing to the organization’s goals. Impact of work captures the greater 

good (Steger et al., 2012). Their work matters and creates change. By experiencing this kind of 

usefulness, the employee is motivated to perform better (Thomas, 2009). Besides, impact of work has 

a positive effect on work engagement. Engaged employees are actively managing themselves. These 

employees commit to a meaningful purpose and want to research this purpose in the best manner 

possible (Thomas, 2009). By monitoring their activities, check if they make progress, and adjust if 

needed progress is kept of their work. Importantly, meeting those needs and having a positive impact 

on one’s environment is what gives the job its significance or meaningfulness. Concluding in the fact 

that to be engaged, an employee needs to think that the work they are performing is useful and makes 

an impact. By knowing what the impact of the work the employee is doing is, the employee will 

constantly improve the work environment to increase this impact. This improves the work learning 

behavior of the employee. Therefore, making an impact at work improves the work performance, the 

work engagement and the work learning behavior of an employee. Impact of work can be improved 

by co-creating a clear vision with colleagues and reinforce how everyone should work directly 

contributing to the overall organizational goals (Duhigg, 2016). Besides, by reflecting on one’s own 

work and relate this impact to the organization helps improving the impact of work. Additionally, a 

user-centered evaluation method might help improving. 

Additionally, this usefulness lead to intrinsic motivation. Intrinsic motivation involves people doing an 

activity because they find it interesting and gain satisfaction from this activity (Ryan & Deci, 2000). 

Intrinsic motivation has a positive relation with work performance (Dysvik & Kuvaas, 2011; Gagné & 

Deci, 2005) and work engagement (Putra, Cho, & Liu, 2017). As already mentioned, work engagement 

is defined by vigor, dedication, and absorption. Intrinsic motivation has a strong correlation with these 

three variables (Putra et al., 2017). Resulting in the fact that intrinsic motivation and therefore impact 

of work positively effects work engagement. With high intrinsic motivation, the employee will deal 

better with increased responsibility and the will offered or required by the organization by performing 

better in an autonomous work environment. They have incorporated the structure and rules 

surrounding their roles and obligation at work. Employees with low intrinsic motivation for instance 

respond less positively to perceived job autonomy. This can be explained by the lack of drive and 

engagement needed to work independently and because they may lack purpose and meaning in their 

jobs, which is needed for intrinsic motivation (Dysvik & Kuvaas, 2011; Porter, Bigley, & Steers, 2003). 

Extrinsic motivation, in contrast, requires a collaboration between the activity and some separable 

consequences such as tangible or verbal rewards. The satisfaction does not come from the activity 
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itself but from the extrinsic consequences to which the activity leads (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Structuring 

the work environment in an effective way so that effective performance would lead to both intrinsic 

and extrinsic rewards could lead to produce total work performance, work engagement, and work 

learning behavior (Putra, et al., 2017).  Suggesting that if the impact of work increase the work 

effectiveness increases as well. 

Taken this all into account, if an organization contains a psychological safe environment, where the 

employees can trust one another, with clear processes and goals, and were work has a meaning and 

an impact, the organization would score high on the work effectiveness. The employee has a high 

performance, is engaged, and learns from its work activities, increasing the successfulness of the 

organization. Therefore, the next hypothesis is proposed. 

Hypothesis 1: The five principles, psychological safety, trust structure and clarity measured with goal 

clarity and process clarity, meaning of work and impact of work have a positive effect on the work 

effectiveness, which is measured with in-role and extra-role work performance, work engagement and 

work learning behavior. 

2.3. Influencing variables 
The next step is to investigate which organizational factors might influence the five principles of Google 

and therefore the effectiveness of organizations. These organizational factors are divided in job 

demands and job resources. Job demands are the physical, psychological, social, or organizational 

aspects of the job. Job demands asks for effort or skills and are associated with certain physiological 

and psychological costs. Examples of job demands are work pressure, emotional demands, cognitive 

demands, physical demands, and job insecurity. Job resources are job characteristics that stimulate 

personal growth, learning and development. Job resources are the physical, psychological, social or 

organizational aspects of the job (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Job resources are functional in achieving 

work goals, reduce job demands and the associated psychological and psychological costs, and 

stimulate personal growth, learning, and development (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Bakker, Demerouti, 

& Euwema, 2005). Job resources can for example be asking for advice from colleagues and supervisors 

on the work performance, looking for learning opportunities, work autonomy, social support, 

performance feedback, and skill variety. The JD-R model defines the changes employees make to 

balance their job demands and job resources with their personal abilities and needs to improve their 

person-job fit, to enhance work engagement and to avoid health impairment, such as burnout (Bakker, 

et al., 2004; Demerouti, et al., 2001). The JD-R model conceptualizes job demands and job resources 

within the work environment, and shows that these factors affect health and well-being over time 

(Demerouti et al., 2001). According to the JD-R model, job resources have a positive effect on work 

performance, work engagement, and work learning behavior and job demands a negative effect 

(Bakker, et al., 2004; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Fernet, Austin, & Vallerand, 2012; Demerouti & 

Cropanzano, 2010; Demerouti & Bakker, 2014; Schneider, Macey, Barbera, & Martin, 2009). The job 

demands and job resources, as defined in the JD-R model, increase or decrease the work effectiveness 

(Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Bakker and Demerouti (2007) stated that job demands and job resources  

differs per organization caused by specific job characteristics that prevail. By adding the five principles 

to the JD-R model, these different effects can be further explained. The five principles and the possible 

mediating effect can elaborate on the different impacts within organizations. It is suggested that the 

five principles can further explain the relation between these organizational factors and the work 

effectiveness. 
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The job demands identified in this study are work pressure and job insecurity. The job resources 

identified are transformational leadership and feedback. High job requirements resulting in work 

pressure is a trend in current organizations. Besides, flexible and temporary work contracts among 

things lead to insecurity at work. A leader is always present in organizations and has a lot of influence 

on how employees act in organizations. To conclude, the importance, easiness, availability of feedback 

in everyday jobs effects the employees. These factors influence how an employee act in the 

organization, which suggests a mediating effect via the five principles. Other important factors are the 

employees themselves. The employees in the organization can redesign their work and the work 

environment during a workday. Job redesign can be defined as the process in which changes in the 

jobs, tasks, or conditions of individual workers are made with the aim of contributing to their work 

motivation and performance. One method to redesign ones’ job is via job crafting (Le Blanc, et al., 

2017). Job crafters make changes at work to make their own job more meaningful, engaging, and 

satisfying. Job crafting is a known method to improve the work performance, work engagement, and 

work learning behavior. Job crafting can be used to improve jobs, to respond to the complexity of 

contemporary jobs, and to deal with the needs of the current workforce (Demerouti, 2014). With job 

crafting, the employees themselves are looking for redevelopment. The employee optimizes its own 

job requirements and resources to achieve its personal work goal. It is suggested that the relation 

between the five principles and the work effectiveness is being influenced by job crafting, suggesting 

mediation. 

2.3.1. Leadership 
The work effectiveness derives from a set of fundamental characteristics. Leadership is one of these 

characteristics who is always present in an organization (Zaccaro, Rittman, & Marks, 2001). Most 

organizations have one person, the leader, who is responsible for coordinating the work, goal setting, 

making sure these goals are met, and functioning smoothly. Effective leadership is the most critical 

factor in the success of an organization (Zaccaro, et al., 2001; Zoogah, Vora, Richard, & Peng, 2011). 

Leaders frame the mission, goals, purpose, and identity of the organization (Rosso, et al., 2010). The 

leader interprets, communicate, and response to various work events and circumstances. Because of 

this important role of the leader, it will be investigated what the effect of leadership is on the five 

success principles: psychological safety, reliability, structure and clarity, meaning of the work, and 

impact of the work. 

Firstly, the relation between leadership and reliability is investigated. Reliability is again defined as the 

trust in the organization. Leadership has an important role when it comes to organizational trust. The 

relation between the leader and the member needs trust (Hassan & Ahmed, 2011). This trust is based 

on mutual respect, cooperation, commitment, reliability, and equity. Organizations with these 

characteristics compete more effectively in economic markets and maintain organizational viability 

(Hassan & Ahmed, 2011). A trustworthy leader is conductive, integer, uses control, has the ability to 

communicate, and has the ability to express interest for members (Hassan & Ahmed, 2011). They are 

aware of how they think and act and are perceived by others as being aware of their own and others’ 

values and perspectives. They are transparent, altruistic, and behavioral consistence. This trust in the 

leader can also result in more work engagement, which in turn improves the work performance 

(Hassan & Ahmed, 2011). Trust in the leader is required for good communication, feedback, and 

(shared) leadership. When there is no trust between colleagues, they are less likely to share 

information and to admit mistakes or accept feedback (Salas et al., 2005). 
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Besides, a leader has a major effect on the psychological safety of an individual (Edmondson, 2002). 

Employees are particularly aware of the behavior of the leader and their responses to events and 

behavior influences other members’ perceptions of appropriate and safe behavior (Edmondson, 2002). 

Leaders can create environments for learning by acting in ways that promote psychological safety. 

Autocratic behavior, inaccessibility, or a failure to acknowledge vulnerability contribute to employees’ 

reluctance to incur the interpersonal risks of work learning behavior.  The leader is a critical influence 

on psychological safety, they can deliberately work to structure a learning process and they play a role 

in shaping and communicating the organizational goals (Edmondson, 2002).   

The leader has an important role in communicating the goals and processes in the organization. The 

leader communicates the goals and sub goals and gives instructions about how to achieve these goals. 

Besides, the leader elevates the employees’ commitment to the goal. This goal commitment is 

essential for goal setting to motivate followers (Hu & Linden, 2011). With this communication, the 

employee experiences usefulness when reaching the set goals. Besides, the leader can show which 

role the goals have in the work processes. This way, the employee thinks that the work they do makes 

an impact and there is clarity and structure at work. 

Lastly, leaders also play an important role in shaping or influencing the meaning of work. The mission, 

goals, purpose, and identity of the organization influence the perception of the meaning of work. The 

leader frames these factors (Rosso et al., 2010). Therefore, the leaders and the symbolism of their 

interpretations of, communications about, and responses to various work events and circumstances 

have an important influence on the meaning of work.  

2.3.1.1. Transformational leadership 
One leadership style that effects psychological safety, reliability, structure and clarity, meaning at work 

and impact at work is transformational leadership. A transformational leadership is an active 

leadership style, which has the focus on preventing problems (Den Hartog, van Muijen & Koopman, 

1996). These leaders inspire followers to do more than originally expected by supporting immediate 

self-interests, by emphasizing long-term goals, by developing a vision, and by inspiring employees to 

have and pursue a vision (Den Hartog et al., 1996). A transformational leader transforms the norms 

and values of the subordinates and motivates the followers to set long-term goals and adjust their 

work environment in an effort to achieve these goals (Griffin, Parker, & Mason, 2010). The style 

includes articulating a vision, providing an appropriate model, fostering the acceptance of group goals, 

high performance expectations, individualized support, and intellectual stimulation (Podsakoff, 

MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990). Transformation leaders challenge the status quo of the 

employee.  

Rosso and colleagues (2010) defined transformational leadership as going beyond exchanging 

inducements for desired performance. The leader can do this by developing, intellectually stimulating, 

and inspiring followers to surpass their own self-interest for higher collective purpose, mission, or 

vision (Rosso et al., 2010). Via transformational leadership, the employee can see their work as 

congruent with personally held values. This can be seen as work that is more meaningful. 

Transformational leaders can penetrate the work with meaningfulness by encouraging employees to 

exceed their personal needs or goals in favor of those tied to a broader mission or purpose. Besides, 

this leadership can also involve the followers in the organizational processes and show them what 

happened if they go beyond what is originally expected. In this way, it is shown what the impact of the 

work is in the organizational cycle. Additionally, transformational leadership has a positive correlation 
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with core job characteristics that have a positive correlation with intrinsic motivation and goal 

commitment (Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006). Taken this into account, one can conclude that 

transformational leadership a positive effect has on the impact of work and on the meaning of work. 

Psychological safety is defined as the comfortableness of being yourself (Edmondson, 1999), without 

fear for negative consequences to self/image, status or career (Kahn, 1990). Transformational 

leadership stimulates and encourage employees to take interpersonal risks and express themselves to 

realize their potential and growth. This type of leadership stimulates and cultivates a climate of 

psychological safety (Carmeli, et al., 2014). Transformational leaders, as a charismatic leadership style, 

boosts the confidence of their follower’s self-image, enhance their self-esteem and self-worth, and 

harness their motivational forces of self-expression. When leaders engage in individualized 

consideration and in inspirational motivation, higher levels of psychological safety are measured 

(Carmeli, et al., 2014). If a leader is supportive, coaching-oriented, and has non-defensive responses 

to questions and challenges, the employees are more likely to find the environment safe and 

trustworthy (Edmondson, 1999). In addition, intellectually stimulation of the leader leads to 

psychological safety. This way it is expected that the employees speaks up and expresses themselves 

openly without fear of negative interpersonal consequences (Kahn, 1990), the case with a supportive, 

encouraging, and empathizing leader like a transformational leader. Transformational leaders provide 

a secure base to explore and serve as a safe place when a threat emerge. They may help followers 

regain confidence and embark on a course to autonomy and self-actualization (Carmeli et al., 2014). 

This climate does not only lead to a psychological safe climate, but also a trustful climate in which the 

trust of an employee will increase.  

Moynihan, Pandey, and Wright (2011) investigated the effect of transformational leadership on goal 

and process clarity. They concluded that goal and process clarity a mediating effect has between 

transformational leadership and work performance. They stated that a large part of the effectiveness 

of transformational leaders is due to their ability to express a clear and compelling vision for the 

organization, which is likely to foster organizational goal and process clarity. As organizations succeed 

in clarifying their goals and processes, managers will have a better sense of which tasks are critical, the 

relative importance of these tasks, and how these tasks can be achieved.  

Besides the positive effect on the five key principles, transformational leadership also has a direct 

effect on work performance, work engagement, and work learning behavior. By encouraging 

employees to find new ways to work, the transformational leader can expect higher performance. In 

addition, transformational leadership also has a positive outcome in the perceived work effectiveness, 

work productivity and work learning behavior (Burke, et al., 2006) and a positive correlation with core 

job characteristics that have a positive correlation with intrinsic motivation and goal commitment 

(Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006). McColl-Kennedy and Anderson (2002) investigated the impact of 

transformational leadership on work performance. They found that transformational leadership a 

direct positive relation has with optimism and a negative relation with frustration. These two variables 

have a respectively positive and negative influence on work performance. A transformational leader 

expects from its followers to go beyond what is expected goals and adjust their work environment in 

an effort to achieve these goals to learn from their previous set goals (Griffin, et al., 2010). Next to this 

relation with work performance and work learning behavior, transformational leadership also has a 

positive relation with work engagement (Ghafoor, Qureshi, Khan, & Hijzi, 2011). Employees develop 

work engagement when transformational leadership is strong. Due to the emphasis on broadening 
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followers’ individual responsibilities for taking on greater work place challenges, the transformational 

leader can improve the work engagement of an employee (Zhu, Avolio, & Walumbwa, 2009). Besides, 

a transformational leader offers more resources, which positively influences the work engagement 

(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Therefore, transformational leadership does not only have a direct 

positive effect on the work effectiveness, it will also positively improve the five principles, which have 

a positive effect on the work effectiveness. Therefore, the next hypothesis is suggested. 

Hypothesis 2: The five principles have a mediating effect on the positive relationship between 

transformational leadership and the work effectiveness, which is measured with in-role and extra-role 

work performance, work engagement and work learning behavior. 

2.3.2. Feedback 
Feedback is one of the most powerful influences on learning and achievement within organizations 

and is the provided information by an agent about aspects of one’s performance or understanding 

(Hattie & Timperley, 2007). It is a consequence of performance. It fills the gap between what is 

understood and what is aimed to be understood. The learner can confirm, add to, overwrite, tune, or 

restructure information in the memory (Winne & Butler, 1994). This information can differ between 

domain knowledge, meta-cognitive knowledge, beliefs about self and tasks, or cognitive tactics and 

strategies. Feedback is most powerful in cases of faulty interpretation instead of total lack of 

understanding. Feedback self might not have the power to initiate further actions. It does not 

necessarily reinforce, because feedback can be accepted, modified, or rejected. Feedback is more 

effective if it is given on a correct matter rather than an incorrect response and when it builds on 

changes from previous trails (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Difficulty of the goals and tasks also influences 

the effect of feedback. Especially on specific and challenging but not complex tasks (Locke & Latham, 

2006). Feedback can affect the task level, process level, self-regulation level and the self-level and 

might therefore influence the five principles. 

Four different levels of feedback can be identified (Hattie & Timperley, 2007): feedback about the 

tasks, feedback about the processing of the task, feedback about self-regulation, and feedback about 

the self as a person. Feedback about the tasks concerns about how well the task is being performed. 

Feedback about the performance of the tasks is the relations in the environment, relations perceived 

by a person, and relations between the environment and the person’s perceptions. Self-regulation 

feedback is about the commitment, control, and confidence. Finally, feedback about the self as a 

person is about the behavior of the employee. This kind of feedback is rarely effective (Hattie & 

Timperley, 2007). In this literature review, feedback about the tasks is meant when spoken about 

feedback.  

Feedback is related to interpersonal trust. If colleagues give feedback to one another, higher levels of 

trust will be noticed. This will increase the work performance (Geister, Konradt, & Hertel, 2006). This 

trust is required for good communication, feedback, and (shared) leadership. When there is no trust 

between organizational members, they are less likely to share information and to admit mistakes or 

accept feedback (Salas et al., 2005). Feedback also results in more psychological safety. Psychological 

safety can be supported by asking for input and opinions form colleagues, share information about 

personal and work style preferences, and by encouraging other to do the same (Duhigg, 2016). 

Employees who are psychological safe have as response to ask for more feedback (Edmondson, 1999). 

These employees show work learning behavior that include seeking feedback, sharing information, 

asking for help, talking about errors, and experimenting. Besides, effective coaching, which include 
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giving feedback, improves the psychological safety of an employee (Edmondson, 1999). Therefore, it 

is suggested that receiving feedback improves the psychological safety and trust. 

By looking for a meaning of work, the employee looks to others in the workplace for cues about how 

to think and behave (Rosso et al., 2010). They draw from these communications and interpretations in 

constructing their own attitudes, interpretations, and meaning of work. Through e.g. observation and 

conversation with coworkers, employees draw cues about the meaning and value of their work 

(Wrzesniewski et al., 2003). These interpersonal relationships with coworkers has a positive impact on 

the meaning of work if opportunities are provided for employees to express and reinforce valued 

identities at work (Rosso et al., 2010). These interpersonal communications might involve giving 

feedback to one another. This suggests that feedback has a positive relation with the meaning of work.  

To conclude, feedback has a positive effect on the structure and the clarity at work (Locke & Latham, 

2006; Sawyer, 1992). It is important to carefully explain the goal when an issue is initially presented 

during a meeting. These clear goals direct group members’ attention towards task-oriented activities, 

strengthen group members’ relationships, and provokes a deeper sense of meaningfulness as well as 

personal engagement during a meeting. Feedback is needed for employees to track progress, commit 

to a goal, deal with task complexity, and deal with situational constraints (Locke & Latham, 2006). If 

the whole group thinks the goal is unclear, it helps to comment on, ask for clarification about the goals, 

or bring up an issue when the goal is presented. However, if this goal is experienced clear by the rest 

of the group, commenting on the goal may defocus communication, and decrease both task 

performance and relationship quality. This results in an obstacle to ask questions the next time, which 

results in losing the opportunity for focused discussions and eventually increased work effectiveness. 

A clear process of feedback can overcome these obstacles during goal and process explanation and 

help increase the process and goal clarity (Bang et al., 2010). 

Additionally, feedback improves the work performance, work engagement and the work learning 

behavior (Podsakoff & Farh, 1989) investigated the effect of feedback on work performance. They 

found a positive relation between feedback and work performance. Remarkable was that employees 

who received negative feedback performed at higher levels than subjects who received positive 

performances. Besides, credible negative feedback also resulted in higher self-set goals and 

performance, compared to less credible negative feedback. By knowing how to perform, the employee 

learns how to improve the performance. Feedback increases performance in the subjective 

performance measures and in expert ratings of performance (Geister, et al., 2006). By giving feedback, 

the employees work learning behavior increases (Gabelica et al., 2014). The learner can accept, 

confirm, add to, overwrite, tune, or restructure information about the job (Winne & Butler, 1994). 

Additional, performance feedback causes work engagement and engaged workers generate their own 

positive feedback (Schaufeli et al., 2001). Therefore, receiving feedback raise awareness of 

performance improvements and results in work learning behavior. This process of feedback increases 

the work engagement. Therefore, it can be stated that feedback improves the work effectiveness 

directly and indirectly via the mediating role of the five principles. Feedback is needed for employees 

to track progress, commit to a goal, deal with task complexity, and deal with situational constraints 

(Locke & Latham, 2006), resulting in the following hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 3: The five principles have a mediating effect on the positive relationship between feedback 

and the work effectiveness, which is measured with in-role and extra-role work performance, work 

engagement and work learning behavior. 
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2.3.3. Work pressure 
Quickly developing and changing environments within organizations lead to work pressure. Work 

pressure occurs if the employee has high job demands (Russell et al., 2009). This may not necessarily 

be a negative fact. It becomes problematic when the pressure at work becomes so great that the 

employee cannot reach the work goals. The demands at work can be the amount of work the employee 

is required to perform, quality standards that are supposed to be met, or the amount of time in which 

the work has to be completed (Gallie, 2005). Work pressure is the sum of the workload and the amount 

of time in which the work has to be finished. If the employee does not finish these demands within the 

assigned time, work stress can occur (Gallie, 2005). In that case, high work pressure becomes an 

important negative aspect of intrinsic job quality, often associated with job strain and stress leading to 

damaging effects on workers’ health and well-being. Chronic work stressors, such as time pressure, 

can cause tiredness, exhaustion, depression and physical ailments and even a burnout (Karau & Kelly, 

2003; Demerouti, Bakker, & Bylters, 2004; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Burnout is the process of 

mental exhaustion and is defined with three dimensions: exhaustion, cynicism and lack of 

competences (Demerouti, et al., 2001). Exhaustion refers to work-related fatigue, regardless of the 

cause. Fatigue can be a result from long exposure to certain job demands. Cynicism reflects an 

indifferent attitude towards work and colleagues. The employee distance itself from work and the 

employee experiences negative attitudes toward the work object, work content, or work in general. 

The lack of competence includes both social and non-social aspects of work. In an effort to prevent 

further energy shortages, the employee distances itself from the work. This can result in a de-

personalized or cynical attitude among employees (Spector, et al., 2006). The inability to spend effort 

(due to exhaustion) and the unwillingness to spend effort (due to distance and withdrawal) are 

consequences of a burnout (Demerouti et al., 2001). Burnout can therefore result in the work being 

carried out incorrectly and a drop in the work performance occurs (Bakker, Demerouti, & Verbeke, 

2004). If an employee has symptoms of a burnout, it is likely that the employee will be spinning 

(wasting their effort and talent on tasks that may not matter much), settling (certainly do not show full 

commitment, not dissatisfied enough to make a break), and splitting (they are not sticking around for 

this to change in their organization). Employees with a burnout are far more misgiving about its 

organization in terms of work performance measures such as customer satisfaction (Kompaso & 

Sridevi, 2010). Additionally, burnout results in counterproductive behavior that result in distance from 

work. Counterproductive behavior is harmful for the organization or the employees of the 

organization, because it results in withdrawal behaviors (Spector & Fox, 2005). Spector & Fox (2005) 

identified five counterproductive work behaviors: misconduct, less production, sabotage, theft, 

withdrawal behavior. All of which are harmful for the organization and its business processes. 

Misconduct means insulting or making fun of colleagues, less production can be translated to 

purposely doing the work incorrect, sabotage is purposely dirtied or littered at work, theft is taking 

supplies or tools home without permission, and withdrawal behavior means taking longer breaks than 

allowed.  

Taken this into account, work pressure can decrease the trust in the organization and the psychological 

safety of the employee (Edmondson, 1999). The employee does not show full commitment, which 

leads to a cynical attitude amongst colleagues (Spector, et al., 2006). Waiting on colleagues or doubting 

the capabilities of colleagues, without the possibility to review their work, turns out to be difficult. 

Afraid that colleagues make mistakes, the employee does not trust the colleagues and does not feel 

psychological safe to ask questions or feedback. Variable degrees of work quality will be achieved. This 
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creates distrust. Besides, the employee who is already experiences the pressure, also develops the 

thought of not being psychological safe caused by the cynical attitude (Spector, et al., 2006). The 

employee is afraid of taking risks causing more work pressure. As a coping mechanism, the employee 

will drop job demands and therefore does not invest in the right or in all goals and processes, which 

results in less structure and clarity (Petrou, et al., 2012). The employee is losing focus of the target. By 

losing this focus, the employee loses the insight of the meaning and impact of work. Concluding, work 

pressure has a negative effect on the work effectiveness and a negative effect on the five principles, 

resulting in a mediating effect of the five principles, which indicates the next hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 4: The five principles have a mediating effect on the negative relationship between work 

pressure and the work effectiveness, which is measured with in-role and extra-role work performance, 

work engagement and work learning behavior. 

2.3.4. Job insecurity 
In addition, the changing environment within organizations resulting in the reduction of employees 

due to financial savings, mergers, and acquisitions, restructuring, changing work practices, and 

outsourcing positions to remain competitive results in high job insecurity, a major work-related 

stressor (Cascio, 1998; Burgard, Brand, & House, 2009). Besides, the change of contract types resulting 

in shorter contracts influences the job insecurity of an employee. Job insecurity can affect the way an 

employee operates in the organization. The amount of everyday uncertainty an employee experience 

at work about the future can be seen as job insecurity (Sverke, et al, 2002). It reflects the subjectivity 

experienced anticipation of a fundamental and involuntary event. This job insecurity has negative 

consequences for job attitude, organizational attitudes, employee health, and work-related behavior. 

Job insecurity can for example originate from an organizational change or an uncertain financial period 

in the organization. Situations of job insecurity can lead to negative consequences for job attitudes, 

organizational attitudes, employee health, and work-related behavior. During situations of job 

insecurity, the work performance, work engagement, and work learning behavior decreases leading to 

less work effectiveness (Sverke et al., 2002; Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984). The greater the perceived 

job insecurity, the lower the trust caused by undependable in carrying out commitments (Ashford, Lee, 

& Bobko, 1989). Besides, this insecurity has consequences for the employees’ job attitudes, 

organizational attitudes, health, and their behavioral relationship with the organization. It has a strong 

psychological impact that interferes with the psychological safety and trust of an employee (Sverke et 

al., 2002; Ashford et al., 1989). An employee who is insecure about its job is unwilling to take extra 

personal risks because its afraid to get fired. Caused by the change in organizational attitude and 

relationship, cohesiveness decreases. Mutual moral support is central in a cohesive group. Resources 

like collective energy and support are shared. Latent social conflicts are absence and a strong social 

bond is present (Kawachi & Berkman, 2000). As already mentioned, cohesiveness is a dynamic process, 

which concerns the tendency to stick together (Huang, 2009). If the cohesiveness in groups decline 

caused by insecurity, reverse outcomes can occur eventually resulting in less trust and psychological 

safety. To conclude, job insecurity has an effect on the meaning and impact of work. If the employee 

experiences unnecessarily caused by this insecurity, they think that their job is meaningless and do not 

have the right impact or effect necessary for the work (Thomas, 2009). The employee thinks to be 

replaceable and powerless (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984). The relation with the organization 

decreases together with the purpose of work (Sverke et al., 2002). Resulting in less meaning of work 

and less impact of work. Therefore, job insecurity has besides the direct negative effect on the work 
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effectiveness, an indirect negative effect on the work effectiveness via the five principles. Taken this 

into account, the next hypothesis about job insecurity is proposed.  

Hypothesis 5: The five principles have a mediating effect on the negative relationship between job 

insecurity and the work effectiveness, which is measured with in-role and extra-role work performance, 

work engagement and work learning behavior. 

2.3.5. Job crafting 
Job crafting is the physical and cognitive changes an employee makes in its task or relational 

boundaries of its work to create a healthier environment. These changes in the job design are not 

specific arranged or negotiated with the organization; the employee itself takes initiative 

(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001; Petrou, et al., 2012). It is a creative and improvised process in which 

an employee adjusts its job in such a way that a vigorous definition of work and a definition of who 

they are at work are created and maintained (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). By doing so, there will 

be an improved fit between the characteristics of the job and the needs, abilities and preferences of 

the employee (Berg, Dutton, & Wrzesniewski, 2008; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2013a). This helps the 

employee to maintain motivated and protects the employees’ well-being (e.g. work engagement; 

Wang, et al., 2016; Tims & Bakker, 2010). Therefore, employees craft their jobs to create a healthier 

and motivating work environment (Petrou, et al., 2012). The employee has the need to take control 

over certain aspects of the job to avoid negative consequences and is motivated to change aspects of 

the job to enable a more positive sense of the self to be expressed and confirmed by others (Petrou, 

et al., 2012). Job crafting fulfils a psychological and personal need (Wang, Demerouti, & Bakker, 2016), 

increases the person-environment fit (Bindl & Parker, 2010; Parker Bindl, & Strauss, 2010), and 

increases employees’ performance and organizational effectiveness (Demerouti, Bakker, & 

Halbesleben, 2015). Employees who craft their jobs are more thriving, experiencing more personal 

growth, are more satisfied, have more enjoyments, achieve more, are healthier, are more resilience, 

and their ability to cope with future adversity becomes better (Berg, et al., 2013; Petrou, et al., 2012; 

Demerouti, 2014; Berg, et al., 2008; Bakker & Demerouti, 2014). Over the years, different dimensions 

of how to craft ones’ job are defined.  

In this study, the dimensions of job crafting defined by Petrou and colleagues (2012) is used. Petrou 

and colleagues (2012) defined job crafting with the use of the JD-R model and divided job crafting 

between the fact that the employee can seek challenges, reduce demands and seek resources. The 

effect of job crafting on job resources, job demands, burnout and work engagement, and therefore 

the combination of the JD-R model and job crafting, is presented in Figure 2. Job resources and 

personal resources result in more work engagement leading to more job crafting, which leads to more 

of these recourses. This effect results in a higher performance for one thing. On the other hand, job 

demands lead to burnout and burnout lead to decreasing demands, which lead to less burnout (Bakker, 

Tims, & Derks, 2012). Work engagement has the effects of positively increasing structural and social 

resources and challenging demands, and negatively decreasing hindering demands (Bakker, et al., 

2012). Engaged employees see job demands as challenges rather than threats. Work engagement is a 

high-activation state of well-being and boosts future job crafting (Posner, et al., 2005).   
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Figure 2: Job crafting in the JD-R model (Bakker, et al., 2012) 

Looking at job crafting, job demands can be divided in two types: challenging job demands and 

hindering job demands. Challenging job demands are new task at work if one already finished its prime 

job or the employee is taking more responsibility at work then described in its job description. It is 

about expanding the scope of the job responsibilities. Hindering job demands, in contract, have an 

unnecessarily effect on personal growth and goal attainment, and hinder optimal functioning (Tims, et 

al., 2013a). Hindering job demands are appraised as stressful and a coping mechanism can be to reduce 

these demands. Reducing job demand can have as result that emotional, mental or physical aspects of 

the job are minimized and the workload and time pressure are reduced. Reducing demands with a 

survival strategy can also be an indication of low motivation (Petrou, et al., 2012). It can be stated that 

resources seeking and challenges seeking improve the work engagement and work performance. 

Hindering demands reducing was more a coping mechanism for burnout (Hakanen et al., 2017). 

Reducing hindering demands has a negative indirect relation with performance through work 

engagement (Demerouti, Bakker, & Gevers, 2015b)  

Job crafting is a bottom-up method in organizations that can be combined with a top-down method 

(Petrou, et al., 2012). In general, employees pass three stages before they craft their job, namely (Berg, 

et al., 2008): 

1. One or more factors stimulates the employees to become motivated to craft their jobs 

2. Employees identify the crafting opportunities available to them and enact one or more ways 

to crafting their jobs 

3. These crafting techniques are associated with outcomes for the job crafter 

How the employees experience work has effect on whether and how the employee crafts its job in the 

long run (Hakanen, Peeters & Schaufeli, 2017). Following a work psychological perspective, Petrou and 

colleagues (2012) as well as Tims and Bakker (2010) suggest that the need for certain job characteristics 

could enable the use of job crafting. Job characteristics are the aspects of a job. The five principles can 

be seen as the working conditions that can be recognized, defined, and assessed. Therefore, it is 

suggested that the principles influence the level of job crafting.  

Meaning of work enhances job crafting and results in a positive work identity by seeking challenges 

and resources and matching these demands and resources (Tims & Bakker, 2010). The employee can 

formulate a meaning of the work they are doing, by creating work contents and social contexts. Job 
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crafting is a reaction of creating more meaningfulness and increasing the willingness to invest effort in 

the job. Meaning of work increases the willingness to seek resources and challenges. If the work has a 

meaning, the employee wants to ensure a better person-job fit through job crafting (Tims & Bakker, 

2010). Work is seen as an added value the employee is willing to invest in. This also results in less 

hindering demands reducing.  During job crafting, the employees changes the job design. To be able 

to change the job, the employee must experience clear structure of the processes and goals at work. 

With these processes and goals, the employee is able to create a better person-environment fit. With 

clear structures, the employee can find job resources and challenges more quickly. The employee has 

a better understanding of the expected work goals and the employee has a better understanding of 

how to achieve these work goals (Bindl & Parker, 2010; Parker et al., 2010). Resources seeking is a form 

to complete tasks and achieve goals (Demerouti, 2014). By understanding what the goals are, the 

employee is more willing to seek resources and challenges to achieve these goals. Unclear goals can 

lead to more hindering demands reducing. The employee does not understand clearly what the goals 

are and can use this form of job crafting as a coping mechanism. By understanding how and what to 

achieve via job crafting, the employee experiences more personal growth and achieves more at work. 

Impact of work does also seem to affect job crafting. By changing the job demands and job resources, 

the employee participates in creating its own optimal work environment. To make sure the job 

requirements are still met, a good understanding of the impact of work is needed (Petrou et al., 2012). 

For an employee to craft its job, the employee should be comfortable in taking risks and experiencing 

autonomy and power (Berg, et al., 2008; Berg et al., 2010). This gives the employee greater freedom 

to act. Because an employee participates in job crafting when it feels comfortable in taking more risks, 

it is suggested that psychological safety is needed before an employee starts participating in job 

crafting. Besides, by crafting ones’ job, the employee makes sure to work with employees who they 

can trust and not with the employees who are a hindrance during the job crafting process (Petrou et 

al., 2010). Asking feedback and investing in extra tasks at work are reactions in organization with 

psychological safety and trust  (Berg et al., 2008). If the organization is not trustworthy or psychological 

safe, the employee is more willing to decrease hindering demands to create a better fit with the work 

environment. The principles have an expected positive effect on resources seeking and challenges 

seeking and a negative effect on hindering demands reducing. In addition, challenges seeking and 

resources seeking do have a positive effect on the work effectiveness, were hindering demands 

reducing has a negative effect (e.g. Hakanen et al., 2017; Demerouti, 2014; Demerouti et al., 2015b). 

Looking at these results, it is suggested that job crafting has a mediating effect on the relation between 

the five principles and the work effectiveness. Therefore, the following hypotheses are proposed. 

Hypothesis 6a: Job crafting resources seeking has a positive mediating effect on the relationship 

between the five principles and the work effectiveness, which is measured with work performance, 

work engagement and work learning behavior.  

Hypothesis 6b: Job crafting challenges seeking has a positive mediating effect on the relationship 

between the five principles and the work effectiveness, which is measured with work performance, 

work engagement and work learning behavior. 

Hypothesis 6c: Job crafting hindering demands reducing has a negative mediating effect on the 

relationship between the five principles and the work effectiveness, which is measured with work 

performance, work engagement and work learning behavior. 
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2.4. The research model 
In the theoretical background, the effect of the five principles is reviewed. Concluding from the 

theoretical background, it is expected that if an employee satisfies Google’s five principles 

psychological safety, reliability, structure and clarity, meaning of work and impact of work, the 

employee is more effective in an organization. The work effectiveness is measured with the variables 

work performance, work engagement, and work learning behavior. This is formulated in hypothesis 1, 

which suggest that there is a positive relation between the five principles and work effectiveness. From 

the theoretical background, it was also suggested that the five principles have a mediation effect 

between job demands and job resources and the work effectiveness. Mediation happens when an 

observed relationship between an independent variable (e.g. work effectiveness) and a dependent 

variable (e.g. feedback) is influenced by the inclusion of a third explanatory variable (e.g. the five 

principles). This variable is known as the mediator variable. Rather than a direct causal relationship 

between the variables, a mediation model states that the independent variable causes the mediator 

variable, which in turn causes the dependent variable. If the measured effect between the 

independent and dependent variable is zero upon fixing the mediator variable, the mediation effect is 

said to be complete, in other words full mediation. If the measured effect changes upon fixing the 

mediator, but remains significantly different from zero, the mediation effect is said to be partial. This 

mediating effect of the five is suggested between organizational factors and work effectiveness. Job 

crafting is suggested to mediate the effect between the five principles and the work effectiveness.  

In this study, it is hypothesized that the five principles have a positive mediating effect on the 

relationship of transformational leadership (H2) and feedback (H3) as job resources and a negative 

mediating effect on work pressure (H4) and job insecurity (H5) as job demands and the work 

effectiveness. Where the job demands have a negative effect and the job resources a positive effect 

on the five principles and the work effectiveness. To conclude, the mediating effect of the three forms 

of job crafting on the relation between the five principles and the work effectiveness is investigated. A 

positive effect is expected of the three job crafting dimension, job crafting hindering demands reducing 

job crafting challenges seeking and resources (H6a, b, c). An overview of these hypotheses is presented 

in Figure 3. 
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Figure 3: The research model 
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3. The research method 
To gather the data to find the relation between the five key principles and job demands, job resources, 

and job crafting and the corresponding hypotheses and to measure the work effectiveness, a 

quantitative study is conducted via an anonymous survey, which was sent out among participants in 

the organizations. This survey contains all necessary variables from the research model and control 

variables. The item sets per variable were constructed from previous studies in the corresponding field. 

This way, conclusions could be drawn from the outcomes. Some of these original items are in English 

and have been translated to Dutch to maintain consistency. Besides, the organizations are Dutch 

orientated. To make sure that there is a common interpretation and analysis of the results and to 

ensure validity, the theory of the back-translation was applied (Brisling, 1970). By using back-

translation, the items are compared with the original content for accuracy and quality. In this study, 

two independent translators translated the items from English to Dutch. Inconsistencies were resolved 

by a third independent translator to achieve a uniform questionnaire. Two other independent 

translators translated the Dutch version back to English, again resolving inconsistency with a third 

independent translator. By comparing the back-translated English version with the original English 

version, the validity of the translation was checked (Brisling, 1970). An independent reviewer reviewed 

the process to see if the questions and the process was correct and consistent. Consequently, a Dutch 

questionnaire was constructed. According to MacCallum, Widaman, Zhang, & Hong (1999), a minimum 

sample size of one hundred cases, or five times the number of items used in the analyses is sufficient 

for performing factor analyses. Therefore, the data of the three companies were combined. In order 

to compare the results of the different organizations, it was made sure that demographics, e.g. 

branches, innovativeness, spoken language, geographical location, and cultural differences between 

these companies are comparable to avoid confounding.  

Fortimedix Surgical has n=40 employees working in the organization, all of which were asked to 

participate in this study. Within this organization, a response rate of 90% was met (26% of the total 

sample size). At Boston Scientific n=183 employees were asked to participate in this study. These 

employees were from the departments outbound, LLI/postponement, inbound, and inbound 

supporting. Of these n=183 employees, n=127 employees filled in the survey (69% response rate). Of 

these n=127 employees, n=23 employees were not native Dutch speakers. Due to the fact that the 

different translations (English and Dutch) could result to different interpretations, the English surveys 

were excluded from the study. Therefore, a sample size of n=104 from Boston Scientific were included 

in this study (74% of the total sample size). The total sample size of this search was therefore n=140. 

The companies had a different approach in reaching out to their employees. However, anonymity and 

freedom of participation were priorities in this study. Conducting the survey online optimally ensured 

this. Besides, there are less costs and it is easier for both participant and researcher to fill in and 

evaluate the survey, especially preventing mistakes made by manually entering data into SPSS (Smith, 

1997). However, due to the fact that not all employees had a computer to their disposal, surveys were 

also conducted via a paper version. For the analysis of the data from the survey, SPSS is used.  

3.1. The participants 
After gathering the data via the survey, the data is loaded into SPSS. Of this total group of n=140 

participants, 56% of the participants was male (n=77), 40% of the participants was female (n=55), and 

4% had an unknown gender (n=6). The average age of the participants was between 25 and 35 years 

old. The participants were on average less than 5 years employed at their organization. Of the 
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participants, 55% had a working partner and 38% had children. Of the n=140 participants, n=56 had a 

fulltime function and n=75 a part-time function, three participants did not answer this question. Most 

of the employees had a function within production (n=46) or logistics (n=65). To remain anonymous, 

the other functions were categorized as “else” (engineering, development, HR, financial, 

administrative, secretarial, sales, marketing, communication, management, direction, and 

Automation/ICT; n=29). The biggest part of the participants had a MBO degree (33%). To ensure 

anonymity basisschool was added to MAVO/VMBO/LBO, which was the second most finished degree 

is (20%). Of the remaining participants, 11% finished a master degree, 17% a bachelor degree, 9% a 

HAVO degree, and 7% a VWO degree. The highest finished degree was unknown of three employees 

(2%). Nobody had a PhD degree. Of the n=140 participants, n=18 employees who participated have a 

leading role in the organization (12%). An overview of the division between these variables is presented 

in Table I of the Appendix.  

3.2. The variables 

The variables tested in this study via the survey are work performance, work engagement, work 

learning behavior, psychological safety, trust, structure and clarity, meaning of work, impact of work, 

transformational leadership, feedback, job insecurity, work pressure, and job crafting. All the variables 

are on the individual level and represents how the employee experiences and reacts in the 

organization. Besides, control variables are added. These are general questions measuring age, gender, 

having kids, having a working partner, time employed, having part-time or fulltime job, education level, 

function, having a leading role, and the organization the participant worked for. These control variables 

are used to control the variables in the correlation matrix and regression analysis in order to check for 

the presence of additional effects. In order to remain consistent, the same control variables are used 

for every model. A complete overview with the items and corresponding sources and Cronbach’s alpha 

is presented in Table 1. 

Work performance contain items about the in-role performance and extra-role performance of the 

employee. Both measures contain four items. These items are based on Williams and Anderson (1991). 

The items could be answered on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “Totally not applicable to me” (1) 

to “Totally applicable to me” (5). An example of extra-role performance item is: “I take a personal 

interest in other employees” and an example of in-role performance item is: “I fulfill responsibilities 

which are specified in my job.”  

The work engagement of the employee consists of three constructs, vigor, dedication and absorption. 

Work engagement is measured with the questionnaire by means of the UWES (Schaufeli & Bakker, 

2004; Schaufeli, Bakker & Salanova, 2006). This measurement was based on a 7-point Likert scale 

ranging from “Never” (0) to “Always” (6). An example question is: “At my work, I feel bursting with 

energy.”  

A composite model of Taris and colleagues (2003) measured the work learning behavior of the 

employee. They developed a 3-item Learning Motivation scale (LM) to measure the motivation for 

learning new things at work. Two items included the degree to which participants were actively looking 

for situations in which they could expand their skills (“I am constantly looking for new challenges in my 

job”, and “I spend much energy in keeping up with recent developments”). The third item measured 

whether the participants were willing to invest time and effort in dealing with difficult situations, which 

is a precondition for acquiring new skills (“When things seem to go wrong, I increase my efforts and 

keep on trying”). The questions are answered on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “Strongly disagree” 
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(1) to “Strongly agree” (5). The questions are translated to Dutch via the back-translation principle of 

Brisling (1970). 

Psychological trust is measured via three items scoring from “Totally disagree” (1) to “Totally agree” 

(5). These questions are based on the research of May and colleagues (2004). May and colleagues 

transformed the qualitative interview items of Kahn (1990) into quantitative three multiple-choice 

items. The questions are translated to Dutch via the back-translation principle of Brisling (1970). Two 

of the questions are reveres items (“I am afraid to express my opinions at work” and “There is a 

threatening environment at work”). The last item measures the psychological safety directly (“I’m not 

afraid to be myself at work”).  

Trust is measured on the organizational level by means of Robinson (1996). It is asked if the employee 

trust the organization. This variable included seven items ranging from “Strongly disagree” (1) to 

“Strongly agree” (5). The back-translation principle is used to transform the items to Dutch. An example 

item is "I believe my employer has high integrity". 

Structure and clarity is measured by the means of goal clarity and process clarity. The items used in 

the research of Sawyer (1992) are used to measure these variables. This scale contains nine items and 

these items can be answered on a 6-point scale (“Very unclear” (1) to “Very clear” (6)). Goal clarity 

contains five items and process clarity include four items. These items are translated to Dutch via the 

back-translation principle. A sample item for goal clarity is to ask the employee to rate the degree of 

clarity felt about “My duties and responsibilities,” and a sample item for process clarity evaluated the 

degree of clarity felt about “The procedures I use to do my job are correct and proper”.  

The meaning of work was measured with a part of the work as meaning inventory (WAMI) items from 

the article of Steger and colleagues (2006). As defined in the theoretical background, meaning of work 

can be defined as the positive meaning of work and meaning making through work. The questions 

about these items of the WAMI are included to measure meaning of work. Four items were used for 

this measurement and these items were answered on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “Absolutely 

untrue” (1) to “Absolutely true” (5). An example question of positive meaning is: “I have found a 

meaningful career”. An example question of meaning making through work is “I view my work as 

contributing to my personal growth”. The questions were translated to Dutch via the back-translation 

principle of Brisling (1970). 

The variable impact of work is measured with the other part of the work as meaning inventory (WAMI) 

items from the article of Steger and colleagues (2006). Only questions about the greater good 

motivations translated to the organization are included. The questions could be answered on a 5-point 

Likert scale ranging from “Absolutely untrue” (1) to “Absolutely true” (5). An example question is: “I 

have found a meaningful career.” The questions were translated to Dutch via the back-translation 

principle of Brisling (1970). 

The items used within the study to measure the construct transformational leadership are based on 

the master thesis research of Palm (2007) at the University of Utrecht. Transformational leadership 

consists of five items, measured on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “Totally disagree” (1) to “Totally 

agree” (5). An example of an item from this construct is “My supervisor motivates me to meet the 

mission of my organization”.  



31 
 

Three items about feedback are included within the questionnaire. These questions are measured on 

a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “Totally disagree” (1) to “Totally agree” (5). The source of the 

questions is the VBBA research (Van Veldhoven & Meijman, 1994). An example of a question from 

feedback is “I get enough information about the outcome of my work”.  

Work pressure was based on a Dutch version (Furda, 1995; Van Veldhoven & Meijman, 1994) of 

Karasek’s (1985) job content instrument. The scale includes three items that refer to quantitative, 

demanding aspects of the job (e.g., time pressure, working hard). Work pressure is measured via three 

items and an example item is “I have to do a lot of work”. Work pressure, is measured on a 5-point 

Likert scale ranging from “Never” (1) to “Always” (5). 

Job insecurity is measured on a 5-point Likert scale from “Strongly disagree” (1) to “Strongly agree” 

(5). Job insecurity contains four items. The job insecurity scale of De Witte (2000) is used in this 

research. An example question in “I'm sure I can keep my job”. 

Job crafting can occur in three ways: increasing resources, increasing challenges, and decreasing 

hindering demands. Four items on increasing job resources, three items on increasing challenges, and 

three items on reducing demands are measured on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from “Never” (1) to 

“Always” (5). A high score means a high level of job crafting. This questionnaire is based on Petrou et 

al., (2012). An example question is “I ask others for feedback about my performance”. 

Table 1: Source overview survey 

Variable Original Source Items Cronbach’s α 

Performance Extra-role Williams & Anderson (1991) 4 items, 5-point scale 0.646 

Performance In-role Williams & Anderson (1991) 4 items, 5-point scale 0.854 

Work learning behavior Taris et al. (2003) 3 items, 5-point scale 0.700 

Work engagement Schaufeli & Bakker (2004); 

Schaufeli, Bakker, & 

Salanova’s (2006) 

9 items, 7-point scale 0.943 

Trust Robinson (1996) 7 items, 5-point scale 0.824 

Psychological safety May et al. (2004); 

Edmondson (1999); Kahn 

(1990) 

3 items, 5-point scale 0.741 

Structure and clarity (Goal 

clarity and process clarity) 

Sawyer (1992) 9 items, 7-point scale 0.874 

Meaning of work Steger, Dik, & Duffy (2012) 7 items, 5-point scale 0.911 

Impact of work Steger, Dik, & Duffy (2012) 3 items, 5-point scale 0.739 

Job crafting Petrou et al., (2012) 13 items, 5-point scale Resource seeking:  

0.807 

Demand reducing:  

0.740 

Challenges seeking: 

0.838 

Feedback Van Veldhoven & Meijmans 

(1994) 

3 items, 5-point scale 0.837 

Transformational leadership Palm (2007) 5 items, 5-point scale 0.897 

Work pressure Furda (1995), Van 

Veldhoven & Meijmans 

(1994), Karasek (1985) 

3 items, 5-point scale 0.795 

Job insecurity De Witte (2000) 4 items, 6-point scale 0.897 
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4. Results 
This chapter will elaborate on the results of the quantitative study. Firstly, outliers and missing data 

will be processed. This will be followed with the mean and standard deviation of the variables. Thirdly, 

the research model and the related hypothesis will be tested.  

4.1. Descriptive statistics 
The first step in SPSS is to check if there is any missing data or if there are strange outliers. This is done 

by examining the data file. The data did not have any strange outliers. However, one participant did 

not finish the survey, three participants missed four pages (the double-sided pages) and one 

participant was leaving the organization is three days. These participants were excluded from the data 

set. In total 23 questions were not answered. To compensate for these missing values, the average 

scores were filled in for the remaining questions (mean imputation). However, two constructs could 

not be formed because there were to many questions missing. This was the case with trust (missing 

three out of seven), impact of work (missing two out of three), and job crafting (completely missing). 

These variables were excluded. 

 The next step before analyzing the results was to reverse-code the items that were sated opposite. 

This was checked via the correlations between variables. When all items were correctly coded, an 

exploratory factor analysis was performed, per measure, to check the internal consistency of the 

measures that were used. To assure the reliability of the data, the Cronbach Alpha´s are calculated. 

This is the most commonly used statistic to measure reliability. The value of the Cronbach alpha ranges 

between 0 and 1, where values closer to 1 are more reliable. The Cronbach’s alpha should be above 

0,7 to be acceptable, lower is questionable or even unacceptable (George & Mallery, 2003). These 

Cronbach alphas are presented in Table 1 together with the corresponding items. An item-total 

statistics test was used to improve the alpha values for impact of work. By deleting the reverse 

question (question 1), the Cronbach’s alpha changed from 0.633 to 0.739. The original authors validate 

the items used in this study. This assures the internal validity of the items.  

The average scores of the variables are presented in Table 2. In this table, the standard deviation and 

the mean are presented. The standard deviation is used to indicate the distribution, the extent to 

which the values differ, of a distribution. In this study, the standard deviation will be indicated by "SD". 

The average scores are indicated by "M".  Work engagement is measured on a scale of 0 to 6, in-role 

performance, extra-role performance, work learning behavior, psychological safety, confidence, 

opinion of work, and impact of work are measured on a scale of 1 to 5. Finally, goal clarity and process 

clarity measured on a scale of 1 to 6 (Table 1).  

The participants have a higher average score on in-role performance than extra-role performance 

(respectively M=3.91, SD=0.56; M=4.45. SD=0.51) meaning that the participants invest more in tasks 

outside of their job frame than insides. Work engagement had an average score according to the UBES 

(M=3.74, SD=1.19). Work learning behavior had an average score of M=3.89 (SD=0.66). Of the five 

principles measured on a five-point scale, psychological safety had the highest average score (M=4.08, 

SD=0.76), followed by impact of work (M=3.74, SD=0.73) and trust (M=3.58, SD=0.43). Meaning of 

work had the lowest average score of the four (M=3.26, SD=0.85). Structure and clarity was rated on 

a scale from one to six and had an average score of M=4.79 (SD=0.59). Of the job resources, feedback 

was more present than transformational leadership in the organizations (respectively M=3.69, 

SD=0.69; M=3.35, SD=0.83). Of the job demands, there was more work pressure than job insecurity 
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(respectively M=3.58, SD=0.84; M=2.48, SD=0.99). With respect to job crafting, seeking resources had 

the highest average score (M=3.21, SD=0.66), followed by challenges seeking (M=2.98, SD=1.11). 

Reducing hindering demands had the lowest score of the three job crafting dimensions (M=2.10, 

SD=0.80).  

Table 2: Mean and standard deviation 

 N Mean Standard 

deviation 

Minimum Maximum 

Performance Extra-role 134 3.91 0.56 2.25 5.00 

Performance In-Role 134 4.45 0.51 2.00 5.00 

Work engagement 134 3.74 1.19 0.78 6.00 

Work learning Behavior 134 3.89 0.66 2.50 5.00 

Trust 133 3.58 0.43 2.57 4.71 

Psychological Safety 134 4.08 0.76 1.67 5.00 

Meaning of work 134 3.26 0.85 1.14 5.00 

Impact of work 133 3.74 0.73 1.00 5.00 

Structure and Clarity 134 4.79 0.59 2.89 6.00 

Transformational 

leadership 

134 3.35 0.83 1.00 5.00 

Feedback 134 3.69 0.69 1.00 5.00 

Work pressure 134 3.58 0.84 1.33 5.00 

Job insecurity 134 2.48 0.99 1.00 5.00 

Job crafting resources 133 3.21 0.66 1.83 5.00 

Job crafting challenges 133 2.98 1.11 1.00 5.00 

Job crafting demands 133 2.10 0.80 1.00 4.50 

 

After calculating the mean scores, the correlations between the different constructs were calculated. 

Pearson’s correlations are used to check for significant correlations between all the variables. To 

achieve a significant result, the significance value must be less than p <0.05. This means that it can be 

assured with 95% certainty that it is no coincidence. The correlation matrix is also used to perform a 

regression analysis. The regression analysis is used to explore relations further. Via a regression 

analysis, relationships between multiple independent variables and a dependent variable can be found 

and predicted. The variables used in the regression analyses should correlate fairly well, but not 

perfectly (Field, 2009). The variables that correlate between a range of 0.3 and 0.9 are acceptable. 

Variables that are outside this range are considered to be removed to prevent multicollinearity.   

For the regression analyses, some control variables were included. The control variables included in 

this study showed a correlation with the dependent variables of work effectiveness and the five 

principles (Table 4). In this study, the control variables that are included are age, having children 

(0=yes, 1=no), time employed (in years), being a manager (0=yes, 1=no), and organization (0=company 

A, 1=company B). Gender (0=female, 1=male), function (1=production, 2=logistics, 3=else), hours at 

work ((0=part-time, 1=fulltime), education and having a working partner (0=yes, 1=no) did not have 

any significant correlation with the dependent variables or had a correlation outside the proposed rage 

and were therefore excluded (Becker, 2005).  The variables that did not have any correlation are 

impotent control variables and can reduce the power of the analyses. The models were tested in two 

stages; the first model only included the control variables, whereas the second model also includes the 

independent variables (IV’s) of the hypotheses. The Δ R2 indicates the raise in R2 between the first 

model (only control variables) and the second model (with control variables and IV’s). Table 3 shows 

the correlation between the different variables. 
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Table 3: Correlations of the variables 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

1. 
Performance 

Extra-role 

 0.413
** 

0.385
** 

0.404
** 

0.125 0.154
. 

0.306
** 

0.090 0.227
** 

0.233
** 

0.240
** 

-
0.121 

0.309
** 

0.412
** 

0.287
** 

-
0.068 

2. 
Performance 

In-role 

  0.211
** 

0.254
** 

0.125 0.234
** 

0.266
** 

0.136 0.316
** 

0.135 0.134 -
0.084 

0.123 0.161 0.162 -
0.228

** 

3. Work 
engagement 

   0.600
** 

0.495
** 

0.246
** 

0.723
** 

0.364
** 

0.264
** 

0.279
** 

0.362
** 

-
0.350

** 

0.138 0.357
** 

0.280
** 

-
0.053 

4. Work 
learning 
behavior 

    0.380
** 

0.282
** 

0.493
** 

0.290
** 

0.231
** 

0.289
** 

0.224
** 

-
0.329

** 

0.143 0.492
** 

0.509
** 

-
0.023 

5. Trust      0.512
** 

0.533
** 

0.404
** 

0.436
** 

0.508
** 

0.588
** 

-
0.307

** 

-
0.120 

0.448
** 

0.256
** 

0.022 

6. 
Psychological 

Safety 

      0.319
** 

0.217
* 

0.303
** 

0.296
** 

0.291
** 

-
0.237

** 

-
0.064 

0.294
** 

0.238
** 

-
0.182

* 

7. Meaning 
of work 

       0.461
** 

0.341
** 

0.347
** 

0.506
** 

-
0.212

** 

0.043 0.359
** 

0.250
** 

-
0.049 

8. Impact of 
work 

        0.294
** 

0.357
** 

0.256
** 

-
0.236

** 

-
0.022 

0.265
** 

0.211
** 

-
0.005 

9. Structure 
and clarity 

         0.602
** 

0.515
** 

-
0.080 

0.016 0.130 0.139 -
0.090 

10. Feedback           0.516
** 

-
0.218

** 

0.014 0.244
** 

0.078 -
0.021 

11. 
Transformati

onal 
leadership 

           -
0.038 

-
0.112 

0.273
** 

0.153 -
0.042 

12. Job 
insecurity 

            -
0.145 

-
0.247

** 

-
0.214

* 

-
0.072 

13. Work 
pressure 

             0.129 0.106 0.095 

14. Job 
crafting 

resources 

              0.572
** 

0.254
** 

15. Job 
crafting 

challenges 

               0.231
** 

16. Job 
crafting 

demands 

                

† p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 N.S. = not significant 
 

From these correlations, it can be interpreted that work pressure does only have a significant 

correlation with in-role performance. This could indicate that work pressure does not have any effect 

in the regression models. Job crafting demands reducing does only have a correlation with 

psychological safety, in-role performance, and the other dimensions of job crafting. This also suggests 

low effects in the regression models.  
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Table 4: Correlations control variables 

 Gender Age Kids Partner At work Hours Education Manager Function Company 

1. Performance 

Extra-role 

-0.025 0.097 -0.121 -0.017 0.076 -0.119 0.075 -0.191 0.000 -0.023 

2. Performance 

In-role 

-0.035 0.182* --0.147 -0.102 0.320** -0.088 -0.046 -0.088 -0.086 -0.019 

3. Work 

engagement 

0.025 0.323** -0.350** -0.141 0.161 0.109 0.109 -0.323** 0.134 0.211* 

4. Work learning 

behavior 

-0.133 0.095 -0.263** -0.102 -0.023 -0.085 0.189 -0.254** 0.139 0.114 

5. Trust 0.126 -0.047 -0.255** -0.080 -0.126 0.160 0.117 -0.160 0.124 0.235** 

6. Psychological 

Safety 

-0.089 -0.082 -0.243** 0.067 -0.058 0.144 0.063 -0.178* 0.193 0.308** 

7. Meaning of 

work 

0.025 0.233** -0.324** -0.102 0.210* 0.045 0.114 -0.358* 0.060 0.337** 

8. Impact of 

work 

-0.059 -0.045 -0.197* 0.005 0.001 0.139 0.066 -0.173* 0.133 0.182* 

9. Structure and 

clarity 

0.166 0.107 -0.226** -0.035 -0.015 0.142 -0.122 -0.019 0.183 -0.145 

10. Job crafting 

resources 

-0.029 -0.323** -0.038 -0.046 -0.227** 0.011 0.152 -0.242** 0.079 0.029 

11. Job crafting 

challenges 

-0.002 -0.236** -0.077 0.028 -0.134 -0.089 0.177 -0.218* 0.013 -0.089 

12. Job crafting 

demands 

-0.075 -0.181* 0.250** 0.023 -0.031 -0.191 -0.081 0.004 -0.141 -0.325** 

† p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 N.S. = not significant 
 

4.2. Work effectiveness 
The goal of this study is to investigate if the principles influence the effectiveness of an organization. 

This work effectiveness is measured with the work performance, work engagement, and work learning 

behavior. It is suggested in the theoretical background that the five principles defined by Google in the 

Aristotle project also relate to the organizational level. To substantiate this, a quantitative study is 

suggested. The hypotheses are tested with linear hierarchical multiple regression in SPSS. Hierarchical 

regression is used to calculate the effect of the control variables. It is a method to show if the variables 

explain a statistically significant amount of variance in the dependent variable after accounting for all 

other variables.  

Hypothesis 1 will be tested with two different models. The first model only includes the control 

variables; age, having children, years at work, being a manager, and the organization the participant is 

working in. These variables significantly correlated with the different dependent variables. In model 

two, all five the principles are included via a stepwise manner. This way, the principles with a significant 

effect will be added to the model. This hypothesis suggested that an organization that is psychological 

safe, trustworthy, has structure and clarity, and where the work has a meaning and an impact, is an 

organization that is effective. The dependent variable will be switched to test the different parts of 

hypothesis 1. Firstly, the effect of the five principles on the extra-role performance is calculated 

followed by the in-role performance. Thirdly, the effect on the work engagement will be calculated. 

The last step is to review the effect of the five principles on the work learning behavior. The five 

principles are the independent variables.  

The hierarchical regression resulted in the fact that the control variables do not explain the extra-role 

work performance (p=0.168). After adding all five the principles in the model, the model was significant 

(p=0.010). By adding all five the principles the model had a change of ΔR2=0.065 in comparison with 



36 
 

the model with only the control variables. A significant regression equation was found (F(6,131) 

=2,957), with an R2=0.124, rejecting the null hypothesis and indicating that de five principles and the 

control variables explain extra-role performance. Meaning of work is a significant positive predictor of 

the extra-role performance (β=0.300, p<0.01). A higher score on meaning of work does lead to a 

significantly higher extra-role performance (Table 5). 

Table 5: Hypothesis 1: the five principles and extra-role performance 

 Model 1 

N.S. 

Model 2 

R2 R2=0.060 R2=0.124 

Age  0.031 

Kids  -0.050 

At work  -0.002 

Manager  -0.105 

Company  -0.164† 

Meaning of work  0.300** 

† p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 N.S. = not significant 
 

The second part of hypothesis 1 will test the positive effect of the five principles on in-role 

performance. Thereafter, the five principles were added via a stepwise regression. This model was 

significant, rejecting the null hypothesis and indicating that de five principles and the control variables 

explain in-role performance (p<0.001). The results of this regression (R2=0.256 R2=0.144, 

F(7,131)=6,100) reveal a significant positive effect of structure and clarity (β =0.285, p<0.01) and 

psychological safety (β=0.224, p<0.02). In addition, the years of working in the organization (β=0,378, 

p<0.01) and  the organization (β=-0.187, p<0.05) have a significant effect on the in-role performance. 

In-role performance is therefore explained by longer time employed, psychological safety, and 

structure and clarity. In addition, the organization the employee is working in does have a significant 

explanation, with a higher in-role performance of employees working at company A (Table 6).  

Table 6: Hypothesis 1: the five principles and in-role performance 

 Model 1 Model 2 

R2 R2=0.112 R2=0.256 

Age -0.072 -0.034 

Kids -0.119 0.006 

At work 0.329** 0.378** 

Manager -0.058 -0.022 

Company -0.100 -0.187* 

Structure and clarity  0.285** 

Psychological safety  0.224* 

† p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 N.S. = not significant 
 

The third part of hypothesis 1 will test the effect of the five principles on work engagement.  By using 

the stepwise regression model, the model with meaning of work and trust was the model with the 

significant effects (p<0.01). The results of this regression, R2=0.608 (R2=0.343; F (7,131) =27,470) 

reveal a significant positive effect with meaning of work (β=0.586, p<0.001) and trust (β=0.192, 

p<0.01). In addition, the age of the participant (β=0.258, p<0.01) has a significant positive effect on the 

work engagement. How older the employee, how higher the work engagement. Meaning of work was 

the highest indicator of work engagement (Table 7).  
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Table 7: Hypothesis 1: the five principles and work engagement  

 Model 1 Model 3 

R2 R2=0.245 R2=0.608 

Age 0.209† 0.258** 

Kids -0.243** -0.033 

At work -0.059 -0.076 

Manager -0.281** -0.068 

Company 0.058 -0.103 

Meaning of work  0.586** 

Trust  0.192** 

† p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 N.S. = not significant 
 

Lastly, the effect of the five principles on work learning behavior will be tested. This will also be 

calculated via stepwise regression, adding significant variables to the model.  The model with the 

control variables was significant (p<0.01) with a significant effect of having children (β=-0.381, p<0.01) 

and being a manager (β=-0.502, p<0.01) on the work learning behavior. Adding the five principles via 

a stepwise way resulted in adding meaning of work (β=0.456, p<0.01). This model was significant, 

rejecting the null hypothesis R2=0.294 (R2=0.150; F(6,121)=8,691) (p<0.01). According to this model, 

only meaning of work has a positive significant effect on the work learning behavior (Table 8).  

Table 8: Hypothesis 1: the five principles and work learning behavior 

 Model 1 Model 3 

R2 R2=0.145 R2=0.294 

Age 0.022 0.040 

Kids -0.278** -0.161† 

At work -0.147 -0.185† 

Manager -0.254** -0.111 

Company 0.013 -0.083 

Meaning of work  0.456** 

† p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 N.S. = not significant 
 

Looking at these results, meaning of work did have a significant positive effect on ex-role performance 

and work learning behavior. Besides, together with trust, meaning of work did positively explain work 

engagement. Structure and clarity and psychological safety had a positive explanation for in-role 

performance. Impact of work did not have any significant effect on one of the variables of work 

effectiveness. From these results, it can be concluded that meaning of work has the biggest impact on 

the work effectiveness. This principle had a positive effect on the ex-role performance, work learning 

behavior, and work engagement. Besides, trust, psychological safety, and structure and clarity did also 

have significant positive effects on different parts of the work effectiveness. Together, these principles 

did positively affect all variables of the work effectiveness. This suggest that and organization that is 

psychological safe, trustworthy, structured and clear, and with work that has a meaning, is an 

organization that scores higher on the work effectiveness. Because impact of work does not have any 

significant effect and not all principles have a significant effect on all variables of work effectiveness, 

hypothesis 1 is partly supported.  
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4.3. Mediation 
Hypotheses 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 suggest a mediating effect of the five principles. The path analysis as 

described by Preacher and Hayes (2004) is used to investigate these mediating effects. The path 

analysis provides the relative importance of the interaction effect when compared to the direct 

relation. The relative importance of B in the relation between A and C was determined by first finding 

the standardized B values for the direct relations between the variables by using linear regression 

analyses. In order for either partial or complete mediation to be established, the reduction in variance 

explained by the independent variable must be significant as determined by the Sobel test (1982). 

Linear regression is used to identify the single significant effects and the Sobel test is used to validate 

the possible mediating effect. Mediation exists when a predictor affects a dependent variable 

indirectly through at least one intervening variable, or mediator (Preacher et al. 2008). A variable may 

be considered a mediator to the extent to which it carries the influence of a given independent variable 

to a given dependent variable. In other words, mediation occurs when: 

1. The independent variable significantly affects the mediator 

2. The independent variable significantly affects the dependent variable in the absence of the 

mediator 

3. The mediator has a significant unique effect on the dependent variable. 

4. The effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable shrinks upon the addition of 

the mediator to the model. 

The Sobel test (Preacher et al. 2008) is used to test whether a mediator carries the influence of an 

independent and dependent variable. To perform a Sobel test, the following information is needed; 

both a regression analysis of the independent variable predicting the mediator as a regression analysis 

with the independent variable predicating the dependent variable. The Sobel test report three values, 

test statistics (z), Std. Error and p-value. The p-values are drawn from the unit normal distribution 

under the assumption of a two-tailed z-test of the hypothesis that the mediated effect equals zero in 

the population +/- 1.96 are the critical values of the test ratio that contain the central 95% of the unit 

normal distribution. To conclude, the mediation effect is present if the mediator met the assumptions 

of the Sobel test, to meet these assumptions the test statistics (z) have to be above or below +/- 1.96 

and the p-value have to be significant (p≤0.05). 

A B C

B2

B4 B3

 

Figure 4: Mediating effect 
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4.3.1. Mediation with transformational leadership 
The next hypothesis that will be tested is hypothesis 2: the five principles mediate the effect between 

transformational leadership and the work effectiveness. The remain consistent, the same control 

variables are used. The first step in mediation is to investigate the effect of transformational leadership 

on work effectiveness (Table 9). Transformational leadership did not have a significant explanation for 

in-role performance (β=0.140, p>0.05) and work learning behavior (β=0.131, p>0.05). However, there 

can still be an effect via one of the principles. Transformational leadership did have a significant 

explanation for work engagement (β=0.271, p<0.01), together with age (β=0.288, p<0.05), having 

children (β=-0.195, p<0.05) and being a manager (β=-0.235, p<0.01), and transformational leadership 

had a significant explanation for extra-role performance (β=0.215, p<0.05).  

Table 9: Transformational leadership and work effectiveness 

† p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 N.S. = not significant 
 

Table 10 shows the effect of transformational leadership on the five principles. Transformational 

leadership did have a significant effect on trust (β=0.513, p<0.01), psychological safety (β=0.186, 

p<0.05), meaning of work (β=0.409, p<0.01), impact of work (β=0.179, p<0.05), and structure and 

clarity (β=0.503, p<0.01).  

Table 10: Transformational leadership and the five principles 

† p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 N.S. = not significant 
 

The five principles have a mediating effect between transformational leadership and extra-role 

performance and transformational leadership and work engagement (Table 10). Only meaning of work 

has a significant effect on extra-role performance (Table 5, β=0.300, p<0.01). Transformational 

leadership also had a significant effect on work engagement. From Table 7 it is concluded that meaning 

of work (β=0.586, p<0.01) and trust (β=0.192 p<0.01) explain work engagement. After adding meaning 

of work and transformational leadership to explain the effect on ex-role performance, the model 

changed (Table, 11). Work engagement can now be explained by the significant effects of age (β=0.255, 

p<0.01), trust (β=0.223, p<0.01), and meaning of work (β=0.609, p<0.01). Adding both 

transformational leadership and meaning of work to the model with extra-role performance, meaning 

of work had the only significant effect (β=0.239, p<0.05). 

 In-role performance. Extra-role 

performance 

Engagement Learning behavior 

R2 R2=0.139 R2=0.102 R2=0.315 R2=0.158 

Age -0.061 0.036 0.288* 0.035 

Kids -0.088 -0.082 -0.195* -0.246* 

At work 0.355** 0.042 -0.050 -0.124 

Manager -0.033 -0.161† -0.235** -0.228* 

Company -0.114 -0.122 0.034 -0.002 

Transformational leadership 0.140 0.215* 0.271** 0.131 

 Trust Psychological 

safety 

Meaning of work Impact of work Structure and 

clarity 

R2 R2=0.413 R2=0.233 R2=0.427 R2=0.139 R2=0.300 

Age -0.097 -0.256* -0.002 -0.213† 0.123 

Kids -0.196* -0.249** -0.161* -0.207* -0.094 

At work -0.126 -0.006 0.134 0.057 -0.100 

Manager -0.061 -0.126 -0.235** -0.135 0.092 

Company 0.130† 0.242** 0.166* 0.109 0.045 

Transformational leadership 0.513** 0.186* 0.409** 0.179* 0.503** 
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Table 11: Mediation transformational leadership and the five principles 

 Extra-role performance Engagement 

R2 R2=0.134 R2=0.612 

Age 0.037 0.255** 

Kids -0.044 -0.037 

At work 0.010 -0.103† 

Manager -0.104 -0.071 

Company -0.162† -0.103 

Transformational leadership 0.117 -0.080 

Trust  0.223** 

Meaning of work 0.239* 0.609** 

† p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 N.S. = not significant 
 

A Sobel test is used to validate the mediation effect. The Sobel test indicated that meaning of work is 

a significant mediator in the relation between transformational leadership and extra-role performance 

(z=2.04, SD=0.03, p<0.05). The test also indicated that trust (z=2.67, SD=0.06, p<0.01) and meaning of 

work (z=4,65, SD=0.08, p<0.001) did have a significant mediating effect between transformational 

leadership and work engagement. Transformational leadership did increase the work effectiveness via 

some of the principles, therefore, hypothesis 2 is partly supported.  

4.3.2. Mediation with feedback 
Hypothesis 3 will be tested in the same manner as hypothesis 2. Hypothesis 3 suggest a mediating 

effect of the five principles between feedback and work effectiveness. Feedback does not have a 

significant explanation for in-role performance (β=0.159, p=0.069), but doe have a significant 

explanation for work learning behavior (β=0.207, p<0.05), work engagement (β=0.186, p<0.05) and 

extra-role performance (β=0.212, p<0.05).  

Table 12: Feedback and work effectiveness 

† p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 N.S. = not significant 

Table 13 shows the effect of feedback on the five principles. Feedback did have a significant 

explanation for all five the principles, trust (β=0.259, p<0.01), psychological safety (β=0.199, p<0.05), 

meaning of work (B=0.293, p<0.01), impact of work (β=0.307, p<0.01) and structure and clarity 

(β=0.511, p<0.01). 

  

 In-role performance. Extra-role 

performance 

Engagement Learning behavior 

R2 R2=0.143 R2=0.100 R2=0.279 R2=0.180 

Age -0.061 0.033 0.218* 0.037 

Kids -0.082 -0.080 -0.210* -0.228* 

At work 0.362** 0.050 -0.047 -0.111 

Manager -0.038 -0.172* -0.260** -0.226** 

Company -0.125 -0.135 0.031 -0.022 

Feedback 0.159† 0.212* 0.186* 0.207* 
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Table 13: Feedback and the five principles  

† p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 N.S. = not significant 
 

A mediating effect is possible between feedback and extra-role performance, work engagement and 

work learning behavior and the five principles. In the model with the effect on work engagement, 

feedback (β=-0.034, p=0.606), trust (β=0.203, p<0.01), and meaning of work (β=0.589, p<0.01) were 

added. Meaning of work (β=0.254, p<0.05) did scientifically explain ex-role performance in the model 

with feedback (β=0.259, p=0.095). In addition, meaning of work (β=0.428, p<0.01) did also significantly 

explain work learning behavior in the model with feedback (β=0.259, p=0.200). 

Table 14: Mediation feedback and the five principles 

 Extra-role performance Engagement Learning behavior 

R2 R2=0.144 R2=0.609 R2=0.304 

Age 0.038 0.256** 0.045 

Kids -0.031 -0.039 -0.146 

At work 0.017 -0.076 -0.168† 

Manager -0.102 -0.070 -0.107 

Company -0.178† -0.098 -0.094 

Feedback 0.152† -0.034 0.105 

Trust  0.203**  

Meaning of work 0.254* 0.589** 0.428** 

† p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 N.S. = not significant 

A Sobel test is used to validate the mediation effects. The Sobel test indicated that trust is a significant 

mediator in the relation between feedback and work engagement (z=2.39, SD=0.06, p<0.02). Meaning 

of work did have a significant mediating effect between feedback and work learning behavior (z=2.58, 

SD=0.04, p<0.01), between feedback and work engagement (z=2.39, SD=0.06, p<0.02), and feedback 

and ex-role performance (z=1.95, SD=0.03, p<0.05). Because this positive effect of feedback on work 

effectiveness through some of the five principles, hypothesis 3 is partly supported. 

4.3.3. Mediation with work pressure 
For hypothesis 4, work pressure is used in the models. Work pressure did not have a significant effect 

on work learning behavior (β=0.137, p=0.120), work engagement (β=0.133, p=0.107) and in-role 

performance (β=0.099, p=0.271). Work pressure only had a significant explanation for extra-role 

performance (β=0.290, p<0.01).  

Table 15: Work pressure and work effectiveness 

 In-role performance Extra-role performance Engagement Learning behavior 

R2 R2 =0.129 R2 =0.132 R2 =0.263 R2 =0.158 

Age -0.075 0.010 0.202† 0.020 

Kids -0.118 -0.131 -0.252** -0.275** 

At work 0.342** 0.018 -0.071 -0.137 

Manager -0.033 -0.127 -0.250** -0.217* 

Company -0.069 -0.009 0.103 0.055 

Work pressure 0.099 0.290** 0.133 0.137 

 Trust Psychological safety Meaning of work Impact of work Structure and clarity 

R2 R2=0.332 R2=0.230 R2=0.325 R2=0.186 R2=0.385 

Age -0.112 -0.259* -0.018 -0.209† 0.121 

Kids -0.215* -0.248** -0.193* -0.180† -0.068 

At work -0.123 0.001 0.133 0.076 -0.070 

Manager -0.102 -0.136† -0.278** -0.131 0.076 

Company 0.116 0.232** 0.168* 0.080 0.000 

Feedback 0.419** 0.180* 0.238** 0.290** 0.593** 
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† p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 N.S. = not significant 

Looking at the effect of work pressure on the five principles, none of the principles could be 

significantly explained by work pressure. Work pressure did not have a significant explanation for trust, 

psychological safety, meaning of work, and impact of work. The model with work pressure on structure 

and clarity was not even significant, accepting the null hypothesis and indicating that work pressure 

did not have an explanation for structure and clarity. Therefore, no mediation was possible, rejecting 

hypothesis 4. 

Table 16: Work pressure and the five principles 

 Trust Psychological safety Meaning of work Impact of work Structure and 
clarity 

R2 R2 =0.179 R2 =0.201 R2 =0.277 R2 =0.110 R2 =0.073 

Age -0.136 -0.1270* -0.035 -0.227†  

Kids -0.306** -0.287** -0.245** -0.244*  

At work -0.166 -0.017 0.106 0.047  

Manager -0.172* -0.159† -0.292** -0.167†  

Company 0.160† 0.260** 0.226** 0.127  

Work pressure -0.072 -0.001 0.061 -0.001  

† p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 N.S. = not significant 
 

4.3.4. Mediation with job insecurity 
Hypothesis 5 will test the mediating effect of the five principles between the relation of job insecurity 

and work effectiveness. Because of the positive effect of the five principles on the work effectiveness, 

the mediator is seen as a suppressor (MacKinnon, Krull, Lockwood, 2000). Looking at the effect of job 

insecurity on the work effectiveness, it becomes clear that the model with extra-role performance is 

not significant, accepting the null hypothesis and indicating that job insecurity together with the 

control variables do not effect extra-role performance. Job insecurity did not have a significant effect 

on in-role performance (β=-0.001, p=0.988). Job insecurity did have a significant effect on work 

engagement (β=-0.321, p<0.01) and work learning behavior (β=-0.299, p<0.01). Both effects were 

negative, meaning that higher job insecurity leads to respectively less work engagement and work 

learning behavior.  

Table 17: Job insecurity and work effectiveness 

 In-role performance Extra-role performance 
N.S. 

Engagement Learning behavior 

R2 R2 =0.121 R2 =0.062 R2 =0.336 R2 =0.218 

Age -0.071  0.270** 0.084 

Kids -0.116  -0.159† -0.188* 

At work 0.346**  -0.125 -0.186† 

Manager -0.057  -0.217** -0.190* 

Company -0.100  0.146† 0.091 

Job insecurity -0.001  -0.321** -0.299** 

† p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 N.S. = not significant 
 

 

Besides, job insecurity did have significant effects on trust (β=-0.325, p<0.01), psychological safety (β=-

0.244, p<0.01), meaning of work (β=-0.166, p<0.05), and impact of work (β=-0.216, p<0.05). The model 

with the effect of job insecurity on structure and clarity was not significant, explaining that job 

insecurity does not have an effect on structure and clarity.  
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Table 18: Job insecurity and the five principles 

 Trust Psychological safety Meaning of work Impact of work Structure and clarity 
N.S. 

R2 R2 =0.265 R2 =0.252 R2 =0.298 R2 =0.150 R2 =0.076 

Age -0.076 -0.222* 0.000 -0.185  

Kids -0.217* -0.218* -0.197* -0.183†  

At work -0.229* -0.062 0.078 0.008  

Manager -0.088 -0.108 -0.273** -0.123  

Company 0.270** 0.325** 0.251** 0.185*  

Job insecurity -0.325** -0.244** -0.166* -0.216*  

† p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 N.S. = not significant 
 

Table 19 shows the effects of adding meaning of work and trust. After adding trust and meaning of 

work in the model of job insecurity and work engagement, both trust (β=0.129, p<0.05), meaning of 

work (β=0.582, p<0.01), and job insecurity (β=-0.182, p<0.01) remained significant. Besides, age was 

also a significant indicator (β=0.283, p<0.01). Adding meaning of work to the model with job insecurity, 

both job insecurity and meaning of work remained significant (respectively β=-0.230, p<0.01 and 

β=0.414, p<0.01).  

Table 19: Mediation job insecurity and the five principles 

 Engagement Learning behavior 

R2 R2 =0.633 R2 =0.339 

Age 0.283** 0.084 

Kids -0.005 -0.107 

At work -0.117 -0.219* 

Manager -0.042 -0.077 

Company 0.040 -0.013 

Job insecurity -0.182* -0.230** 

Trust 0.129†  

Meaning of work 0.582** 0.414** 

† p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 N.S. = not significant 
 

Using the Sobel test to validate the mediating effects, it was concluded that trust did not have a 

significant mediating effect on the relation between job insecurity and work engagement (z=-1.65, 

SD=0.03, p=0.10).  According to the Sobel test, meaning of work did not have a significant mediating 

effect on the relation between job insecurity and work learning behavior (z=-1.91, SD=0.02, p=0.056). 

Meaning of work did have a significant mediating effect on the relation between job insecurity and 

work engagement (z=-2.02, SD=0.06, p<0.05).  Although not all principles have a mediating role and 

not all variables of work effectiveness will change, hypothesis 5 is still partly supported.  

4.4.4. Job crafting and mediating  
In this study, it is suggested that the three dimensions of job crafting have a mediating role on the 

relation between the five principles and the work engagement (hypotheses 6). The three dimensions 

of job crafting are: resources seeking, challenges seeking, and hindering demands reducing. To 

investigate hypothesis 6, the effect of the five principles should be investigated. To calculate this 

mediating effect, the effect of each dimension on the work effectiveness is calculated. Afterwards, the 

effect of the five principles and job crafting on the work effectiveness is investigated. 

4.4.4.1. Job crafting resources seeking  

Table 20 shows the effect of the five principles on job crafting resources seeking. By using stepwise 

regression analysis, it can be concluded that trust (β=0.268, p<0.01) and meaning of work (β=0.253, 

p<0.01) do have a positive effect on resources seeking. Besides, age (β=-0.380, p<0.01) and being a 
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manager (β=-0.172, p<0.05) significantly effect job crafting. Being a manager, younger in age, and 

higher scores on trust and meaning of work increases the resources seeking.  

Table 20: Job crafting resources and the five principles 

 Job crafting resources Job crafting resource 

R2 R2=0.228 R2=0.385 

Age -0.427** -0.380** 

Kids -0.215* -0.068 

At work -0.057 -0.034 

Manager -0.293** -0.172* 

Company 0.019 -0.084 

Trust 
 

0.268** 

Meaning of work  0.253** 

† p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 N.S. = not significant 
 

As can be seen in Table 21, resource seeking did have a significant effect on extra-role performance 

(β=0.482, p<0.01), in-role performance (β=0.260, p<0.01), work engagement (β=0.427, p<0.01), and 

work learning behavior (β=0.510, p<0.01).  

Table 21: Job crafting resources and work effectiveness 

 In-role performance Extra-role performance Engagement Learning behavior 

R2 R2=0.172 R2=0.236 R2=0.390 R2=0.345 

Age 0.039 0.230* 0.387** 0.248* 

Kids -0.064 -0.014 -0.159† -0.151† 

At work 0.358** 0.034 -0.039 -0.131 

Manager 0.019 -0.061 -0.158* -0.108 

Company -0.108 -0.103 0.050 0.013 

Job crafting resources 0.260** 0.482** 0.427** 0.510** 

† p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 N.S. = not significant 
 

In response to Table 22, the Sobel test will be used to confirm the mediating effects. From the Sobel 

test, it is concluded that resources seeking did not have a significant mediating effect on the relation 

between trust and work engagement (z=1.58, SD=0.11, p=0.114), trust and work learning behavior 

(z=0.11 SD=0.06, p=0.914) and trust and in-role performance (z=0.32, SD=0.05, p=0.747). According to 

the Sobel test, resources seeking had a significant mediating effect on the relation between meaning 

of work and work engagement (z=2.40, SD=0.06, p<0.02) and work learning behavior (z=2.00, SD=0.02, 

p<0.05). Resources seeking did not have a significant mediating effect on the relations between 

meaning of work and extra-role performance (z=1.55, SD=0.02, p=0.120). Therefore, hypothesis 6a was 

partly supported. 

Table 22: Mediating job crafting resources and the five principles 

 In-role performance Extra-role performance Engagement Learning behavior 

R2 R2=0.184 R2=0.264 R2=0.627 R2=0.407 

Age 0.017 0.210† 0.320** 0.207* 

Kids -0.031 -0.014 -0.024 -0.102 

At work 0.333** -0.016 -0.064 -0.173† 

Leader 0.052 -0.025 -0.038 -0.049 

Company -0.145 -0.114 -0.088 -0.046 

Job crafting resources 0.187† 0.474** 0.174** 0.391** 

trust 0.035 -0.170† 0.144* 0.010 

Meaning of work 0.160 0.208† 0.541** 0.304** 

† p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 N.S. = not significant 
 

  



45 
 

4.4.4.2. Job crafting challenges seeking 

Looking at the effect of the five principles on challenges seeking, meaning of work had a significant 

effect on challenges seeking. According to this model, challenges seeking is explained by age (β=-0.357, 

p<0.01), being a manager (β=-0.192, p<0.05), the organization the employee is working in (β=-0.193, 

p<0.05), and meaning of work (β=-0.268, p<0.01).  

Table 23: Job crafting challenges and the five principles 

 Job crafting challenges Job crafting challenges 

R2 R2=0.171 R2=0.223 

Age -0.367** -0.357** 

Kids -0.249** -0.180† 

At work 0.032 0.008 

Manager -0.276** -0.192* 

Company -0.137 -0.193* 

Meaning of work  0.268** 

† p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 N.S. = not significant 
 

Table 24 presents the results of the multiple regression of challenges seeking on the work 

effectiveness. Challenges seeking did have a significant explanation for ex-role performance (B=0.142, 

p<0.01) in-role performance (B=0.089, p<0.05), work engagement (B=0.320, p<0.01) and work learning 

behavior (B=0.304, p<0.01).  

Table 24: Job crafting challenges and work effectiveness 

 In-role performance Ex-role performance Engagement Learning behavior 

R2 R2=0.151 R2=0.122 R2=0.321 R2=0.360 

Age 0.000 0.128 0.314** 0.219* 

Kids -0.070 -0.046 -0.176* -0.130 

At work 0.340** 0.003 -0.068 -0.170† 

Manager -0.003 -0.124 -0.200* -0.115 

Company -0.077 -0.056 0.098 0.091 

Job crafting Challenges 0.195* 0.282** 0.297** 0.511** 

† p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 N.S. = not significant 
 

In table 25, the effect of adding meaning of work to the models is shown. After adding meaning of 

work the model changed. Both challenges seeking and meaning of work remained significant in ex-role 

performance (respectively β=0.225, p<0.05 and β =0.246, p<0.05), work engagement (respectively 

β=0.151, p<0.05 and β =0.633, p<0.01), and work learning behavior (respectively β=0.429, p<0.01 and 

β =0.356, p<0.01).  

Table 25: Mediation of job crafting challenges and the five principles 

 Ex-role performance Engagement Learning behavior 

R2 R2=0.164 R2=0.594 R2=0.446 

Age 0.115 0.282** 0.201* 

Kids 0.000 -0.057 -0.064 

At work -0.024 -0.137† -0.209* 

Manager -0.064 -0.047 -0.029 

Company -0.113 -0.050 0.008 

Job crafting Challenges 0.225* 0.151* 0.429** 

Meaning of Work 0.246* 0.633** 0.356** 

† p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 N.S. = not significant 
 

Using the Sobel test, conclusions can be drawn about the mediating effect of challenges seeking. 

According to the Sobel test, challenges seeking was a significant mediator on the relation of meaning 

of work and work learning behavior (z=2.57, SD=0.03, p<0.02). Challenges seeking was not a significant 
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mediator between meaning of work and work engagement (z=1.81, SD=0.03, p=0.07) and ex-role 

performance (z=1.85, SD=0.02, p=0.064) Therefore, hypothesis 6b was partly supported. 

4.4.4.3. Job crafting hindering demands reducing 

Job crafting hindering demands reducing was not significantly explained by the five principles. The 

organization the employee is working in did have a significant negative effect on job crafting hindering 

demands reducing. Employees at company A did reduce hindering demands more often.  

Table 26: Job crafting demands and the five principles 

 Hindering demands reducing 

R2 R2=0.155 

Age -0.149 

Kids 0.147 

At work 0.152 

Manager -0.053 

Company -0.291** 

 

The model with hindering demands reducing and extra-role performance was not significant, accepting 

the null hypothesis and suggesting that hindering demands reducing does not affect extra-role 

performance. Job crafting hindering demands reducing did not have a significant explanation for work 

engagement and work learning behavior. Job crafting hindering demands reducing did have a 

significant effect on in-role performance. This effect was negative. Less demands reducing leads to 

higher in-role performance. Besides, the amount of time employed did have a positive effect on in-

role performance. To conclude, company A had a significant higher score on in-role performance.  

Table 27: Job crafting demands and work effectiveness 

 In-role performance Extra-role performance 
N.S. 

Engagement Learning behavior 

R2 R2=0.184 R2=0.062 R2=0.253 R2=0.148 

Age -0.115  0.216* 0.039 

Kids -0.081  -0.262** -0.269** 

At work 0.384**  -0.070 -0.163 

Manager -0.072  -0.278** -0.253** 

Company -0.182*  0.080 0.040 

Job crafting Demands -0.275**  0.076 0.060 

† p<0.10 *p<0.05 **p<0.01 N.S. = not significant 
 

4.5. The effect of the organizations 
The data is collected in two different organizations. Because organizations differ mutually, variables 

can be affected. Between organizations, there can be cultural differences. The organizational culture 

are the organizational expectations, experiences, philosophies, and values (Hofstede et al., 1990). This 

contributes to a unique social and psychological environment of an organization. The organizational 

context is based on shared attitudes, beliefs, customs, and written and unwritten rules that have been 

developed over time and are considered valid. This culture affects the organization’s productivity and 

performance, provides guidelines on customer care and service product quality and safety, attendance 

and punctuality, and concern for the environment (Hofstede et al., 1990; Kira, van Eijnatten, & Balkin, 

2010). The five principles are affect by these cultures.  

To compensate for these differences, the organizations are added as control dummy variables. Looking 

at the correlations, Company A scored higher on job crafting demands reducing. Company B had a 

positive correlation with work engagement, trust, psychological safety, meaning of work, and impact 

of work. These correlations suggest that there are significant differences on the level of the five 
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principles. Looking at the models, interesting significant effects of the organization as dummy variables 

could be found in some of the models. The organizations as dummy variable was the only significant 

effect explaining job crafting hindering demands reducing (β=-0.291, p<0.01). These results show that 

the employees in company A are more engaged in job crafting hindering demands reducing. There 

were no other significant relations found with job crafting hindering demands reducing. Working in 

company A is related to job crafting hindering demands reducing. 

The significant differences were clearly visible in the models with the five principles as dependent 

variables. Company B did have significant higher scores on psychological safety and meaning of work 

in the models with feedback (respectively β=0.232, p<0.01; β=0.168, p<0.05), transformational 

leadership (respectively β=0.242, p<0.01; β=0.166, p<0.05), and work pressure (respectively β=0.260, 

p<0.01; β=0.226, p<0.05). Company B did have significant higher scores on trust, psychological safety, 

meaning of work, and impact of work in the model with job insecurity (respectively β=0.270, p<0.01; 

β=0.325, p<0.01; β=0.251, p<0.01; β=0.185, p<0.05). Because the effect of the organization on 

psychological safety and meaning of work was almost constantly, it can be concluded that company B 

has significant higher scores on psychological safety and meaning of work. The significant effects on 

trust and impact of work when adding job insecurity to the model can be explained by the 

organizational effect on job insecurity. Stating that company B has significantly higher scores on job 

insecurity. The in-role performance was explained by the time the employee was employed (β=0.378, 

p<0.01), the structure and clarity (β=0.285, p<0.01), psychological safety (β=0.224, p<0.05), and the 

organization (β=-0.187, p<0.05). Suggesting that working at company A has a significant influence on 

the in-role performance. Company A had significant higher scores on in-role performance even though 

company B even had significant higher scores on psychological safety, another indicator of in-role 

performance. Indicating that the different scores of in-role performance between the organizations is 

explained by something differently than the five principles or the control variables. Although there was 

a significant difference on the score of the principles and the principles did positively influence the 

work effectiveness, the organizations did not have any other significant difference. Therefore, it can 

be concluded that the effect of the organization was limited. 

5. Conclusion and discussion 
In this chapter, conclusions and the discussion of the results are presented. This chapter will also 

include theoretical and practical implications, limitations, and ideas for future research. The chapter 

will end with a final conclusion. Google defined five principles, psychological safety, trust, structure 

and clarity, meaning of work, and impact of work, as principles for an effective team. The aim of this 

study was to investigate the effect of these five principles in an organization. To investigate this effect, 

the five principles are translated to the organizational level. In this research, it is investigated if these 

five principles provide a simple and inexpensive method to increase the work effectiveness. In 

addition, the effect of these five principles on the relation between organizational factors and work 

effectiveness is investigated. This study tried to explain the positive effect of the five principles on the 

work effectiveness by investigating the mediating effect of job crafting. Google suggested and 

implemented these five principles in their team to improve the team effectiveness. They stated that 

teams that satisfy these five principles are effective teams. In this study, it is hypothesized that 

organizations that can provide these principles for the employees is an effective organization. This 

effectiveness is measured with the work performance (in-role and extra-role), work engagement, and 

work learning behavior. This positive effect will be further explained via the mediating effect of job 
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crafting on the relation between the five principles and the work effectiveness. It was suggested that 

by adding the five principles to the JD-R model, an explanation why employees react differently on job 

demands and job resources could be provided. The goal of this study was to provide support for 

implementing the five principles in an organization. 

The mean findings of this study show a positive effect of the principles on the work effectiveness. 

Thereby, answering the main research question. However, not all principles significantly explained the 

variables of work effectiveness. From this study, it can be concluded that meaning of work had a 

positive significant effect on ex-role performance and work learning behavior. Structure and clarity 

and psychological safety had a significant positive effect on in-role performance. Meaning of work and 

trust had a significant positive effect on work engagement. Impact of work did not have any significant 

effect on one of the variables of work effectiveness. From the quantitative analyses, it can be 

concluded that meaning of work had the most impact in organizations. Impact of work, one of the five 

principles suggested by Google, did not have any significant effect on the variables of work 

effectiveness. However, psychological safety, trust, meaning of work, and structure and clarity 

together are needed to have a positive effect on all the variables of work effectiveness. Therefore, it 

is concluded that an organization where the employees feel psychological safe, trust the organization, 

understand the structures and goals, and where the work has a meaning have a higher work 

effectiveness. This answers the first sub research question. The five principles did have some improving 

effects on the work effectiveness. 

Secondly, the effect of the five principles in the JD-R model is investigated. The five principles could be 

an explanation why employees experience job demands and job resources in relation to their work 

effectiveness differently. It was concluded that meaning of work had a positive mediating effect on the 

relation between transformational leadership and work engagement, transformational leadership and 

extra-role performance, feedback and work engagement, feedback and extra-role performance, and 

feedback and work learning behavior. In addition, meaning of work was a suppressor on the relation 

between job insecurity and work engagement. Trust also had a mediation effect on the relation 

between transformational leadership and work engagement and feedback and work engagement. The 

second sub research question formulated the question if the five principles had an effect on the 

relation between organizational factors and the work effectiveness. Only meaning of work and trust 

did have an effect on this relation. Trust did only effect the relation between the job resources and the 

work engagement. Meaning of work did have a bigger affect, however the main mediating role was 

between the job resources and the work effectiveness. 

The positive effect between meaning of work and work learning behavior and between meaning of 

work and work engagement can partly be explained by the mediating effect of job crafting. Job crafting 

resources and challenges seeking did have a mediating effect on the relation between meaning of work 

and work learning behavior. In addition, job crafting resources seeking did have a mediating effect on 

the relation between meaning of work and work engagement. There was no mediating effect found 

with job crafting hindering demands reducing. Therefore, the third sub research question can be 

answered that job crafting has a minimum role on the relation between the five principles and the 

work effectiveness. Only the relation between meaning of work can partly be explained by job crafting. 

Looking at these results, meaning of work was found to have the biggest impact in organizations. Not 

only on the work effectiveness, but also as a mediator. The positive effect of meaning of work on the 

work effectiveness can be confirmed by previous research (Krznaric, 2013). According to this research, 
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meaning of work did have a positive effect on the extra investment that employees make at work. 

These investments can be translated to the extra-role performance, work engagement, and work 

learning behavior. The in-role performance is defined as the tasks that the employee has to fulfil as 

described in their job description (Tjosvold et al., 2003). This is not seen as an extra investment in the 

job, but as a requirement. The effect of meaning of work in organizations can be partly explained by 

job crafting behavior. Research has shown the added value of participating in job crafting at work (e.g. 

Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, Berg, et al., 2008; Tims, et al., 2013a). Work having a meaning has been 

an important indicator of job crafting behavior (e.g. Tims & Bakker, 2010). Because job crafting can be 

often seen as a way to create meaning (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001), future research is suggested to 

elaborate on the differences between meaning making and meaning of work and how this relate to 

job crafting.  

This study showed a significant effect of some of the principles on work effectiveness. As already 

mentioned, meaning of work was the most important principle to increase the work effectiveness. This 

is an interesting difference with the study of Google. Google stated that psychological safety was the 

most important of the five principles. It was the basis for the other four principles. In this study, 

psychological safety had a positive effect on the in-role performance. Psychological safety did not have 

any significant effect on the other variables of work effectiveness. Employees that feel psychological 

safe are more willing to take risks and admit mistakes (Edmondson, 1999). They are open to learn from 

these mistakes, increasing the work learning behavior. The theory of Edmondson (1999, 2002, 2003) 

stated that psychological safety improves work learning behavior, work engagement, and work 

performance. In this study, it was only confirmed that psychological safety explained in-role 

performance. Possible reasons for these differences are the focus group, team versus organization, 

and the effect of the other principles. This study investigated the effect of a combination of five 

principles on the work effectiveness. Previous research only investigated the effect of psychological 

safety (Edmondson, 1999).  

Trust increases the willingness to be more vulnerable (Colquitt et al., 2007). The communication and 

cooperating in the organization caused by this trust enhances the employee to achieve their concerned 

projected goals successfully (Chugthai & Buckley, 2008). In this study, trust did have a significant 

positive effect on work engagement. Work engagement is defined by vigor, dedication, and absorption 

(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Trust increases the state of mind of employees at work. They feel less 

worried about making mistakes and enjoy going to work. This trust did have a significant mediating 

effect between the relation of the job resources and the work engagement in this study. However, in 

this study trust does not affect the work performance and work learning behavior of the employee. 

Trust is often seen as the basis of effective relationships (Dirks, 1999) and a general willingness to 

accept some degree of risk in these relationships (Stern & Coleman, 2015). This promotes the work 

engagement (Chughtai & Buckley, 2008). However, as a contradiction to the theoretical background 

(e.g. Mach et al., 2010)., trust did not influence how employees perform and learn within the 

investigated organizations in this study.  

It was found that increased structure and clarity increases the in-role performance. By understanding 

exactly what has to be done and how employees can do this, goals as described in the work task 

become clearer, providing a structured platform for the employee to perform its work tasks 

successfully. By understanding what the goals and processes are in the organization, a sense of 

relatedness, autonomy, and competence is created together with overall objectives (Sawyer, 1992; 
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Diefendorff & Lord, 2008). This motivates to meet the organizational goals and enhances confidence 

in the organizational capability to be successful (Locke & Latham, 1990). It was expected that learning 

behavior and extra-role performance, i.e. less well-defined tasks performed outside the scope of the 

job description , would benefit from increased structure and clarity. Contrary to the expectations, 

structure and clarity did not increase extra-role performance and learning behavior. No mediating 

effects of structure and clarity was found.  

Job insecurity did show significant negative effects on the work engagement, work learning behavior. 

In the theoretical review, no relations were found between job insecurity and structure and clarity. 

This is substantiated by this current research. Job insecurity did have a significant negative effect on 

the psychological safety (Sverke et al., 2002), trust (Ashford et al., 1978), and meaning and impact of 

work (Thomas, 2009; Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984). This was also substantiated by this current 

study. The not significant effect on the in- and extra-role performance is not in accordance with the 

JD-R model (Demerouti, 2001). According to the JD-R model, job demands have a positive effect on job 

strain decreasing the organizational outcomes. Work performance is one of these outcomes. It would 

therefore be expected that job insecurity had a negative effect on the work performance.  

Work pressure, however, did not have an effect on the five principles. Work pressure only had a 

positive significant effect on ex-role performance. As job demand and according to the JD-R model, 

work pressure should have a negative effect on the work performance and the work engagement 

(Demerouti et al., 2001). This was not the case in this study. A possible explanation for this effect could 

be the different experience of work pressure. Besides, together with enough job resources, work 

pressure can have a positive effect. Active jobs, which are jobs with high autonomy and high work 

pressure, can result in higher work performance and work engagement (Petrou, et al., 2012). The effect 

of work pressure on the work effectiveness could be reviewed by adding job resources to the models. 

Because no significant effect could be found between work pressure and the five principles, 

hypotheses 4 was rejected. The effects of work pressure in the model were so small. 

Job crafting did not have the expected effect within this study. It was expected that the relations 

between the five principles and the work effectiveness could be explained by job crafting behavior. 

Job crafting resources seeking did have a mediating effect on the relation between meaning of work 

and work engagement. Both resources and challenges seeking did mediate on the relation between 

meaning of work and learning behavior. However, the mediating effect of job crafting between 

psychological safety, trust, and structure and clarity did not occur. The principles did have a positive 

effect on resources seeking and challenges seeking. However, structure and clarity did not have any 

effect on these dimensions of job crafting. An explanation that structure and clarity does not have any 

significant effect on one of the job crafting scales could be the effect of colleagues the employee is 

working with. Employees are dependent of others to define their structure and goals. Besides, they 

usually do not work independently on a project. Job crafting can also occur when the structure is not 

clear and hindering demands decreasing is used as a coping mechanism. As a coping mechanism, the 

employee can drop job demands and therefore does not invest in the right or in all goals and processes, 

which results in less structure and clarity (Petrou, et al., 2012). Besides, if a colleague redesigns the 

job, the goals and processes might change, resulting in less structure and clarity. By changing the job 

demands, the reliability might decrease caused by the ambiguity created by the redesign of the job. It 

remains unknown what the exact consequences of job crafting are for colleagues. The five principles 

did not have any relation with job crafting hindering demands reducing. This can be explained by the 
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fact that job crafting hindering demands occurs when the job demands are high. Hindering demands 

reducing is more a coping mechanism for burnout (Hakanen et al., 2017).  Low scores on the five 

principles do not indicate if an employee has high demands or facing a burnout, which could explain 

these non-significant effects. Therefore,  more research can be conducted on this theme. 

This study investigated the effect of the five principles in an organization. It was found that four of the 

five principles are needed to increase all the variables of work effectiveness. Psychological safety, trust, 

structure and clarity, and meaning of work are organizational principles that improve the work 

effectiveness (i.e. work performance, work learning behavior, and work engagement). This partly 

answers the research question of this study. Only impact of work does not seem to have a significant 

effect on the work effectiveness. Besides, meaning of work and trust did mediate between the job 

resources and the work engagement, extra-role performance and work learning behavior. Additionally, 

meaning of work was a suppressor on the relation between job insecurity and work engagement. 

Lastly, job crafting resources seeking and challenges seeking explain the relation between trust and 

work engagement, meaning of work and work engagement, and meaning of work and work learning 

behavior. Therefore, it can be concluded that meaning of work is an important principle in 

organizations. 

5.1. Theoretical and practical implications and future research 
This study revealed an academic approach on the research Google conducted. The five principles found 

in the Google research are used to define an effective organization. By defining this effectiveness and 

investigating these five principles, it is proposed that not only a team will be effective while meeting 

these principles, but an organization will be effective as well. It is supported that an organization which 

is psychologically safe, were employees can trust one another, were the structures are clear and the 

work the employee is doing is has a meaning, is an organization that is more effective. This way, cross-

functional cooperation is stimulated and the organization can have a competitive benefit over 

competitors. By investigating this effect, organizations can respond to competitors and have better 

work outcomes and products, without investing in expensive techniques. Stimulating employees and 

creating an environment that provides these principles, could have inexpensive, but far-reaching 

effects. The management of an organization can keep the organization healthy by investing in these 

principles. The fit between the employees and the organization remains good and work effectiveness 

increases. This effect can be further investigated in teams and with external relations, which will 

further improve the successfulness of an organization. 

Four organizational factors are included in this research, two job demands and two job resources. 

Transformational leadership and feedback can be used to increase some of the variables of work 

effectiveness via a mediating effect of the five principles. These job resources should be encouraged 

for meaning making, since this is the principles with the highest effects on work effectiveness. 

Feedback can be provided in different ways. The most effective manner of giving feedback is face-to-

face. This way both the receiver and the provider can have a good understanding of the message of 

the feedback. It is also recommended to discuss individual feedback privately, and group feedback 

publicly (Gneezy, Gravert, Saccardo, & Tausch, 2017). The feedback given should be based on a specific 

behavior or and action. Feedback should not be a judgement of the person or group receiving the 

feedback (Gneezy et al., 2017; Gigante, Dell, & Sharkey, 2011). If the receiver of the feedback thinks 

the feedback is judgmental, they might react defensive or angry. This can result in the fact that the 

feedback will not be heard and will therefore not positively contribute to the performance (Gneezy, et 
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al., 2017). Destructive criticism might also have a negative effect and should therefore be avoided. 

Criticism can result in resentment, intensify conflicts, and may have a negative impact on workers’ 

confidence and motivation. Besides, sweeping judgement must be avoided in case this would result in 

negative reactions. In addition, there are a few words that should be avoided (e.g. ‘you, ‘they’, ‘always’, 

‘never’). The important lesson of giving feedback is keeping in mind that feedback should be coaching 

the receiver, rather than judging the feedback receiver. Adding this to the current literature of the JD-

R model, different reactions of employees work effectiveness on the job resources can be explained. 

For example, transformational leadership has a higher effect on employees who experience meaning 

of work. Future research can investigate the effect on other job resources. 

A specific training that can improve job crafting is the job crafting intervention. This training stimulates 

job crafting. It helps employees to gain insight into mismatches between their current work situation 

and their personal needs and preferences. The training increases awareness of employees regarding 

the ways in which they could adjust their job to their own needs so that they experience more pleasure, 

engagement and meaning in their work. The job crafting training aims to increase participants’ 

motivation and engagement through two different routes: through promoting the self-directed 

behavior of employees, and through the strengthening of personal resources.  A job crafting training 

includes a job crafting workshop, a weekly job crafting assignment/logbook, a reflection meeting. 

During the workshop, the JD-R model and the concept of job crafting will be explained. They learn to 

plan their own Personal Crafting Plan (PCP), which consists of crafting actions set by the employees 

themselves. This plan contains a period of four weeks. In the second phase, employees will keep 

crafting logbooks, detailed reports of their crafting activities. During the final refection meeting, they 

discussed the success they had achieved, the problems they had encountered and the solutions they 

had found. Taken this all together, the training combines learning about what job crafting is and what 

happens when employees themselves craft their jobs. Via this training, individuals are encouraged to 

integrate job crafting into their daily work by learning to choose and to execute small job-crafting 

actions. Results already show that compared to a control group, participants in the intervention group 

showed increased well-being (i.e., more positive and less negative emotions), more job resources (i.e., 

better contact with the supervisor, more work-related opportunities for development), and higher 

levels of self-efficacy. These improvements lead to a better work performance (Heuvel, Demerouti, & 

Peeters, 2015).  

Organizations should make sure that the employees do not feel insecure in the organization. Lack of 

control is correlated with job insecurity. In addition, job insecurity could lead to attitudinal reactions-

intentions to quit, reduced commitment, and reduced satisfaction (Ashford, Lee, & Bobko, 1989). One 

important aspect of preventing job insecurity is to communicate with employees as soon as possible 

about the anticipated effects of the changes (Sverke, et al., 2002). This study was the first study that 

investigated the mediating effect of the variables. Organizations can make use of these findings to 

improve the implementation of organizational changes. However, only four types of organizational 

factors were included. It is suggested for future research to investigate different organizational factors 

to improve the organizational contribution on the five principles. 
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5.2. Theoretical and practical limitations 
There is not much literature available on the effect of these five principles in an organization. 

Therefore, this study differs from previous research. The outcomes of this study are generally in line 

with previous research. However, the effect of all five principles on work effectiveness and the 

mediating effect of the variables is not jet elaborated on in previous research. The results of this study 

are limited to a certain extent.  

Generalization of the results might be complicated because of the use of mainly two types of functions, 

production and logistics. Other function types might have a different result on the five principles. 

Besides, the education of employees might also affect this. Furthermore, generalization across groups 

is not appropriated. It might therefore be complicated to generalize the results for other employees 

and work environments (Bakker, et al., 2006). Besides, in both organizations different methods are 

used to gather the quantitative data. One organization had a meeting where all the participants were 

in the same room answering the survey, where the other organization send out a link and the employee 

had the freedom to answer the questions where and when they wanted.  This can influence the way 

the employees felt and answered the questions.  

Secondly, the participants did answer the questions themselves. This could lead to a common method 

bias (Podsakoff, Mackenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). Besides, the participants were not drawn by 

random selection. This might introduce biases into the parameter estimates. In addition, there were 

some obstacles with the items of the survey. The items were based on previous researches. Because, 

this is the first research included all five principles, the questions were not optimally. Besides, the 

Cronbach’s alphas of impact of work and extra-role performance were a bit low (respectively 0.739 

and 0.646). The low Cronbach’s alpha of impact of work can be explained by the usage of the questions. 

Not only was the reverse question a reason for the low Cronbach alpha, the questions used to measure 

the impact of work are based on the questionnaire of work as meaning inventory. The questions used 

are the greater good motivations. To measure impact of work in the future, a different construct may 

be constructed or used. Measuring the impact of work more precisely. In addition, in the theoretical 

background, the reliability as found by google is translated to trust. Trust is a broader definition of 

reliability. However, by defining this variable differently, the variable can react differently in the 

organization. 

Thirdly, two different companies were included in this study. To compensate for these variables, they 

were added as control variables. A disadvantage of using two organizations is that organizations differ 

culturally. These dummy variables did have effects in the model. However, this effect was limited and 

did not interfere with the models. As for future research, it would be interesting to investigate the 

effect of different organizations as moderator. Besides, the main function of the participants was in 

production or logistics. It would be interesting to investigate the effect of the principles in other 

functions as well.  

In addition, using the mean imputation method to deal with missing variables is not the most effective 

method (Enders & Bandalos, 2001). In this study, the few missing items are compensated by calculating 

the mean imputation. However, according to Enders and Bandalos (2001), the full information 

maximum likelihood estimator (FIML). The FMIL parameter estimates generally had less bias and less 

sampling variability than using mean imputation. 
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Lastly, the work effectiveness in this study is measured with the work performance, work engagement, 

and work learning behavior. However, this is just one method to measure the work effectiveness 

(Mathieu, et al., 2008). For future research, other variables can be added to measure the work 

effectiveness (e.g. work satisfaction, work commitment, work viability). These can for example be the 

measurements organizations use. 

5.3. Conclusion 
From this study, it is concluded that meaning of work is an important principle that organizations 

should invest in. The meaning of work defines what the current work is doing to the employee, to the 

mind of the employee, the character, and the relationship. Investing in meaning of work increases the 

work engagement, work learning behavior, and extra-role performance of an employee. Job crafting 

behavior is an explanation of the positive effect of meaning of work on work learning behavior and 

work engagement. Taking this all together, meaning of work is an important variable that has a positive 

effect on the work learning behavior and work engagement via job crafting behavior and increases the 

extra-role performance. 
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Appendix A – Demographic data 
Table I: Demographic data 

 Category Number of 

participants 

Percentage of 

participants 

Gender Male 

Female 

Unknown 

78 

56 

6 

56% 

40% 

4% 

Education Basisschool 

MAVO/VMBO/LBO 

HAVO 

VWO 

MBO 

HBO/BA 

WO 

PhD 

Unknown 

2 

26 

13 

10 

46 

25 

15 

0 

3 

1% 

19% 

9% 

7% 

33% 

17% 

11% 

0% 

2% 

Age <25 

25-35 

35-45 

>45 

Unknown 

29 

46 

24 

38 

3 

20% 

33% 

17% 

28% 

2% 

Function Purchasing/Supply-chain/Logistics 

Assembly/Production 

Engineering/Development 

HR/Financial/Administrative/Secretarial 

Sales/Marketing/Communication 

Management/Direction 

Automation/ICT 

Else 

Unknown 

65 

46 

12 

4 

1 

5 

1 

3 

3 

46% 

33% 

9% 

3% 

1% 

4% 

1% 

2% 

2% 

Kids Yes 

No 

Unknown 

54 

83 

3 

38% 

60% 

2% 

Working partner Yes 

No 

Unknown 

77 

60 

3 

55% 

43% 

2% 

Management function Yes 

No 

Unknown 

18 

119 

2 

12% 

86% 

1% 

Working hours Part-time 

Fulltime 

Unknown 

76 

57 

7 

54% 

41% 

5% 

Years employed <5 years 

5-10 years 

10-15 years 

>15 yeas 

Unknown 

89 

19 

18 

11 

3 

64% 

14% 

13% 

8% 

2& 

Company Boston Scientific Dutch 

Fortimedix Surgical Dutch 

104 

36 

74% 

26% 

Language Dutch 

English 

140 

23 

86% 

14% 
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