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Abstract 

The world we live in is continuously and swiftly changing: if organisations want to survive, 

they must with this turbulence in a way that allows them to adapt quickly to the surroundings, 

also known as agility. Small to medium-sized manufacturing companies (SMMCs) should rely 

on the human capital of their company to increase their agility. Therefore, this research focuses 

on how to improve employees’ adaptive performance through transformational leadership in 

SMMCs. This study uses an explanatory sequential design. First, data from questionnaires is 

used to understand the relations between the different variables in seventeen SMMCs in the 

Netherlands. Second, eight interviews are conducted with general directors and leaders in 

SMMCs to verify the connections and add more practical insights to the conclusions. While 

the quantitative data is analysed using IBM SPSS, the qualitative data is analysed using an 

alternative to verbatim transcription. The results suggest that transformational leadership is 

directly related to employees’ adaptive performance, and indirectly through the mediating 

factors of psychological safety and work engagement. More importantly, self-efficacy affects 

employees’ adaptive performance the most, but transformational leadership is not directly 

related to this variable: this relationship is mediated by work engagement and psychological 

safety. The interviews add some practical contributions to improve employees’ adaptive 

performance within SMMCs further.  
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Management Summary 

Introduction 

The world we live in is continuously and swiftly changing. If organisations want to survive, 

they must be able to cope with this turbulence in a way that allows them to adapt quickly to 

their surroundings, also known as agility. Agility is about being able to respond timely and 

adequately to changes that are (un)expected. SpartnerS Organisatieadvies also sees the 

importance of this subject. This is a consultancy company with the aim to help manufacturing 

companies to improve and grow. Their customers are mainly small- to medium-sized 

manufacturing companies (SMMCs). Accordingly, the main focus of this research is on how 

to improve the agility of SMMCs. Since SMMCs have a lean structure and flat hierarchy, this 

allows them to make quick decisions and respond faster to market demands compared to larger 

companies. So, SMMCs need to focus on their human capital, since research shows that 

employees can make a significant impact when it comes to creating agility. Employees need to 

be able to work productively while adapting to changing work conditions. This capability is 

called ‘adaptive performance’. If an employee can solve small problems or tasks without other 

people’s involvement, they will more likely understand how it works. Moreover, direct leaders 

are known to have a significant impact on how employees feel and behave through their 

behaviour. Furthermore, SpartnerS notices an old type of leadership that does not work in 

SMMCs anymore (directive leadership), due to social changes and technological innovations. 

They stated that there needs to be a new kind of leader: one with a clear vision, which shows 

trust in his or her employees and tries to involve the whole organisation to reach his/her goal. 

“The all-knowing leader is passé. Equality is the essence”. This type of leadership is called 

‘transformational leadership’. Accordingly, this research investigates the following research 

question: 

Is transformational leadership related to employees’ adaptive performance in small- 

to medium-sized manufacturing companies, and if so, how? 

Theoretical background 

Transformational leaders are found to directly influence employees’ adaptive performance 

since they allow employees to search for new ways to solve problems and cope with changes. 

Additionally, they buffer the adverse effects of uncertainty in a changing environment. 

However, it is unlikely that transformational leaders only have a direct effect on employees’ 

adaptive performance. Through literature, I expected that there are mediating factors involved: 
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psychological safety, self-efficacy, and work engagement. This is because a transformational 

leader is a role model, shows trust in employees and encourages them to develop new ideas, 

challenging the status quo. They create an environment that makes the employees feel safe, 

increasing their adaptive behaviour by allowing them to make decisions, provide feedback, and 

make mistakes without feeling judged (psychological safety). Additionally, transformational 

leaders can increase the amount of confidence employees have in themselves in what they can 

do (self-efficacy), which causes employees to take action sooner and put more effort in their 

tasks. This is because a transformational leader considers employees individually, shows 

motivational behaviour and support. Lastly, when a leader invests more effort in their 

employees, supports them, provides them with a clear vision and intellectually stimulates them, 

it can make the employees more engaged in their work (work engagement), positively 

impacting an employees’ adaptive performance through an increase in focus and energy. So, 

this research analyses the relationship between transformational leadership and employees’ 

adaptive performance through the mediating roles of psychological safety, self-efficacy and 

work engagement. 

Research methodology and results 

This study uses an explanatory sequential design. First, quantitative data was collected from 

seventeen SMMCs using questionnaires based on validated scales, filled in by employees. 

Using IBM SPSS, I analysed the quantitative data to explore the various relationships and 

hypotheses. Additionally, I conducted eight interviews with four directors and four leaders in 

four different SMMCs. The interviews verify the quantitative analyses results and provide 

insights to understand how leaders and general directors within SMMCs view employees’ 

adaptive performance and the company’s agility. 
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The data shows a direct relationship between transformational leadership and adaptive 

performance. Additionally, transformational leadership and employees’ adaptive performance 

is indirectly related through the mediating effects of psychological safety and work 

engagement. The results show that self-efficacy has a very large effect on employees’ adaptive 

performance, but also indicate that transformational leadership is not directly related to self-

efficacy. Psychological safety and work engagement mediate this effect, however. 

Additionally, these results suggest that self-efficacy is a mediating factor for the relationship 

between psychological safety and employees’ adaptive performance and the relationship 

between work engagement and employees’ adaptive performance.  

Conclusion 

This study found that transformational leadership behaviour creates an upward spiral, with 

employees being able to tell what is on their minds (psychological safety) and being more 

energised and hardworking (engaged) which will elicit more adaptive behaviour. Especially, 

self-efficacy is needed to enhance employees’ adaptive performance in SMMCs, which leads 

to quicker action taking and more effort exhibited by employees. Feeling psychologically safe 

and engaged in work through transformational leadership behaviour from their leaders will 

increase employees’ self-efficacy, but this is just a small part of it. Employees themselves have 

the most impact on improving their self-efficacy beliefs. However, to increase their self-

efficacy, they need opportunities to experience how things work (imaginary or real 

experiences) and need a right work-life balance to feel healthy and good. And this can be 

provided by leaders. 

 Practical tips were provided by leaders in SMMCs to increase employees’ adaptive 

performance as well. First, the interviewees explained that continuous improvement is essential 

since it allows for change to become a habit, which is less threatening for employees. Second, 

these changes need to be seen; visualising it will enable employees to see what they did, which 

is motivating and increases self-efficacy. Third, transparency is required in terms of 

communication, so employees understand why certain decisions are made in the company, 

decreasing the resistance of the changes. Fourth, a clear vision adds to this understanding and 

should be created by the information perceived from the outside world, from sources such as 

the news and conferences about their field of work. Lastly, short term goals are needed, so 

employees do not stray from their vision. Leaders can use improvement boards for this. 
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1. Introduction and empirical problem explanation 

“It is crucial to be agile, to anticipate. In the short term, things will be fine, but when you look 
at the long term, you are starting to fall behind. So, I think agility is crucial when it comes to 
surviving.” – Managing director of a small manufacturing company in the Netherlands, 
October 19, 2020. 
 

The world we live in is continuously and swiftly changing. The economic and social changes 

which occurred in the last fifty years have been extraordinary (The World Health Report, 

1998), putting organisations under pressure to keep up with this extremely fast-changing 

environment. If organisations want to survive, they must be able to cope with this turbulence 

in a way that allows them to adapt quickly to the surroundings: they must be agile (Baran & 

Bible, 2019). According to Zhang and Sharifi (2000), the concept of agility is formed out of 

two parts: (1) being able to respond timely and adequately to expected or unforeseen changes, 

and (2) being able to use these changes as an advantage or opportunity. Change is not new, but 

since it is taking place at a much faster speed (Hayen, 1988), being agile is a way to maintain 

a competitive advantage (Jackson & Johansson, 2003).  

SpartnerS Organisatieadvies (hereafter SpartnerS) also sees the importance of this 

subject. SpartnerS is a consultancy company in the south of the Netherlands aiming to help 

manufacturing companies improve and grow. Their slogan is: “SpartnerS Organisatieadvies 

maakt het waar!” (SpartnerS Organisatieadvies makes it happen!). SpartnerS does not see itself 

as an ordinary consultancy company, the ambition all the colleagues have is to win the race, 

and never give up. They know that it is challenging to adapt to changes in the manufacturing 

industry. Hence, they focus on various ways to help these companies: strategy, marketing and 

sales, lean and logistics, and leadership in organisations. SpartnerS’ customers are mainly small 

to medium-sized manufacturing companies (SMMCs), which are therefore the focus of this 

research. Therefore, this research focuses on helping SMMCs to improve their agility. 

 Research indicated that there are differences between SMMCs and large manufacturing 

companies (LMCs). Mishra (2016) found that the level of flexibility adoption practices is 

higher in larger companies, indicating that the awareness of the significant advantages of 

flexibility (or agility) is more prominent in larger companies than smaller ones. Also, smaller 

companies are often less prepared for new technologies (Smit, Kreutzer, Moeller & Carlberg, 

2016), being held back when it comes to development projects due to insufficient financial 

resources (Kocsis, 2012). On the other hand, SMMCs have an advantage compared to LMCs, 

since SMMCs have a leaner structure and flatter hierarchy compared to LMCs. This provides 
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them with the benefit of making quick decisions and responding fast to changing market 

demands (Mishra, 2016). This leaner structure and flatter hierarchy leads to less formalisation 

and centralisation (Mishra, 2016). When an organisation wants to standardise employees’ 

behaviours, they use formalisation, making it more manageable to coordinate and control their 

people. Centralisation means limiting the number of people in an organisation who participate 

in the decision-making process, indicating a high degree of hierarchy and authority 

(Lamichhane, 2017). So, SMMCs and LMCs should rely on different practices to achieve 

agility in their company.  

SMMCs need to focus on the aspects they have an advantage in when it comes to 

creating agility: their human capital. Research has shown that employees can significantly 

impact agility (Sherehiy, Karwowski & Layer, 2007). According to Pulakos, Arad, Plamondon 

and Donovan (2000), employees need to be increasingly adaptable to create a more agile 

organisation. They need to be able to cope with more uncertainty, be more versatile, and be 

more tolerant of working in a changing environment. To enable companies to adapt and 

survive, research has shown that employees need to work productively while adapting to 

changing work conditions: a capability named ‘adaptive performance’ (Pulakos et al., 2000). 

If an employee can solve small problems or tasks without other people’s involvement, they 

will more likely understand how this task or problem works. Employees can, later on, use that 

knowledge for future issues. Additionally, the anticipation and prevention of problems at work 

are essential capabilities in an agile company (Sherehiy & Karwowski, 2014).  

Direct leaders have a role in maximising employees’ contributions in the organisation 

and steering them towards a competitive advantage in the market. These leaders are known to 

have a significant impact on how employees feel and behave through their behaviour (e.g. 

Sweet, Witt, & Shoss, 2015; Li, 2019). SpartnerS (2020) stated that they are noticing that the 

old leadership type (i.e., directive leadership) does not work anymore in SMMCs. This type of 

leadership indicates a strong hierarchy, which is found to lead to poor decision processes, poor 

group processes (Moorhead & Montanari, 1986) and poor outcomes (Janis; 1982): there needs 

to be a new balance in leadership and equality within the organisation. SpartnerS (2020) stated 

that the new type of leader is one with a clear vision, which shows trust in his or her employees 

and tries to involve the whole organisation to reach their goal. “The all-knowing leader is 

passé. Equality is the essence.” (SpartnerS, 2020). Within the academic literature, this type of 

leadership is called ‘transformational leadership’ (Bass, 1985). Griffin, Parker, and Mason 

(2010) found that transformational leadership positively influences employees’ adaptive 
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performance. Besides this, direct leaders can motivate employees to act more adaptively if they 

create a context that supports this type of behaviour (Griffin et al., 2010).  

Thus, according to the literature stated above, SMMCs should increase their agility by 

focusing more on the organisation’s human capital compared to LMCs, which often uses 

integration practices, sourcing practices, and technological capabilities (Mishra, 2016). 

Therefore, it is quite strange that previous research rarely focused on the human aspects of 

agility in manufacturing organisations, especially for SMMCs. This gap in the research is even 

more evident when one realises that - in the manufacturing industry - the majority of 

manufacturing firms are SMMCs (MKB Service Desk, 2020). Most research on this subject in 

manufacturing has focused on the technological aspects of agile manufacturing, which showed 

that agility could be increased through technology and automation (e.g. Youndt, Snell, Dean 

Jr., & Lepak, 1996; Gunasekaran, 1999), which is more beneficial for LMCs. Also, few studies 

have been conducted about the relationship between individual adaptive performance and 

transformational leadership in manufacturing companies, let alone SMMCs. An article by Park 

& Park (2019) agreed with this research gap and suggested that future research should focus 

on how adaptive performance and its antecedents work in, for example, manufacturing. Hence, 

understanding employees’ adaptive performance in SMMCs and how transformational 

leadership can influence this is important and makes for a meaningful contribution to the 

existing literature.  

To summarise, SpartnerS aims to find a way to create more agility for their clients; 

small to medium-sized manufacturing companies. This interest has emerged because, in the 

current environment of automation, digitisation, and connectiveness, everything is changing 

fast. So, for companies to stay in competition in the market, they need to be agile (Gunasekaran, 

Yusuf, Adeleye, Papadopoulos, Kovvuri, & Geyi, 2019). Adaptive performance is essential for 

SMMCs to be agile. Since leaders are known to have a significant impact on how employees 

feel and behave by acting in a certain way (e.g. Sweet et al., 2015; Li, 2019), investigating how 

leaders can impact employees’ adaptive performance is key. Therefore, this thesis aims to 

understand how transformational leadership is related to employees’ adaptive performance in 

SMMCs. 
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1.1 Research objectives and question 

As explained by the research gap, it is unclear how transformational leadership is related to 

employees’ adaptive performance, especially in SMMCs. Therefore, to create more 

understanding of this, this research aims to answer the following question: 

Is transformational leadership related to employees’ adaptive performance in small- 

to medium-sized manufacturing companies, and if so, how? 

An additional research aim is to provide more insights into the practical aspects of agility and 

employees’ adaptive performance in SMMCs, for SpartnerS and their customers. These 

insights are important for SpartnerS because they aim to know more about how leaders and 

general directors within SMMCs view employees’ adaptive performance and organisational 

agility. Lastly, this study collected insights and stories to inspire the customers of SpartnerS. 

The information derived from this study will be used in a (digital) booklet created in 

collaboration with SpartnerS, which allows them to be more visible in their field, and provides 

them with information they can use to inspire their customers.  

1.2 Outline of the thesis 

Chapter 2 of this master thesis provides an overview of the conducted literature study, which 

forms the basis for the hypotheses developed. In the literature study, I elaborate on the various 

mediating factors in the relationship of transformational leadership and adaptive performance 

of individual employees (i.e., self-efficacy, psychological safety, and work engagement), 

explaining the connections between the variables and why these mediators are chosen. This 

chapter concludes with the conceptual model of this study. After this, chapter 3 elaborates on 

the mixed-method methodology, containing quantitative and qualitative aspects, elaborating 

the method, measurements, logistics of the data collection, and the data analyses. Chapter 4 

consists of the quantitative results, after which chapter 5 elaborates on the qualitative results. 

Lastly, chapter 6 presents its discussion and conclusion, including practical and theoretical 

contributions, limitations and future research recommendations. 

  



 
 

5 
 

2. Theoretical background and conceptual model development 

This chapter elaborates on the development of the various hypotheses and the conceptual 

model, using existing literature as the basis for this research. The chapter starts by describing 

individual adaptive performance and transformational leadership, after which the relationship 

between these concepts and their mediating factors are provided. This information was 

translated into four different hypotheses, creating a new conceptual model.  

2.1 Individual adaptive performance 

To create a more agile company and survive in turbulent environments, employees in SMMCs 

need to be increasingly adaptable. This indicates that they should be able to cope with more 

uncertainty, be more versatile, and be more tolerant to working in this changing environment; 

i.e. they need to have a higher level of adaptive performance (Pulakos et al., 2000). Pulakos et 

al. (2000) defined adaptive performance as the ability to change one’s behaviour as a reaction 

to the demand a new situation, task or event creates (Pulakos et al., 2000). In this process, 

individuals cope with the changing environment through cognitive and behavioural goal-

focused action (Maynard, Kennedy & Sommer, 2015), which is considered separate from task 

and contextual performance (Pulakos et al., 2000). In SMMCs, more space is provided for this 

type of behaviour than in LMCs because SMMCs have a leaner structure and flatter hierarchy 

compared to larger companies. This gives them the advantage to make quick decisions and 

respond fast to changes (Mishra, 2016). Examples of this type of behaviour in SMMCs are 

individually solving problems and helping others out. 

Furthermore, human resource (HR) practices in SMMCs are mostly ad hoc and 

unstructured compared to LMCs (Cardon & Stevens, 2004). There are no policies for 

employing skilled or seasonal workers: SMMCs employ new people mainly through agencies 

to lower costs (Cardon, 2003; Cardon & Stevens, 2004). Additionally, training programmes 

are not uncommon for permanent workers in SMMCs. These training programmes enable 

permanent workers to execute a greater variety of tasks and enhances their skills (Banks, Bures 

& Champion, 1987; Mishra, 2016). However, this takes time and money. Therefore, it is 

profitable for SMMCs to improve employees’ adaptive performance through leadership, which 

profits both seasonal and permanent workers.  
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2.2 Transformational leadership 

Through their experience in the field, SpartnerS stated that the old type of leadership in 

manufacturing companies is passé. The new kind of leader should be one with a clear vision, 

shows trust in his or her employees, and tries to involve the entire organisation to achieve their 

goals. Also, Sweet et al. (2015) found that an employee’s adaptive performance can be 

influenced by a leader who is inspirational and attentive to every employee’s needs. This is 

also described by Park and Park (2019), who suggested that to create a higher level of employee 

adaptive performance, transformational leadership should be promoted. Transformational 

leadership is defined as a type of leadership that challenges the status quo in the company, 

inspires a vision for the employees, helps employees to act in line with that shared vision to 

achieve their goals, and recognises and commemorates the accomplishments of the employees 

to encourage them to do well (De Hoogh, Den Hartog & Koopman, 2004; Harris, 1985; Bass, 

1985; Roberts, 1985). Additionally, they stimulate new ways of thinking, are always looking 

for new ways to work, encourage independence, and involve employees in decision making 

(De Hoogh et al., 2004). A study by Sherehiy and Karwowski (2014) stated that the 

workforce’s agility would improve when there are strong cooperative relationships within 

SMMCs, indicating that transformational leadership will increase employees’ adaptive 

performance in SMMCs. In this study, they postulated that cooperative relationships within an 

organisation would buffer the negative effect of uncertainty on the workforce agility in a 

changing environment. Additionally, since transformational leaders enable employees to 

search for new approaches to solve issues, manage change and do more, they allow employees 

to be more adaptive (Bass, 1990; Charbonnier-Voirin, Akremi & Vandenberghe, 2010). This 

brings us to the first hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1: Transformational leadership is positively related to employees’ adaptive 

performance.  

However, it is suspected that there is not just a direct relationship. According to Marjani, Nejad 

and Ravazadeh (2013), transformational leadership positively affects employees’ 

empowerment, which positively increases their perception of what they can do (Nafari & 

Vatankhah, 2016). When people believe in their capabilities, they put more effort into their 

tasks and take action sooner rather than later (e.g. Bandura, 1977; Bandura, 1982). 

Additionally, transformational leaders can create an environment in which change is 

encouraged. This change-orientation is related to adaptation methods in changing 
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environments, and creates an environment that promotes learning, increases trust and supports 

risk-taking and vulnerability. Consequently, people are not afraid to ask questions, provide 

feedback, or discuss their mistakes (Ortega, Van den Bossche, Sánchez-Manzapares, Rico & 

Gil, 2014). This information sharing can be beneficial for adaptive performance since 

knowledge allows employees to learn faster from experiences, which will enable them to 

understand new situations better, which allows for better adaptive performance (Le Pine, 

Colquitt & Erez, 2000). Furthermore, when leaders have a high-quality relationship with their 

employees, they create more engagement in their work roles according to Chaurasia and Shukla 

(2014). This is a form of motivation, leading to more energy in the job and more concentration, 

which is also associated with adaptive performance (e.g. Griffin & Hesketh, 2003; Eldor & 

Harpaz, 2016). Lastly, transformational leaders describe a clear vision to the employees, as 

well as norms and behavioural expectations, creating an environment in which adaptive 

performance of people can develop (Charbonnier-Voirin et al., 2010; Griffin et al., 2010). 

The aspects described in the last paragraph show that transformational leadership does 

not only have a direct influence on employees’ adaptive performance, meaning that there are 

possible mediating factors involved. Since the aim is to understand how a transformational 

leader can influence employees’ adaptive performance in manufacturing companies, it is 

essential to factor these in. Based on the literature above, several variables stood out. First, the 

transformational leader shows respect and trust in employees and encourages them to come up 

with new ideas. It makes sense that they create an environment that makes the employees feel 

safe, increasing their adaptive behaviour by allowing them to make decisions, provide 

feedback, and make mistakes without feeling judged (psychological safety). Transformational 

leadership might also increase the amount of confidence an employee has in themselves and 

what he/she can do (also known as self-efficacy), causing them to put more effort in a task and 

take action sooner. Lastly, when leaders invest more effort in their employees and support 

them, it can make the employees more engaged in their work (work engagement), which can 

positively impact an employees’ adaptive performance. Additionally, they provide employees 

with a clear vision of the future, which gives them a goal that might increase the work 

engagement. The following paragraphs detail how self-efficacy, psychological safety, and 

work engagement mediate the relationship between transformational leadership and employee 

adaptive performance.   



 
 

8 
 

2.3 Individual self-efficacy  

The perceived self-efficacy of a person is defined as the belief about one’s competence in what 

one does, believing that one can achieve a certain level of performance that can influence events 

that affect one’s life (Bandura, 1994). According to Bandura (1994), this belief impacts how 

individuals think, feel, act, and motivate themselves. When there is a high level of self-efficacy, 

people do not see specific tasks as threats or scary, but more like a challenge because they have 

such strong beliefs in their competence. Consequently, employees will set higher goals, have a 

higher commitment towards tasks, and (cognitively) recover faster when things do not turn out 

the way they were planned (Bandura, 1994). Self-efficacy is something that an individual 

holds, but can also be sustained and increased by external factors. Bandura (1977) explained 

that there are four primary sources of self-efficacy, namely (1) through mastery experiences, 

(2) through experiences given by social models or role models, (3) by verbal persuasion, and 

(4) reducing stress reactions and negative emotional states. 

 Transformational leaders are characterised by taking the employees’ needs and 

capabilities into account, creating mutual trust and openness in communication (such as 

experiences) (Klauss & Bass, 1982). Furthermore, transformational leaders can be seen as role 

models by their employees by being open about their own experiences (Walumbwa, Bruce, 

Avolio, & Zhu, 2008). Employees can use that shared information and learn from it, acquiring 

new insights in how to do things better, increasing their self-efficacy. On the other hand, verbal 

persuasion is about the leaders motivating and supporting the employees and showing trust in 

them. Transformational leaders are known to challenge the status quo and stimulate their 

employees to do the same (Bass, 1999), increasing their self-efficacy by social persuasion. 

Seltzer, Numeroff, and Bass (1989) added that transformational leadership could reduce 

burnout and stress symptoms from employees. So, since transformational leaders reduce stress 

reactions, use verbal persuasion and share their experiences as role-models, it is expected that 

this type of leadership will increase the self-efficacy of employees.  

Self-efficacy is an internal motivator, thereby driving a person to perform better, be 

more committed, and be more resilient to setbacks. According to Bandura (1986), a high level 

of self-efficacy will make it more likely for a person to take action. They will also put more 

effort into this action, which will increase the likelihood of better outcomes (Bandura, 1986). 

A person who has a low level of self-efficacy will put less effort into an action and give up 

more quickly when things get more complicated (Bandura, 1986). In a continuously changing 

environment which is more challenging and demanding for individuals, people with a high 



 
 

9 
 

level of self-efficacy will put more effort in these situations than individuals low on self-

efficacy, causing them to initiate more actions to adapt and cope with these situations. Based 

on the theory stated above, this research hypothesises that through transformational leadership 

behaviour (role modelling, creating trust, open communication and challenging the status quo), 

employees in SMMCs will have greater self-efficacy beliefs, which will be related to a higher 

adaptive performance level. Therefore, the following hypothesis states: 

Hypothesis 2: Employees' self-efficacy partially mediates the positive relationship between 

transformational leadership and employee’s adaptive performance.  

2.4 Individual perception of psychological safety  

Psychological safety is the employee’s belief that they can engage with people without anxiety 

or fear that this can negatively affect their self-image, status, or career (Kahn, 1990). In the 

work environment, this fear would account to beliefs about the reactions of others when the 

employee engages in a way which is considered ‘risky’, such as, for example, seeking feedback 

and proposing new ideas (Edmondson, 2004).  

Psychological safety sets a stage to create a more honest, more challenging 

environment, where collaboration is welcomed, subsequently creating a more effective work 

environment (Edmondson, 2019). In such an environment, new ideas and methods are 

welcomed with open arms and individuals feel safe enough to provide feedback without having 

the feeling of being judged (Pulakos, Kantrowitz, & Schneider, 2019). When leaders consider 

their employees individually and express motivational behaviour, previous research found 

higher perceived psychological safety levels for employees (Detert & Burris, 2007). 

Edmondson (1999) stated this as well, noting that support from a leader who is focused on 

coaching and does not react defensively to feedback or difficult confrontations creates a 

psychologically safe environment. When leaders encourage their employees to question what 

they know, they make it clear that employees are psychologically safe in this environment. 

Employees are allowed to say what they think and be expressive without the feeling that they 

will be judged by others (Kahn, 1990). This is especially the case when the leader shows 

support, is encouraging to his or her followers and shows understanding and compassion 

(Carmeli, Reiter-Palmon, & Ziv, 2010). This type of leadership is also in line with that of a 

transformational leader. They create a sort of ‘safe-haven’ and security for their employees, 

which helps them achieve more confidence and enter a journey to autonomy (Popper & 

Mayseless, 2003).  
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Psychological safety might improve employees’ adaptive performance since the 

acceptance of change is more easily achieved in these environments. It is easier to step out of 

their comfort zone (Carmeli, Sheaffer, Binyamin, Reiter-Palmon, & Shimoni, 2013), and to 

show more adaptive behaviour if necessary. When employees feel tired, insecure or fearful, it 

is more difficult to cope with the unexpected changes, making it harder to learn and collaborate 

with others (Edmondson, 2019). A psychologically safe environment helps people react to 

problems faster since they do not think about what other people might think of these actions. 

Furthermore, psychological safety makes it easier to provide and receive feedback. An article 

by Pitafi, Kanwal and Pitafi (2019) concluded that through their improved communication 

skills, psychological safety could improve employees’ adaptivity. Therefore, through 

transformational leadership behaviour (individual consideration, motivational behaviour and 

support from their leaders), employees’ adaptive performance will increase since employees 

feel safer to participate in the decision-making process, provide feedback, and provide 

suggestions (Chiaburu, Lorinkova & Dyne, 2013). This leads to the third hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 3: The employee’s perception of psychological safety partially mediates the 

positive relationship between transformational leadership and the employee’s adaptive 

performance. 

2.5 Individual work engagement  

According to Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá and Bakker (2002, p. 74), work 

engagement is a ‘motivational and positive state of mind related to work, which is 

characterised by vigour, dedication and absorption’. Vigour is about having a flexible mind, 

having a high amount of energy and being eager and ready to put in the effort. It is also about 

pushing through even when things are getting hard. Being dedicated to something means 

feeling its importance, having a keen interest in it what keeps you excited, being inspired to do 

something extra and seeing it as a challenge. Lastly, when a person is fully absorbed in a task, 

it means that he or she is entirely concentrated on it, time flies by, and it is a challenge to detach 

themselves from the task at hand (Schaufeli et al., 2002).  

Leaders can motivate and engage employees to act more adaptively or proactively if 

they create a context that supports these types of behaviour (Griffin et al., 2010). When 

transformational leaders show role model behaviour, they create dedication (Bass & Bass, 

2008). This causes employees to be less resistant to proposed changes or ideas, especially when 

this leader promotes a powerful vision for the future which the employees agree upon. This 
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vision creates hopes and ideals, which can challenge the employees. According to Shamir, 

House and Arthur (1993), leaders who can persuade people in this sense create an immense 

amount of motivation in the employees, which causes them to identify more with their work 

surroundings. This is linked to other aspects of work engagement; absorption (Ghadi, Fernando 

& Caputi, 2012) and vigour. It creates more energy in the employees, making them go further 

than their interests (Shamir et al., 1993). Furthermore, transformational leaders intellectually 

stimulate their employees and create a supportive climate (Avolio & Bass, 2002), which can 

play a role in their development of employees’ feelings of involvement and dedication 

(Schaufeli et al., 2002).  

Employees who feel more engaged in their job are more focused during their daily tasks 

(Breevaart, Bakker, Demerouti, Sleebos & Maduro, 2014). The energy and concentration they 

have because of this engagement causes them to anticipate new challenges and imperfections 

in the processes, and be more prepared to devote their efforts to external challenges. So, through 

transformational leadership behaviour (role modelling, communicating a strong vision and 

intellectually stimulating employees), employees will be more engaged at work and therefore 

have a higher level of adaptive performance (Park, Lim, Kim & Kang, 2020). Considering this, 

the fourth hypothesis states: 

Hypothesis 4: The employee’s work engagement partially mediates the positive relationship 

between transformational leadership and employee’s adaptive performance. 

2.6 Conclusion and conceptual model creation 

The literature in the previous subchapters explained that to improve the agility of SMMCs, the 

first step is to create employee’s adaptive performance through transformational leadership, 

which subsequently provides companies with a competitive advantage. I hypothesised that 

transformational leadership a direct effect on employee’s adaptive performance in SMMCs. 

Furthermore, I hypothesised that transformational leadership has an impact on how safe an 

individual employee feels (psychological safety), on how excited and full of energy that 

individual employee feels (work engagement), and on how competent that individual employee 

feels (self-efficacy). So, a transformational leader should indirectly impact the employee’s 

adaptive performance through the mediating factors of self-efficacy, psychological safety and 

work engagement. Figure 1 depicts the research model with the different variables and their 

connections. 

 



 
 

12 
 

 
Figure 1 Conceptual research model 

3. Research methodology 

3.1 Mixed methods 

This chapter explains all the steps taken to answer the research question through the 

hypotheses. Additionally, the steps elaborate on how this research attained more insights on 

the practical aspects of employees’ adaptive performance in SMMCs and on how leaders view 

employees’ adaptive performance and agility in SMMCs. I used different steps to reach these 

objectives. At first, to frame current business challenges in SMMCs, I had conversations with 

two different manufacturing companies. Afterwards, I discussed these findings with the 

company supervisor from SpartnerS. The literature review helped better understand the 

problem, resulting in the hypotheses and the conceptual model. I used a quantitative research 

method to analyse the relationships between the variables. Using questionnaires based on 

validated surveys, I collected data from SMMCs, after which the statistics program IBM SPSS 

analysed the obtained data.  

Lastly, qualitative research was performed through conducting interviews, to (1) verify 

the results from the quantitative analyses, and (2) to provide the insights mentioned above. 

These interviews help understand how leaders and general directors within SMMCs view 

employees’ adaptive performance and the company’s agility. Qualitative research often can 

find the underlying and human perception of those involved (Fossey, Harvey, McDermott & 

Davidson, 2002). Using both a quantitative and a qualitative research method is called mixed-

method research, increasing the results’ utility, making them more useful and insightful 

(Thompson Coon, Gwernan-Jones, Garside, Nunns, Shaw, Melendez-Torres, & Moore, 2020). 
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In doing so, a mixed-method can provide a more robust answer to the research question at hand. 

This research used an explanatory sequential design. This means that the focus is on 

quantitative data collections and analyses of the various hypotheses first, after which qualitative 

data explains and verifies the results, resulting in one (combined) study and not two separate 

ones (Snelson, 2016).   

3.2 Research scope 

Typically, there are three levels of analysis in an organisation: (1) the individual level, (2) the 

team level, and (3) the organisational level (Avolio & Bass, 1995). In this study, the individual 

level of analysis was used (the employees’ perceptions) for the quantitative part of the study. 

The focus is on how their direct leaders influence their employees. The second part, the 

qualitative aspect of the research, was performed on the organisational level. I conducted the 

interviews with the company's general/managing directors and leaders, who have a better 

overview of employees’ adaptive performance and practical experience with how everything 

works in the company. 

The participants of this study were all the employees working in the manufacturing 

company: either on the factory floor as (e.g., assembly line workers, operators) and people in 

the office (e.g., R&D, marketing), as well as the leaders and general/managing directors of 

seventeen different SMMCs in the Netherlands. There might have been some differences 

between these groups, but I expected that they have the same dynamic since the processes 

measured in the survey are universal. To gain a large enough group of participants, I asked 

each of the twenty consultants at SpartnerS to provide at least one SMMC they thought would 

fit the research. The consultants first approached the company and checked whether they would 

be interested in participating. After this, they introduced me to the company, after which I had 

to seal the deal.  

To convince the companies to participate, I called their contact person and elaborated 

on the study. Additionally, I promised that I would provide each company with a feedback 

document about their own company based on their results in this study. This included their 

average scores for each variable in this study, a benchmark to compare their results with the 

combined average of all the companies, and advice based on their results. After agreeing to 

participate, each company decided on what worked best for them: sending the questionnaires 

through a link (entirely online) or delivering the pen-and-paper questionnaire to the company.  

According to the MKB Service Desk (2020), a small company in the Netherlands has 

less than fifty employees, and a medium-sized company has less than two-hundred and fifty 
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employees. I assumed that all consultants would provide an SMMC willing to participate (i.e., 

twenty companies). I expected around thirty per cent of all the employees would fill in the 

questionnaire. Therefore, the expected amount of responses for the questionnaires was three-

hundred, creating a large enough sample size of the population to draw statistically valid 

conclusions. Considering that the companies’ general directors and leaders already allowed the 

research to happen, asking them to participate in interviews was not considered a problem. 

3.3 Quantitative research methodology 

The first part of this research focused on the effects of variables and how they relate to one 

another. Moreover, this part allowed answering the research question and its hypotheses. I used 

questionnaires for this part, aimed at individual employees in the participating companies. This 

method helped determine how employees are individually affected by their perception of the 

transformational leaders and how this affects their adaptive performance. Additionally, the 

respondents were not time-bound to answer all the questions. I analysed the gathered data using 

the programme IBM SPSS Statistics 26, a statistical programme to analyse and visualise data to 

“solve business and research problems through ad hoc analysis, hypothesis testing, geospatial 

analysis and predictive analysis” (IBM, 2019).  

3.3.1 Measurements 

All measures that were in another language than Dutch were translated by two different 

translators. Both translators were proficient in both Dutch and English. The translator that was 

aware of the concepts performed the first translation (English to Dutch). After this, the 

independent translator translated the questionnaire back into its original language (Dutch to 

English), to make sure the questionnaires were still accurate. This study also took into account 

that the questionnaires did not have too many or too little items. When the questionnaire is too 

long participants might lose motivation to complete the questionnaire. On the other hand, the 

measurement should not be too short, ensuring a valid measure. 

The questionnaire explicitly stated in which context the participants need to imagine 

themselves in (i.e., in their immediate work environment). Before the study, I handed out a test 

survey to six individuals at a small manufacturing company that did not participate in the 

research to ensure that the surveys were understandable for the participating employees. These 

people all had different backgrounds: someone with a lower educational level, a non-native 

Dutch, someone with a higher educational level, an older person and a younger person. Based 

on their feedback, I adapted some questions without changing their meaning to be more 
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understandable. One example would be changing the phrase ‘I get emotionally charged at 

work’ to ‘I get positive feelings at work’. Another example is changing ‘interpersonal qualities’ 

to ‘social qualities’. 

3.3.1.1 Transformational leadership 

This part of the survey is about whether the employees perceive their direct leaders as 

transformational. The survey is based on the CLIO, and is found to be reliable and has a good 

criterion validity (De Hoogh et al., 2004). The survey starts with a small instruction about the 

construct, followed by eleven statements rated on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = completely 

disagree to 7 = completely agree). Translating the statements/items is not needed since the 

survey is available in Dutch. An example item would be “The leader talks to employees about 

what they deem important”, and “The leader has a vision and an image of the future”.  

3.3.1.2 Individual perception of psychological safety 

Employees’ perceived psychological safety in their immediate work environment is measured 

using a five-item scale of psychological safety from Carmeli et al. (2010). A Likert scale is 

used, ranging from 1 to 5 (1 = not at all, 5 = to a large extent). Two examples of these statements 

would be “I am able to bring up problems and tough issues”, and “People in this organisation 

sometimes reject others for being different”. 

3.3.1.3 Individual self-efficacy 

A scale from Chen, Gully, and Eden (2001) is applied to measure employees’ general self-

efficacy. This scale shows high reliability and can predict the general self-efficacy (as a 

motivational state instead of trait) in various environments and contexts. There are eight items, 

using a five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). Two example 

statements are “In general, I think that I can obtain outcomes that are important to me”, and 

“Even when things are tough, I can perform quite well”.  

3.3.1.4 Individual work engagement 

Schaufeli et al. (2002) and Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) developed the scale used to measure 

employee work engagement. This questionnaire consisted of nine items, comprised of three 

sub-dimensions, including Vigour (three items), Dedication (three items), and Absorption 

(three items). Sample items are, for example, “At my job, I feel bursting with energy” (Vigour), 

“My job inspires me” (Dedication), and “I am immersed in my work” (Absorption). The scale 

uses a Likert Scale ranging from 1 to 7 (1 = Never, to 7 = Every day). 
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3.3.1.5 Individual adaptive performance 

Marques-Quinteira created the individual adaptive performance measure, Ramos-Villagrasa, 

Passos, and Curral (2015), based on the article by Pulakos, et al. (2000), which describes the 

behaviours for every sub-dimension of the individual adaptive performance: (1) handling crisis 

situations, (2) handling work stress, (3) solving problems in a creative manner, (4) being able 

to deal with uncertain work situations, (5) learning new tasks, technologies and procedures, (6) 

showing interpersonal adaptability, (7) showing cultural adaptability, and (8) showing 

physically oriented adaptability. A Likert-scale was used ranging from 1 to 7 (1 = totally agree, 

7 = totally disagree). Sample items are “I adjust and deal with unpredictable situations by 

shifting focus and taking reasonable action”, and “I remain calm and behave positively under 

highly stressful events”. 

3.3.1.6 Control variables 

The control variables used in this research were age and the educational level, because these 

variables are found to increase the adaptive performance and individual perception of self-

efficacy (Bernandin, & Smith, 1981; Pulakos, et al., 2000; Goštautaitė and Bučiūnienė, 2015; 

Pulakos, Schmitt, Dorsey, Arad, Borman & Hedge, 2002; Le Pine, Colquitt, & Erez, 2000).  

3.3.1.7 Reliability of the scales 

The reliability of the scales was checked using IBM SPSS. According to Pallant (2013), 

Cronbach’s Alpha should have a value above .70. However, this value is sensitive when it 

comes to the number of items used in the scale. When there is a low number of items, it is not 

uncommon to find low values such as .50 (Pallant, 2013). The scales for individual work 

engagement (WE) and individual adaptive performance (AP) both showed good internal 

consistency, with a Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient of .92 and .88, respectively. The internal 

consistency of the scale for individual self-efficacy (SE) was good, with a Cronbach’s Alpha 

coefficient of .86. The internal consistency of the individual perception of transformational 

leadership (TL) was very high, with a Cronbach’s Alpha of .95.  

The individual psychological safety (PS) had a relatively low internal consistency; a 

Cronbach’s Alpha of .48. When looking at ‘Cronbach’s Alpha if Item Deleted’, it showed that 

deleting the second item in this scale (“People in this organisation sometimes reject others for 

being different”) increased the Cronbach’s Alpha to .56. Because of this, the scale is quite 

small, with only four items, so this Cronbach’s Alpha was acceptable. The Cronbach’s Alpha 

for the original scale was .74. 
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3.3.2 Logistics of the survey 

In a small- to medium-sized company, most employees do not have a computer or phone at 

hand. Besides, some employees feel more comfortable filling out the questionnaire on paper. 

For these reasons, I decided to send out both online and paper surveys, based on the specific 

company’s preference. The companies were told beforehand why it was an interesting topic for 

them, making them more excited to participate and fill in the questionnaires. Also, I explained 

that I took their confidentiality and anonymity into account. An example of a questionnaire is 

shown in Appendix A. 

3.4 Qualitative research methodology 

I used a qualitative method to (1) verify the results found in the quantitative part of the research, 

and (2) to provide more insights in the practical aspects of employees’ adaptive performance 

and agility in SMMCs. I gathered the qualitative data by conducting interviews, with people 

with the best general knowledge of their employees and the company (the general/managing 

directors and leaders/managers), because employees often do not have a good overview of the 

organisation. The interviews also connected the quantitative results to a more practical aspect 

and helped create better recommendations for SpartnerS and their customers.  

3.4.1 Logistics of the interviews 

I used the semi-structured informal interview approach. Some structure was needed to ensure 

that the interviewees answered all the essential questions, despite it being informal. This 

allowed some freedom to the interviewee and created a more focused conversation. I used this 

method to gather information for more depth (Dolenc, 2017) since open-ended questions avoid 

the bias that comes from suggesting specific responses to the people filling out the 

questionnaires (Reja, Manfreda, Hlebec, & Vehovar, 2003). However, interviews are always 

subjective, because every interviewee has different cognitions, opinions, needs and feelings, 

all forming the basis of the answers (Roos, & Vos, 2005). Therefore, I conducted multiple 

interviews to gain a variety of perspectives. Because of COVID-19, all the interviews took 

place in Microsoft Teams. The interviews’ goals were elaborated to the interviewees before the 

interviews started. Additionally, before the interview began, I addressed the confidentiality 

agreements. Lastly, I asked whether I was allowed to record the meeting so I would forget no 

detail.  

The participants of the interviews already knew about the study because their company 

already participated in this study by filling in the questionnaires. Since convenience, time, and 
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Figure 2 - Halcomb & Davidson’s (2006) alternative method to verbatim transcription of managing audio-recorded interview 
data 

 

multiple agendas played a part, people who are most interested in these subjects are more likely 

to take part in the interviews, which slightly reduced the credibility (Huberman & Miles, 1994). 

The interviewees all had in-depth knowledge of their company and their people.  

3.4.2 Analysis 

For the analyses of the interviews, I only performed partial transcription using audio and 

written notes. This is an alternative to verbatim transcription, proposed by Halcomb and 

Davidson (2006). Transcription is the process of reproducing words that are spoken into written 

text (Halcomb & Davidson, 2006). Verbatim transcription transcribes every word and has been 

beneficial to bring the researchers closer to their data, to facilitate the creation of an audit route 

of data analysis (Halcomb & Davidson, 2006). However, the costs can weigh against the 

benefits because one hour of audio transcription can take seven hours to reproduce. This 

process often includes misinterpretation (we are only human) and language errors (Britten, 

1995). Additionally, using written notes (written during or after the interview) was considered 

preferable over audio recordings. Even though audio provides accuracy, notes can show the 

researchers’ thoughts and interpretations during the process (Wengraf, 2001). I still used the 

audio recordings, however, since it can reduce the interviewer’s bias and allows for space to 

reflect on the conversations (Halcomb & Davidson, 2006). The alternative to verbatim 

transcription of interview data including the steps can be seen in Figure 2. 
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The first step was to audio- or videotape the interview, while I wrote down notes 

simultaneously. It was important here that this process did not stop the ‘flow’ of the 

conversation. The second step was after the interview, in which I reviewed the field notes. 

Reflections, ideas, concepts and issues were all recorded. Step three was to listen to the 

audiotapes again and amend the field notes, creating a more accurate overview of the interview. 

In step four, when the field notes were accurate, and I was confident in the notes, I analysed 

the common themes (content analysis). This was performed manually (explained in more detail 

in Chapter 5). The fifth step states that a second person from the research team should review 

the notes and audio. However, since one person conducted this research, I reviewed the notes 

and audio a second time. Lastly, during step six, the content analysis was examined for a second 

time, using the audio recordings as well. I performed this step to identify examples to show the 

meaning of the themes in the interviewees’ perspectives (Halcomb & Davidson, 2006). Since 

there were various interviews focused on achieving additional information, I compared the 

answers to each question, looking for similarities and differences. This means that coding was 

unnecessary, but it allowed for recognising emergent ideas, patterns, themes and explanations. 

Lastly, it was important to separate the interpretations and observations (Sofaer, 2002). The 

interview script can be found in Appendix B.  

3.4.3 Validity and reliability 

To ensure the qualitative results’ validity and reliability, I organised the data in a standardised 

way, such as Halcomb and Davidson (2006) described. I ensured consistency in the questions 

in the different interviews by setting a proper interview protocol (Sofaer, 2002). Additionally, 

since the interviews were semi-structured, it increased the researcher-reliability because it 

allowed for additional information next to the asked questions (Aken, Berends, & Bij, 2012).  

I increased the external validity by interviewing various people, all with different backgrounds, 

in four different organisations. External validity is about whether the results can be generalised 

to different persons and settings (Steckler & McLeroy, 2008). This is especially important 

when providing recommendations for SpartnerS and their clients. To increase the reliability, a 

consultant from SpartnerS looked over the content analysis and the interviews’ common 

themes.   
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4. Quantitative analysis results 

I conducted a Harman’s single factor test to examine for common method bias (Podsakoff, 

MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003), which accounted for the measurement error created by 

the social desirability of respondents (Chang, Van Witteloostuijn, & Eden, 2010). I conducted 

this test using exploratory factor analysis with an unrotated solution, with the fixed number of 

factors as 1. The total variance extracted by one factor is 30.99 %, which is less than the 

recommended threshold of 50% (Podsakoff, et al., 2003). This indicates that the common 

method bias was not considered a problem.   

4.1 Descriptive statistics, reliability, and correlations 

A total of 498 respondents from 17 SMMCs filled in the questionnaire, (150 used pen-and-

paper and 348 used a digital version). 10 respondents did not give their consent to use their 

data. In the digital surveys, 36 respondents gave consent but did not answer any questions. I 

deleted these 46 entries, meaning that the final dataset had 452 respondents. For the pen-and-

paper questionnaires, if respondents filled in more answers for one question, that question was 

left blank. Before starting the analyses, I analysed the normality of the scales by analysing the 

Skewness and Kurtosis. Only values higher than 2 for Skewness and 7 for Kurtosis were of 

concern according to West, Finch, and Curran (1995). The results can be seen in Table 1, and 

show that the assumption of normality was achieved. Finally, I performed other preliminary 

analyses to ensure no violation of the assumptions of multicollinearity, outliers, linearity, 

homoscedasticity and independence of residuals. That was not the case.  

I displayed the correlations between this study’s core constructs in Table 2. A 

significant positive correlation was found between Transformational Leadership (TL) and Self-

Efficacy (SE) (r = .19, p < .01), between TL and Psychological Safety (PS) (r = .48, p < .01), 

between TL and Work Engagement (WE) (r = .49, p < .01), between SE and Adaptive 

Performance (AP) (r = .57, p < .01), between PS and AP (r = .41, p < .01), and between WE 

and AP (r = .44, p < .01). These preliminary results from the correlation analysis were in line 

with the stated hypotheses. The means of all variables were generally on the higher side of the 

spectrum. The coefficient of variation indicated acceptable measurements. 
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Table 1 Means, standard deviations, coefficient of variation, reliability, normality  

Variables Mean SD C.V. α If item 
deleted 

Skewness Kurtosis 

     α item   
Transformational 
leadership 

5.04 1.20 24% .95   -.71 .12 

Self-efficacy 4.11 .56 14% .86   -.40 .05 
Psychological 
safety 

3.93 .65 17% .49 .56  PS2 -.55 .57 

Work engagement 6.00 .95 16% .92   -1.53 2.45 
Adaptive 
performance 

5.30 .91 17% .88   -.46 .42 

Note: SD = Standard deviation, α = Cronbach’s Alpha, C.V. = Coefficient of variation (SD/Mean)*100% 

Table 2 Correlations.  

Variables AG EL TL SE PS WE 
Age 1.00      
Educational Level -.21** 1.00     
Transformational Leadership -.01 .10* 1.00    
Self-efficacy .12* .02 .19** 1.00   
Psychological Safety .05 .08 .48** .38** 1.00  
Work Engagement .26** -.01 .49** .35** .37** 1.00 
Adaptive Performance .05 -.01 .40** .57** .41** .44** 

Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01 

4.2 Hypotheses testing 

To test for the mediation effects, Preacher and Hayes (2018) suggested the bootstrapping, using 

the PROCESS syntax file (version 3.1) by Hayes (2018). The current study used a 95% 

confidence interval for the indirect effects, which was obtained with 5000 bootstrap samples, 

using model 4 for the mediation analysis (Hayes, 2018). The control variables were added as 

covariates. For hypothesis 1 (transformational leadership is positively related to employees’ 

adaptive performance), the direct effect from TL to AP was positive and significant (B = .14, 

SE = .03, p < .001) confirming hypothesis 1. Additionally, this effect is the direct effect (path 

c) for the other analyses.  

Next, for the analysis of hypothesis 2 (the positive relationship between 

transformational leadership and employee’s adaptive performance is partially mediated by the 

self-efficacy of the employee), the results showed that the path from TL to SE (path a) was 

positive and statistically significant (B = .08, SE = .02, p < .001). Additionally, the path from 

SE to AP (path b) was positive and significant (B = .74, SE = .07, p <.001). The indirect effect 

is the effect from TL to AP through SE (IE = .06, SE = .02), which was smaller than the direct 
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effect, but still significant: 95% CI = (.02, .10), indicating partial mediation. Thus, TL increased 

AP, which can be partially explained through SE. 

For hypothesis 3 (the positive relationship between transformational leadership and 

the employee’s adaptive performance is partially mediated by the perception of psychological 

safety of the employee), the results showed that the path from TL to PS (path a) was positive 

and statistically significant (B = .25, SE = .02, p < .001), with a small but significant effect of 

age (B = .06, SE = .03, p < .05). The path from PS to AP (path b) was positive and significant 

(B = .19, SE = .06, p <.01) as well. The indirect effect is the effect from TL to AP through PS 

(IE = .05, SE = .02), which was smaller than the direct effect, but still significant: 95% CI = 

(.02, .08), indicating partial mediation. Thus, the relationship between TL and AP was also 

partially explained through PS. 

Lastly, for hypothesis 4 (the positive relationship between transformational leadership 

and  employee’s adaptive performance is partially mediated by the work engagement of the 

employee), the results showed that the path from TL to WE (path a) was positive and 

statistically significant (B = .38, SE = .03, p < .001), with also a positive and significant effect 

of age (B = .19, SE = .04, p < .001). In addition, the path from WE to AP (path b) was positive 

and significant (B = .10, SE = .04, p <.05) as well. The indirect effect is the effect from TL to 

AP through WE (IE = .04, SE = .02), which is smaller than the direct effect, and significant: 

95% CI = (.04, .08) indicating partial mediation. Thus, the relationship between TL and AP 

was also partially explained through WE. The paths of the various mediations and their 

significance are shown in Table 3. The total indirect effect of TL on AP is B = .14, SE = .03, 

95% CI(.09 ; .20). The total effect of TL on AP is B = .28, SE = .03 (p < .001). The amount of 

variance explained accounts for 45% (F(7,393) = 45.25, p < .001).  

Table 3 Paths of mediations and their significance  
 

 H1 H2 H3 H4 
Path a B  .08 *** .25 *** .38 *** 
 SE  .02 .02 .03 
Path b B  .74 *** .19 ** .19 *** 
 SE  .07 .06 .04 
Path c B .14 *** .14 *** .14 *** .14 * 
 SE .03 .03 .03 .03 
IE B  .06 .05 .04 
 SE  .02 .02 .02 
 CI 95%  (.02 ; .10) (.02 ; .08) (.04 ; .08) 

Note: *** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05 
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The results of the parallel mediation analysis showed that there is a direct relationship between 

TL and AP, which can partially be explained through SE, PS and WE. As can be seen in Figure 

3, when a leader shows more transformational behaviour, employees will have a higher level 

of self-efficacy (B = .08, p < .001), which is subsequently related to a higher adaptive 

performance of that employee (B = .74, p < .001). Secondly, when a leader shows more 

transformational behaviour, employees will have a higher level of perceived psychological 

safety (B = .25, p < .001), which is subsequently related to higher adaptive performance (B = 

.19, p < .01). Lastly, when a leader shows more transformational behaviour, employees will 

have a higher level of work engagement (B = .38, p < .001), which is subsequently related to a 

higher level of adaptive performance (B = .10, p < .05).  

 

 
Figure 3 Conceptual research model with effects 

4.3 Post hoc analyses 

Table 2 shows the correlations between the variables and revealed that there were significant 

positive relationships between the mediators as well. To see the possibility that one factor can 

lead to the other, I performed a serial mediation analysis (Hayes, 2013). The assumptions that 

need to be met for this analysis are the same for the parallel mediation, so there are no major 

assumption violations.  

Serial mediation uses a specified direction flow. For example, TL can increase PS, 

which increases WE, which increases SE, which in turn increases AP. The results stated above 

show partial mediation for all three mediators (SE, PS, WE). It is unclear, however, what the 

causality is. Because three mediators are involved in this analysis, I produced six different 
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causal order models. The models all used the same input variable (TL), the same output variable 

(AP), and the same mediators, but all in a different order (SE, PS, WE). I compared the paths 

to understand how the variables are connected (see Table 4, 5 and 6, Appendix C. The figures 

of the different serial mediation models (SMMs) can be seen in Appendix D (Figure 4 to 9). 

To execute the serial mediation analysis, Preacher and Hayes (2004) suggested the 

bootstrapping method, using the PROCESS syntax file (version 3.1) by Hayes (2018). I used a 

95% confidence interval for the indirect effects obtained with 5000 bootstrap samples, using 

model 6 (three mediators). I added the control variables as covariates.  

When comparing the different models (R2 = .44, F(6,394) = 52.32, p < .001), the direct 

effect between TL and AP for every model was significant and positive (B = .14, SE = .03, p 

< .001), as well for the total effect between TL and AP (B = .28, SE = .03, p < .001). 

Furthermore, the results indicate that transformational leadership can increase the adaptive 

performance through the following specific paths: (path 1) TL  PS SE AP, (path 2) TL 

WE SE AP, (path 3) TL PS AP, (path 4) TL WE AP, and (path 5) TL SE 

AP. The path described with only SE as the mediator (path 5) only exists in two of the 

models: when SE is the first in the mediators’ causal order. When one or two of the other 

mediators were in front of SE, this path ceased to exist. This indicates that both WE and PS are 

full mediators of the relationship between TL and SE. Additionally, it is clear that WE and PS 

are two separate constructs and do not affect each other since the indirect paths involving both 

were negligible. To conclude, WE and PS mediate the relationship between TL and SE. The 

relationship between TL and AP is mediated by WE and PS as well. Additionally, SE mediates 

the relationship between WE and AP and the relationship between PS and AP. To get a better 

picture of these results, I created and analysed a visualisation of this adapted conceptual model, 

as can be seen in Figure 10. The details on how I performed these analyses can be seen in 

Appendix E (including Table 7 and Figure 11). 
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Figure 10  Final model with effects. Note: *** p < .001 

At first, it seemed that all hypotheses were accepted, indicating that the relationship between 

transformational leadership was mediated by (1) self-efficacy, (2) psychological safety, and (3) 

work engagement. However, post-hoc analyses showed that transformational leadership 

indirectly affected self-efficacy through psychological safety and work engagement. This 

indicates that self-efficacy is a mediating factor for the relationship between psychological 

safety and employees’ adaptive performance and the relationship between work engagement 

and employees’ adaptive performance. Table 8 shows the accepted and rejected hypotheses. 

Table 8 Accepted hypotheses 

Hypotheses Accepted 
Hypothesis 1: Transformational leadership is positively related to employees’ 

adaptive performance. 

Yes 

Hypothesis 2: The employee’s self-efficacy partially mediates the positive 

relationship between transformational leadership and employee’s adaptive 

performance. 

No 

Hypothesis 3: The employee’s perceived psychological safety partially mediates 

the positive relationship between transformational leadership and employee’s 

adaptive performance. 

Yes 

Hypothesis 4: The employee’s work engagement partially mediates the positive 

relationship between transformational leadership and employee’s adaptive 

performance. 

Yes  
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5. Qualitative results 

This chapter describes the results of the analyses of the interview data. The aim was to verify 

the survey results and gain additional, practical insights about employees’ adaptive 

performance and agility in SMMCs.  

5.1 In-depth interviews 

The interviews started with general questions about the interviewee’s leadership style, how and 

if the company adapts to the changing environment, and how the interviewees are involved in 

this. The next part focused explicitly on the various variables of the quantitative survey, which 

allowed for the verifiability of the quantitative results. Furthermore, the aim was to provide 

more insights into the practical aspects of agility and employees’ adaptive performance in 

SMMCs to understand how leaders and general directors within SMMCs view adaptive 

performance and agility. In total, eight interviews were conducted, with two managing directors 

(MD1, MD2), two general directors (GD3, GD4), one operational leader (OL1), two production 

leaders (PL2, PL3), and one quality manager (QM4). An overview of the participants of the 

interviews can be found in Appendix G, Table 9. The interviews were anonymous and 

therefore, have coded names (also shown in Appendix F, Table 9). As explained before, the 

alternative to verbatim transcription of interview data by Halcomb and Davidson (2006) was 

used, which allows for recognising emergent ideas, patterns, themes and explanations, see 

Figure 2 (see subchapter 3.4.2). As explained before, I recorded the interviews and used the 

notes together with these recordings. Analysing the notes was done manually, to make sure the 

notes accurately represented what was explained during the interviews, by reading over it and 

adding common themes to these notes. The most interesting and or surprising quotes were 

gathered and divided per topic after which I added the notes. After going over the recordings 

again, I was able to perfect the notes. Also, I added the variable abbreviations to connect them 

to different variables. These notes and quotes can be found in Appendix G, Table 10.  

5.2 Qualitative results 

The following subsections discuss the results per direct effect to verify and strengthen the 

validity of the results. After, I compared leadership behaviour in the interviewed SMMCs to 

the theoretical conceptualisation of transformational leadership and provided additional 

insights. 
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5.2.1 The relationship between transformational leadership and the adaptive 
performance 

The data from the surveys showed that there is a direct and positive relationship between TL 

and AP. The interviews replicated this relationship, which showed that leaders are aware of 

how they can influence AP. The interviewees explained that it is essential to stimulate people 

to make them discover how to solve problems themselves, and by being there for them if they 

have questions. This allows for more autonomy in their work and allows for collaboration when 

the problem cannot be solved by oneself. AP is also about asking questions if there is 

uncertainty. Additionally, it is crucial to be transparent and honest: when people see the 

importance of a change, they will put more effort in adjusting to new situations. 

“I am trying to be a more coaching leader by stimulating people, … but mainly by trying to get the 
people to discover how to solve problems themselves, also by being there for them if they have 
questions or if they run into problems. I will not give them the answers but try to stimulate them to 
discover the answers themselves.” – OL1 
 
“When people see the importance, they will adjust to the change sooner.” – GD3 

Furthermore, being used to change, making it the ‘new normal’, was stated to improve AP. 

Improving AP is about continuously adapting, and therefore is facilitated by continuously 

communicating with stakeholders and making small adjustments so new situations will be less 

threatening. It is important that it is not a one-off thing. This does not mean, however, that 

changes need to occur just for the sake of changing. 

“Getting used to changes, finding it normal and not experiencing it as a threat. If you create smaller 
steps it quickly becomes less threatening. Include people in the decision-making process, discuss 
about this, and make the decision together. It is not a democracy, but if the majority is against my 
intended change, then I am not going to do it. … So, adaptive performance is continuously adapting 
and communicating, and making small adjustments.” – GD4 
 
“It is important that change is not a one-off thing. We are constantly thinking about what is 
happening in the world around us, and can we do something with this? It almost has to be part of 
your DNA, in your core values, that you are constantly working on this. It should be clear for 
everyone that things can always go better, it can work in a different way.” – MD1 
 

5.2.2 The relationship between transformational leadership and psychological 
safety 

The data from the surveys showed a direct and positive relationship between TL and PS. The 

interviews replicated this relationship, which showed that leaders know they have an influence 

on employees’ PS. They explained this by stating that they believed that communication and 

showing that the door is always open helps improves this. Furthermore, it is important to say 



 
 

28 
 

what you do and showing that they are more than just ‘a number’ in the company. Employees 

need to be ‘seen’ and feel that they have a say in the company. 

“Again, communication and repeating everything is very important. A safe space can only be 
achieved by saying what you do, and think about what you want to happen. Some people might not 
provide feedback because they would think it would come back to them, which would get them into 
trouble. If you do not do what you say, this will happen.” – MD1 
 
“It is important that employees feel like the company does not see them as just a number. This can 
be done by doing little things, such as giving a card when it is someone’s birthday.” – PL2 
 
“To improve this (psychological safety), I got closer to the person and said less about the things they 
‘have to do’. I indicated more of why we do certain things, so providing more transparency about 
how the company is doing, where we want to go, and why we want to go there. I talk about that the 
door is always open, and I indicate that I like that they come to me. Because of this, you see it happens 
more often.” – GD3 
 

5.2.3 The relationship between transformational leadership and work engagement 

The data from the surveys indicated that there is a positive relationship between TL and WE. 

From the interviews, it became clear that leaders are aware of how they can stimulate WE. 

They elaborated on this by saying that they will not get the employees excited when they, as a 

leader, are not enthusiastic themselves. Leading by example is essential for work engagement, 

as well as providing in-depth information about what is going on in the company (e.g. about 

how the sales are going, what they are struggling with at the moment, why specific customers 

are important etcetera) to involve them. It will create more understanding, and therefore more 

engagement. 

“If you are not feeling well, and you are doing everything on autopilot, you notice people around 
you will do the same. So as a leader, or as a colleague; what you show to others is what you will get 
back. If you are not enthusiastic about an idea, you cannot expect others to be enthusiastic. It will be 
difficult to put this idea into action.” – OL1 
 
 “I think 80% has a heart for the company, which I would call engagement. By being engaged 
yourself you can influence this. … I am all for ‘leading by example’, so I will be there when we have 
to work late. Not always, but very often. You cannot ask people to roll in a ditch if you yourself are 
not willing to do this.” – PL3 
 
“I think people should be involved, but to make them involved you have to involve them. We do this 
during the ‘looking back on the week’ meeting, in which in-depth information is provided to the 
employees about what is going on with the customers, why some customers are so important, 
etcetera.” – GD4 
 

5.2.4 The relationship between transformational leadership and self-efficacy 

The survey data indicated that PS and WE fully mediate the relationship between TL and SE. 

During the interviews, when discussing SE, they explained that SE is not entirely up to the 
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leader and that it is part of who the employees are. However, they also said that they could 

support the employees in this. According to the interviews, leaders need to create an 

atmosphere in which employees are not afraid to speak out (PS), so the leaders can know what 

the employees want; providing the opportunity to experience what they desire to do, which 

therefore can increase SE.  

“It (self-efficacy) is something that is part of that person. But it can be influenced. Someone here 
had the ambition to do something else at the company, and let him try it out. This works better than 
saying ‘You cannot do it’. We give the people the opportunity to try new things that they want to 
explore, and experience it. We say this to our people, ‘If you want to do something, tell us! We are 
seriously going to look into this.’” – OL1 
 
“We ask our people ‘what do you see what you can do?’, and they are able to express an ambition 
in it. It is also important to be honest if this ambition is not feasible, or that if halfway through a 
period it turns out that something is not successful. It has to be challenging, but not frustrating.” – 
GD3 

The survey data also showed that TL is related to SE through WE, meaning that when the 

employees are more engaged and involved, they feel like they can achieve a certain level of 

performance that influences their lives. According to the interviews, when people are more 

engaged, employees are consciously working on making the most of their job, as well 

consciously participate in improving: they take the job more seriously and are therefore more 

likely to experience SE.  

 “People are motivated, they are happy, they make other colleagues feel good too. They set a good 
example, make most of the production, prefer that tomorrow is better than today, and therefore 
consciously participate with improving. It is nice to work with passionate colleagues.” – GD4 
 

5.2.5 The relationship between self-efficacy and adaptive performance 

The data from the surveys indicated that there is a very large positive effect between SE and 

AP. This relationship did not seem that clear during the interviews, but it did state that when 

people know what they are doing (which could indicate a higher level of SE), they are less 

likely to go to the leaders or supervisors for every single detail. This indicates more freedom 

to do what they think is right, which means a higher level of AP. Additionally, the interviewees 

explained that when a person is specialised in a particular aspect in the company (who will 

likely have a higher level of SE because of this specialisation), will see more creativity and 

energy in them, which will likely lead to more effort in the task as well. Interestingly, more 

energy could also indicate more work engagement. 

“We have a good amount of people that know exactly what they have to do, so I am not worrying 
about the day-to-day business of the workplace. … They have a lot of freedom, so that they do not 
come to me for every little thing, because that would not be good.” – MD2 
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“I believe that if people specialise in things in the company, and have more time for it, the company 
will grow. It will be more powerful for the company, but also for the people. You will see much more 
energy in them, and much more creativity will occur.” – MD1 
 

5.2.6 The relationship between psychological safety and adaptive performance 

The data from the surveys indicated that there is a positive relationship between PS and AP. 

From the interviews, it became clear that when people feel safe to say what is on their minds, 

problems are found sooner and solved quicker, and they are more likely to think along about 

improvements, which indicates a higher level of AP. 

“The employees are the key when it comes to agility, because they are the doers of the process. To 
achieve this, you have to communicate a lot about the developments, the goals and the vision. The 
leaders need to show trust, and that you can always come up to them with ideas, challenges, and 
setbacks. If something is being kept under wraps, you would rather have it when there is still 
something to be saved than when you find out at the end of the ride that it cannot be saved. This is 
not only for project results, but also for personal happiness.” – GD3 
 
 “I am convinced that if people feel safe, then they think along about improvements. Criticism is 
good, because A, we can take away the thoughts if it is not right by explaining it properly, and B, we 
can do something with it if it is correct. Secondly, people feel better, more respected, more involved, 
and get sick less. They will also keep focus on the details, feel more collectiveness, and more part of 
the family. Feeling safe improves everything on all sides.” – GD4 
 

5.2.7 The relationship between work engagement and adaptive performance 

The data from the surveys indicated that there is a positive relationship between WE and AP. 

This is in line with the information gathered from the interviews: it became clear that people 

are more acceptant when something goes wrong (moving on quicker), do not mind working 

late, looking up extra information, and in general, go one step further (indicating AP).  

“When people are enthusiastic, they will accept the fact that it sometimes does not work. This is 
alright, because you can learn from this.” – OL1 
 
 “I think in general people are engaged. Most people are engaged in the way they are working, you 
can see the passion. They do not mind working late, looking up extra information, the way they are 
talking about it.” – MD2 
 
“People like it when they are involved and they have a choice in it. When it comes to motivation this 
helps, they will go one step further. I am always asking questions and trying to get them enthusiastic, 
especially when it comes to communication.” – PL2 
 

5.2.8 Leadership in SMMCs 

To understand what leadership aspects can still be improved in SMMCs, I asked the 

interviewees how they would describe the leadership style. Some elements of these leadership 

behaviours were in line with transformational leadership, others not. The behavioural aspects 
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of leaders that are similar to those of a transformational leader were described first (coaching 

leadership to stimulate critical thinking, ownership and growth, communicating a strong vision, 

challenging the status quo to keep improving as a company, showing trust in the employees, 

and showing individualised consideration). Afterwards, I elaborated on the other behavioural 

aspects from the interviews which are not in line with transformational leadership (being 

directive, not celebrating enough successes). 

First of all, I elaborated on leadership behaviour in line with transformational 

leadership. Most of these leaders explained that being a coaching leader is very important 

(OL1, PL2, GD3, GD4 and QM4) since they all believed it is essential for their employees to 

feel ownership in their role, so they will try to solve problems themselves (critical thinking). 

Additionally, they explained that employees often know a lot about their job, so it is beneficial 

to involve them when a problem needs to be solved (OL1, MD1, PL2, PL3 and GD4). 

“Keep your friends close but your enemies closer. I try to involve people that do not agree with me 
in the process. And often they are right, so it is quite useful! … The greatest danger occurs when you 
ignore them, you have to look into why they do not agree. If you only have very enthusiastic people, 
it is good that there are some critical ones, otherwise your plans might go all over the place. They 
are like an anchor.”- MD1 

The interviewees explained that when a leader can communicate a strong vision, it can help 

people understand why certain decisions are made in the company since they know what 

direction the company is taking (GD3, GD4 and QM4). Additionally, transparency will 

increase this understanding (OL1, MD2, GD3 & GD4): what are we doing, why are we doing 

this, how are we doing this. If the context is clear to the employees, they understand why 

specific changes need to happen and will be more likely to accept them. Additionally, when 

employees are aware that agility is required, they will likely move with the changes instead of 

against.   

“Inform the people correctly about what you are planning, and why. If you do that on time and you 
can convince people that we have to be agile ‘because …’, you have already won half. If someone sees 
the reason why, they will agree more easily.” – MD2 

“When it comes to agility, I think awareness is important, and the ‘why’ question. You need to have a 
vision, but try to move along with the people in your company, by listening to them, and creating 
something together. Support them by providing the right tools and by being a good leader to them.” – 
PL2 
 

Some leaders mentioned that they always look at how they can do things better, smarter, and 

different from what they are doing now (MD1, OL1, GD4 and QM4): not focusing on agility 

itself but continuous improvements. They elaborated that it is important to continuously keep 
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up with actualities and do something with this new information (challenging the status quo). 

They can use this information to create a vision. 

“The influence on the organisation lies within the management team, to set goals and to create 
shorter term goals, in order to set a good example. Also showing leadership to the employees. So I 
think outside influences have a lot to do with it (technology), and inside forces, which is leadership.” 
– QM4 
 
 “It is nice to have someone like our managing director, who wants to move forward and is good at 
creating goals where he wants to go. He has a small team around him that helps him finding those 
goals: Goals in two years, in five years, in ten years. The goal in two years is your agility.” – OL1 

Additionally, according to the interviews, listening to people, asking questions about them, 

trying to understand how they think, and starting conversations with them can help to create a 

positive leader-employee bond, which enhances trust in them, openness and happiness in their 

job (MD1, PL2, GD3 and PL3). For example, when a person is not feeling well at home, that 

person will not be at his/her best at work. You can only know this when you start conversations 

with employees. Lastly, they explained that opening-up should not be one-sided (PL2), and 

that showing vulnerability as a leader adds to the trust and openness of employees’ experience 

(OL1 & MD1). They mentioned that keeping their door open for people if they want to talk is 

valuable (OL1, MD1, MD2, GD3 and QM4) to express their concerns and ideas when they do 

not feel comfortable telling this in the group. This shows that PS is also important for leaders. 

“People need to feel good, not just for work. … If there is a problem at home, it will affect your job, 
and you need to take this into account. If I am not feeling well, I think I should tell this to the 
people. I will say ‘Hey guys, I am not doing so well today’.” – PL3 
 
“I am finding out that you do not need to know everything; you can also show some vulnerability, 
tell people that you do not know the answer, and ask for help yourself. In general, this works very 
well.” – OL1 

Next, I elaborated on leadership behaviour that is not in line with transformational leadership 

during the interviews. At times during the interviews, the interviewees stated that being 

directive is sometimes needed. The interviewees elaborated this further by saying that this was 

the case when snap decisions needed to be made or when there was no clear, congruent 

agreement (OL1, MD2, PL2, PL3 and GD4). However, they also stated that they take the 

group’s opinions into account when making a decision. When the majority does not agree on a 

decision and has a good reason for this, the leaders will not make this decision. 

“There has to be enough discussion beforehand (before a decision is made), without it going too 
slow. Also, without people having the idea that they have a veto right, because in the end I decide 
what to do. If this sounds directive I do not intend to: I listen very well to my colleagues. If the 
majority says I should not do something, I am not going to do it.” – GD4 



 
 

33 
 

Another observation during the interviews was that the leaders explained that celebrating 

successes was very important. They explained this by stating that it can create a dynamic that 

employees will put more effort in their work and adds a positive note to the relationship 

employees have with their leaders and colleagues (OL1, MD1, PL2 and GD4). Per contra, they 

elaborated that this is not done enough, since it is difficult to know when to celebrate success. 

One interviewee explained that it is easier to spot a mistake and learn from this: this is 

important. On the other hand, it is not easy to celebrate successes because things are going well 

most of the time. Therefore, differentiating between what is expected and what is a success is 

vital according to this interviewee  (MD1).  

“I think we do not celebrate our successes enough. The focus is often what is not going well, and it 
is difficult to celebrate the things that do go well because luckily most things go well. So when do 
you celebrate this? What is normal? What is good? When something goes wrong, this is very clear.” 
– MD1 
 

5.2.9 Additional insights 

The interviewees answered open-ended questions about agility and adaptive performance of 

employees in their company to provide some extra information and insights. Notably, one 

company stated that they are not agile and do not need to be agile since their environment does 

not change that much. However, they did elaborate this by saying that employees’ adaptive 

performance is important when changes occur. This indicates that adaptive performance is also 

essential when the company is not agile in its core.  

“We are not consciously working on agility. It is not part of our agenda. This has to be something 
intrinsic in the company. You have to ‘move along with the changes we see, and use it’. We do not 
aim to be ahead of the game, we are not a company that is always aiming to create something new 
or create a change, but we notice that when there is a change coming, and we can see money in it, 
we will use this in our advantage.” – MD2 

Furthermore, during a few interviews the interviewees stated that the focus should not be on 

the concept of agility itself, but on how to continuously improve as a company, adapting to the 

changes thrown at them, and for that reason be ‘agile’. It was stated that when you keep 

growing as a company, even if it is small steps, it provides change, agility, fun, flow and life.  

“Agility should not be an end in itself. You have to continuously look at what is happening around 
you, and look whether this can be used, and if you want to use this. If you focus too much on agility 
on its own, you might get tunnel vision. Agility is a result of having an open vision, being busy with 
what is happening around you, and using this (or not).” – MD1 
 
“Make sure you keep moving. And ensure that you continuously develop as a company. Growth 
provides change, agility, fun, flow, life. So, I think a company just has to grow out of principle to stay 
agile, even if it is just five percent per year.” – GD4 
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Secondly, according to the interviews, it is crucial to take your time to adapt to change. The 

interviewees explained that taking your time can also be one of the more difficult things. 

Leaders need to keep themselves under control so that they do not take the work out of the 

employee’s hands when these employees do not adapt fast enough. 

“I think in general our people adapt to change. For one person, this transition goes faster and easier, 
and for the other they will really have to be guided in this for a while, and it will take a bit longer. 
… You have to give them time and space, and maybe adjust a few things to make them feel just a little 
better.” – MD2 
 
“Listen to employees, and take your time for this. It is very important for leaders to be able to let go 
of things. Provide the employees with some responsibility, it is very difficult to keep a grip on 
everything.” – GD3 
 
“We are going fast, and in that respect we are agile. That is the advantage of being an SMMC, of 
course, and the advantage of being in charge. All it takes is time to discuss and refine it with 
colleagues.” – GD4 

Next, having measurable goals can help people see where they started in the process and where 

they are now. Otherwise, it can be demotivating since some changes are not visible. For this 

reason, a visualisation aspect might improve motivation and transparency.  

“Everyone needs a measurable goal. They need to know why they are doing things. Slowly but surely 
we are acquiring the data, which make the goals more visible.” – GD3 
 
“The disadvantage of taking small steps is that you quickly forget where you came from. … What we 
are doing is taking more pictures, which we can use to say ‘hey, did you know a year ago this looked 
like this?’. We also have conversations at the right moments, that we got just the right input we 
needed at that moment, holding up a mirror.” – QM4 

Lastly, according to one of the interviewees, improvement boards can help employees get used 

to change. Improvement boards will provide security and stability, and in turn, can also be used 

to improve the PS (inviting people to say what they think), SE (employees know their ideas are 

heard and used) and WE (enthusiasm). Improvement boards might therefore be a catalyst to 

strengthen the effects of TL. 

“Also, improvement boards! Basically you need to keep talking to each other, which is good on all 
fronts. You get respect, equality, communication, enthusiasm, everything comes from that.” - GD4 
 
“Due to the improvement boards and making sure people are not being made fun of if they have an 
idea that is stupid, you can influence psychological safety. … Improvement boards are important 
there, because they invite everyone to say things. Ideas are always responded to in a positive way.” 
– GD4 
“Since we got the improvement boards, I think self-efficacy improved a lot. We now have people who 
have an idea, they know we discuss it and if it is a good idea, we will do it. If someone has an idea 
and it does not help us that much, sometimes I just implement this so they notice that they have 
influence.” – GD4 
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5.2.10 Short conclusion qualitative results 

First of all, the interviews were able to verify the quantitative results and allow for more 

insights about the relationships between the variables of the quantitative results in SMMCs. 

First about the direct relationship between TL and AP: making change the ‘new normal’ is 

essential so that AP is about continuously adapting and is facilitated by continuously 

communicating with stakeholders, making new situations less threatening. Secondly, leading 

by example is essential when it comes to WE. Third, leaders need to be the ones to provide 

opportunities and resources for employees to improve their SE. Interestingly, SE creates more 

energy in employees, indicating that SE can also increase WE.  

Additionally, the interviews show aspects of transformational leadership in SMMCs 

which have developmental potential. The interviewees stated that directive leadership is 

sometimes needed. However, they balance this out by taking the group’s opinion into account. 

Another observation was that the interviewees know that celebrating successes is very 

important, but they find it difficult to pinpoint when to celebrate success. Therefore, it is 

important to differentiate between what is expected of an employee and what is a success. 

 Insights from leaders and general directors about agility and employees adaptive 

performance were provided last. First, employees’ adaptive performance is still essential even 

if the company is not agile in its core because of continuous improvements. Secondly, taking 

your time to adapt to change is important because everyone adapts at their own pace. Next, 

having measurable goals and visualisation aspects in the company can improve the motivation 

and transparency. Lastly, improvement boards were told to help when it comes to getting used 

to change. They also might have a catalyst like effect on the effects of TL on PS, SE and WE. 

6. Discussion 

Within this discussion, the main findings are discussed and elaborated using quantitative and 

qualitative results. Second, the theoretical contribution and the practical contributions of this 

study are discussed (second objective). Third, the limitations and possible future research 

directions are mentioned. Lastly, a general conclusion is provided.  

6.1 Main findings 

The purpose of this study was to investigate if and how employees’ adaptive performance can 

be stimulated through transformational leadership in the context of small- to medium-sized 

manufacturing companies. More specifically, the aim was to determine the mediation effects 

of employees’ self-efficacy, employees’ psychological safety, and employees’ work 
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engagement on the relationship between transformational leadership in SMMCs and 

employees’ adaptive performance. The main finding in this research is that transformational 

leadership is positively (directly and indirectly) related to employees’ adaptive performance. 

In the next paragraphs, the accepted hypotheses are elaborated (hypothesis 1, 3 and 4), after 

which the hypothesis that is not accepted (hypothesis 2) is discussed. 

First off all, transformational leaders in SMMCs are directly related to employees’ 

adaptive performance, which was in line with the first hypothesis. They create a connection 

with their employees, which can work as a buffer for the adverse effects of uncertainty in a 

situation of change, making it less threatening (Sherehiy & Karwowski, 2014). Additionally, 

transformational leaders enable employees to search for new approaches to solve issues, 

manage change and go the extra mile in their jobs (Bass, 1990; Charbonnier-Voirin, Akremi & 

Vandenberghe, 2010). During the interviews, it was stated that this type of ‘coaching’ 

behaviour allows for more autonomy in the employees, which leads to more adaptive 

performance. When employees are allowed to have more control over their work situation, they 

can be more flexible in situations that are unexpected (Frese, Garst & Fay, 2007), since they 

are allowed to explore new work methods. Further, transformational leaders allow employees 

to take part in the change process. The interviews were able to elaborate more on this by stating 

when change is actively promoted by leaders, new situations will not be experienced as a threat 

anymore, making it easier for employees to adapt. This is likely because past experience with 

change has a positive effect on adaptive performance (Allworth & Hesketh, 1999; Pulakos et 

al., 2002). Lastly, the interviews indicated that when leaders are able to communicate to the 

employees why a change is implemented, employees are able to see the importance of it, 

meaning they are less likely to resist to the change at hand. Communication about change 

should therefore be managed well, which otherwise can result in rumours and resistance in the 

company (Hasanaj & Manxhari, 2017). Thus, to directly affect employees’ adaptive 

performance, leaders should connect with their employees, actively promote improvements, 

allow employees to take part in this process and communicate effectively about the need for 

change.  

 Secondly, besides a small direct effect from transformational leaders on employees’ 

adaptive performance, these leaders can also influence employees’ adaptive performance by 

creating a psychologically safe environment for them. Support from a leader, who is more 

focused on coaching and does not react defensive to feedback or difficult confrontations, 

creates psychological safety (Edmondson, 1999). They are creating security that helps 

employees achieve more confidence in themselves and enter a journey to autonomy (Popper & 
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Mayseless, 2003), step out of their comfort zone (Carmeli et al., 2013) and show more adaptive 

behaviour if necessary. The interviews added to this by stating that since it is impossible to 

oversee everything in the organisation, it is beneficial that employees talk to each other and 

their leaders and say when something is going on. This increased knowledge sharing in the 

organisation will create better anticipation of change and an increase in knowledge, leading to 

a higher level of adaptive performance (Becerra-Fernandez et al., 2004). Thus, a 

transformational leader increases employees’ adaptive performance by allowing them to step 

out of their comfort zone, through showing support (doing more than just providing their basic 

needs), being a coach and not being defensive to feedback.  

 Third, the quantitative results showed that leaders in SMMCs could increase 

employees’ adaptive performance by increasing their work engagement. When 

transformational leaders show role model behaviour and intellectually stimulate their 

employees, employees will show more dedication, feel more support, and have more energy to 

do their work (Avolio & Bass, 2002; Ballinger, Lehman, & Schoorman, 2010; Bass & Bass, 

2008; Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006; Schaufeli et al., 2002; Shamir et al., 1993). Employees who 

feel more engaged doing their job are more focused during their daily work tasks (Breevaart et 

al., 2014). The energy and concentration they have because of this engagement causes them to 

anticipate new challenges and imperfections in the processes, creating a higher level of 

adaptive performance (Park et al., 2020). This conclusion is in line with the interview 

outcomes, especially about leaders being a role model. When leaders put more effort into their 

tasks themselves and involve the employees, employees themselves are going to exert more 

effort and show more involvement too. Past research calls this ‘leading by example’ (LBE). 

LBE focuses on demonstrating the behaviour that is expected from the employees. When a 

leader shows such behaviour, productivity and engagement will increase of employees will 

increase (Eldor, 2020). This effect is also significantly bigger when leaders have a closer 

relationship with their employees than when leaders distance themselves (Eldor, 2020). 

Leaders in SMMCs could use this differentiation to their advantage since the organisational 

structure of SMMCs allows for a smaller relational distance. Thus, a transformational leader 

increases employees’ adaptive performance by creating more engagement in their employees. 

This is done through individual consideration, role model behaviour and intellectually 

stimulating employees.  

The last expectation of this research was that employees’ self-efficacy would mediate 

the relationship between transformational leadership and employees’ adaptive performance as 

well. However, transformational leadership is not directly related to self-efficacy (no support 
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for hypothesis 2), which was surprising. However, this relationship can be partially explained 

through the mediating factors of work engagement and psychological safety. That is, through 

both work engagement and psychological safety, leaders’ transformational behaviour can 

positively influence self-efficacy. First, according to the results, leaders can improve 

employees’ self-efficacy through an increase in work engagement. The interviews were able to 

elaborate more on this: when employees’ are more engaged they will be happier and they will 

go that extra mile. They exert more influence over events that have an effect on their own lives 

due to their own positive feedback. This feedback is in term of gratitude, recognition and 

achievement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008). Second, leaders can improve employees’ self-

efficacy by creating a psychologically safe environment for their employees according to the 

results. During the interviews it was stated that when employees feel psychologically safe, they 

will talk about what they want to do, exerting influence over their own lives. Previous research 

found that psychological safety is positively related to risk-taking and creativity, leading to 

more success (Palanski & Vogelgesang, 2011). Again, this success should improve their self-

efficacy beliefs. Additionally, when a person is allowed and able to express ideas, they will 

feel more valued, which is likely to increase their beliefs in their ability to succeed (Adjei, 

2020), expanding their self-efficacy as well. So, a leaders is able to improve employees’ self-

efficacy by creating a more psychologically safe environment and creating more work 

engagement. 

In contrast to the nonsignificant relationship between transformational leadership and 

employees’ self-efficacy, this study found that self-efficacy is significantly related to 

employees’ adaptive performance. More interestingly, this effect is much bigger than the effect 

of psychological safety and work engagement on employees’ adaptive performance combined. 

Such a large effect is likely because self-efficacy influences the decisions a person makes on 

whether action will be initiated and how much effort will be exerted. When faced with changes, 

a high level of self-efficacy helps individuals cope with these changes, and will likely create 

more persistence (Bandura, 1986). So, even if an employee experiences a high level of 

psychological safety and work engagement, they will be less likely to persist in this situation 

when their self-efficacy is low, since they do not believe it will work. Consequently, to improve 

employees’ adaptive performance, it is essential to know what can improve employees’ self-

efficacy.  

It is evident that employees’ psychological safety and work engagement help, but it is 

essential to know what can increase employees’ self-efficacy even more because of its 

significant effect on adaptive performance. The interview findings indicated that employees 
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need to improve their self-efficacy beliefs themselves, but they need the opportunity to do so. 

According to Liu, Hsieh, Cho and Schallert (2008), people can increase their self-efficacy if 

the opportunity is provided to specialise and experience how something works. If they have 

control over their own learning process, their motivation and confidence is likely to increase, 

leading to a greater belief in their abilities. In turn, such an increase in self-efficacy has a 

considerable positive influence on employees’ adaptive performance. This is also in line with 

Bandura (1977), who explained that mastery experiences could alter cognitive processes such 

as self-efficacy. Maddux (1995) even argued that imaginal experiences could increase a 

person’s self-efficacy beliefs. Imaginal experiences are described as “an experience that 

mimics real experience. We are aware of ‘seeing’ an image, feeling movement as an image, or 

experiencing an image of smell, tastes or sounds without actually experiencing the real thing” 

(White and Hardy, 1998, p. 389). When a person can visualise future goals as successes, it can 

help improve the belief a person has about whether he or she can fulfil their future goals 

(Maddux, 1995). Furthermore, Akhtar (2008) explained that one’s emotional and physiological 

states influence one’s self-efficacy too: it is easier to believe in your own capabilities when you 

are healthy and feeling good. The interviewees added to this that the right work-life balance is 

needed for higher levels of self-efficacy: if employees do not feel good at home, they will not 

feel good at work. Indeed, Fotiadis, Abdulrahman and Spyridou (2019) stated that a good work-

life balance positively affects a person’s psychological well-being.  

To conclude, when a leader aims to increase employees’ adaptive performance, the 

focus must be on improving employees’ self-efficacy first. Transformational leadership 

behaviour can improve their psychological safety and work engagement, which are important 

factors that are related to both employees’ adaptive performance and employees’ self-efficacy. 

Nonetheless, leaders need to provide employees with opportunities and resources to increase 

their self-efficacy and make sure they have a good emotional and physiological state. 

Additionally, leaders should converse with their employees about their beliefs and provide 

them with opportunities to visualise and experience what they can do. 

6.2 Theoretical contribution 

Agility is needed to maintain a competitive advantage in any company (Baran & Bible, 2019). 

Consequently, agility is considered an essential factor in the manufacturing industry too. Most 

research on agility in this industry has focused on the technological aspects of agile 

manufacturing. However, this is mainly beneficial for larger manufacturing companies, who 

use integration practices, sourcing practices and technological capabilities to create agility 
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(Mishra, 2016). For SMMCs, it is interesting to focus on human aspects of the organisation to 

increase agility since they have the advantage of having a leaner structure and flatter hierarchy. 

Therefore, it is quite disappointing that so little research is done about the human aspects of 

agility in manufacturing organisations, especially since most manufacturing firms are SMMCs 

(MKB Service Desk, 2020). Furthermore, little studies have been conducted about the 

relationship between individual adaptive performance and transformational leadership, and 

even less about adaptive performance in the context of SMMCs. Understanding the adaptive 

performance of employees in SMMCs and how transformational leadership can contribute is 

important and makes for a meaningful contribution to the existing literature. The empirically 

examined relationship between transformational leadership and the adaptive performance in 

SMMCs therefore adds to this gap in the literature, which is the primary theoretical contribution 

of this study. This study identified that work engagement, psychological safety, and especially 

self-efficacy play a vital part in increasing employees’ adaptive performance in SMMCs and 

how transformational leadership is related to this.  

Furthermore, although transformational leadership has been found to be related to self-

efficacy in employees (e.g., Tafvelin, 2013), there has not been much research on how this 

works. This is because self-efficacy can be spread out over many performance domains (Chen, 

Casper & Cortina, 2001; Liao & Chuang, 2007; Walumbwa Avolio, & Zhu, 2008). This makes 

it important to study it in the domain of adaptive performance and in the environment of 

SMMCs as well, to gain a better understanding. In this study, the results show that the 

relationship of transformational leadership in SMMCs with employees’ self-efficacy is 

mediated by their perceived psychological safety and work engagement, which adds to the 

theory about the antecedents of self-efficacy, specifically in the context of SMMCs. 

Interestingly, however, a couple of articles were found that contradicted the mediating role of 

work engagement on the relationship between transformational leadership and self-efficacy, 

stating that the relationship between transformational leadership and work engagement is 

mediated by their self-efficacy (e.g. Salanova, Llorente, Chambel & Martínez, 2011), and that 

self-efficacy is a significant predictor for work engagement (Tims, Bakker & Xanthopoulou, 

2011). The interviews stated the same: those who specialise in a particular aspect in the 

company (therefore having a higher level of self-efficacy beliefs) will see more creativity and 

energy in them (more work engagement).  This can be explained by the upward gain-spiral by 

Bakker and Schaufeli (2015). They stated that increasing work engagement of employees can 

lead to more self-efficacy beliefs, which in turn increases work engagement, and so on. This 

allows employees to continue developing themselves, who are therefore able to maintain a high 



 
 

41 
 

self-efficacy and work engagement. Bakker and Schaufeli (2015) stated that continuous 

development (personally and professionally) is consequently ensured by career planning and 

development.  

Lastly, this research found that employees’ self-efficacy strongly affects employees’ 

adaptive performance in SMMCs. Self-efficacy is a well-researched concept in relation to 

adaptive performance (Chen, Thomas & Wallace, 2005; Griffin & Hesketh, 2003; Marques-

Quinteiro, Ramos-Villagrasa, Passos & Curral, 2015), but to the best of my knowledge, this is 

the first study linking self-efficacy to adaptive performance in the context of SMMCs.  

6.3 Practical contribution 

This study’s second objective was to provide more insights into the practical aspects of agility 

and employees’ adaptive performance in SMMCs to understand how leaders and general 

directors within SMMCs view and act on employees’ adaptive performance and agility. The 

next paragraphs elaborate on this, talking about (1) continuous improvements, (2) visualisation, 

(3) transparency, (4) awareness of the need for change, (5) having a clear vision based on 

information from the outside world and (6) improvement boards. Lastly, in a more concise 

paragraph, the implication for practice are discussed. 

First of all, it became clear during the interviews that company agility is not always a 

focus throughout the business operations of SMMCs since their market can be fairly stable. 

However, besides the concept of agility, the interviewees explained that adaptive performance 

is also essential for continuous improvements in SMMCs: constantly adapting to the changes 

that occur. The difference here is that agility is about responding quickly to change, while this 

is not necessarily the case for continuous improvement. During the interviews it was stated that 

continuous improving leads to fun, flow and life in the company. Additionally, continuous 

improvements can cause change to become a habit. These improvements create more comfort 

when it comes to change since people will be used to it, and even expect change. If this 

continuous change stops, this attitude of being used to it will stop too; it needs to be 

institutionalised. According to Kotter (1995), change will only stick around when it is ‘how we 

work’, when it is part of the company’s DNA.  So, since agility and continuous improvements 

both add value to SMMCs, knowing how to improve employees’ adaptive performance adds 

value either way. 

Second, during the interviews the importance of visualisation of change was expressed. 

Visualisation allows people to see what is changing and how these changes affect the company. 

This is in line with Kotter (1995), who explained that it is important to show the employees 
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that changes improve the outcomes so people will not make assumptions themselves about how 

things are going. Additionally, visualisation will enable people to celebrate their successes 

better since their accomplishments are more visible. It was told during the interviews that 

knowing when to celebrate successes was something leaders struggled with, since mistakes are 

more easily spotted and adjusted, while it is expected that work is performed successfully. As 

stated during the interviews, when employees’ successes are acknowledged and celebrated, it 

creates more motivation and engagement (Kouzes & Posner, 1987). Furthermore, as stated 

before in the main findings of this study, when employees’ experience these successes, they 

are like to increase their self-efficacy beliefs too (Heslin, 1999). Therefore, visualisation 

aspects are beneficial for employees’ adaptive performance as well. 

Third, transparency about what is going on in company (e.g. how good or bad the 

company is doing) can help employees understand why certain decisions are made in the 

company. When leaders are transparent to their employees about everything that is going on in 

the company, it helps employees understand why a change is needed, and they will likely feel 

less hesitant about the change. When knowledge is shared within the company, employees will 

therefore better anticipate change and increase their own knowledge (Becerra-Fernandez, 

González & Sabherwal, 2004), and possibly leading to a higher level of adaptive performance 

since there is less resistance due to lack of understanding. A recent article by Holland, Krause 

and Provencher (2018) showed that when messages are sent throughout the organisation, the 

messages often contain incomplete information, partial clarity, and questionable accuracy, 

influencing how employees are viewing the organisation. In contrast, Losada-Otálora and 

Alkire (2019) explained that when messages are complete,  understandable, and accurate, they 

positively affect people’s attitudes towards the firm. This indicates that when information is 

provided, the messages should be honest and transparent. This also indicates that it is better to 

be honest than speak half a truth. In other words, when leaders cannot provide information, 

explain why this is the case. Leaders thereby demonstrate vulnerability – an important aspect 

that was also reflected in the interviews; when the leader does not know the answer, he or she 

should tell this to their employees.  

Fourth, the interviews mentioned that awareness of the need for change is very 

important to create adaptivity, mentioned before in the main findings section of the discussion. 

When leaders are able to communicate to the employees why a change is implemented, 

employees are able to see the importance of it, meaning they are less likely to resist to the 

change. Since not all SMMCs experience a very dynamic environment (as said by one of the 

interviewees in this research), this awareness will not always be present and therefore needs to 
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be communicated. During the interviews, communication was a factor that came forward quite 

often, and that repetition is always needed since not everyone will immediately understand. 

Communication must not only come from the top; middle management is found to be just as 

important (Millar, Hind & Magala, 2012). It is important to take your time when it comes to 

this: everyone in a company adapts at his or her own pace. Constant reinforcement is needed, 

because then the employee feels the urgency. When this does not happen, people will go back 

to how they behaved before (Medinilla, 2012). 

Fifth, according to the interviews, a vision should be created based on information from 

what is happening in the world, from sources such as the news and conferences about their 

field of work. This vision is a focus point, created by the managers to steer their employees 

more clearly towards improvements.  This vision should be the same throughout the entire 

company, so the story needs to be aligned. Doz and Kosonen (2010) explained that leadership 

unity (quick decision making without organisational politics) could increase strategic agility. 

When there is resistance to this vision, it is important to be open to ideas of others, and do 

something with these ideas. The interviews elaborated that it is important to be directive when 

it is needed, but it is also essential to take the knowledge and experience of others into account 

when making decisions. Mesu, Sanders and Van Riemsdijk (2015) concluded this as well: for 

manufacturing companies (both SMMCs and LMCs), the combination of transformational and 

directive leadership is the most efficient leadership style.  

Sixth, to ensure the employees do not stray from the right path, short term goals are 

needed as well. One of the interviewees explained how they did this using improvement boards. 

This improvement board is in the shape of a Kanban board, using the scrum methodology. It is 

a tool to visualise the workflow, aimed at visualised guidance. This board contains three 

columns: To do, Doing and Done, where tasks are created and moved from left (To do) to right 

(Done). It allows them to look back on the week; looking at their progress, how to do things 

better, safer, more efficient, and how to prevent mistakes from happening again.  The 

interviewee added to this that their employees feel more involved and that this procedure can 

influence one’s self-efficacy. This is because employees are included in the decision making 

process and see that their input is used and appreciated. Additionally, it invites people to say 

what they think and creates enthusiasm, indicating that it can have a positive effect on 

employees’ psychological safety and work engagement too. An improvement board might 

therefore add value to SMMCs, since it might be a catalyst to these variables.  

The present findings of this research has important implications for practice. The results 

of this study can be applied for workplace interventions in SMMCs aimed at improving 
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employees’ adaptive performance to create a competitive advantage. Leaders in those 

companies can use this information to adapt their behaviour accordingly, which is something 

that is observable and can be trained and taught. Furthermore, it adds more understanding to 

the importance of self-efficacy and how these believes can be increased. Additionally, the 

information derived from this study will be used in a booklet created in collaboration with 

SpartnerS, allowing SpartnerS to be more visible in the field of leadership and organisational 

change and providing them with information they can use to help their customers. It adds to 

the basis of the SpartnerS advisors’ experiences. As explained before, the awareness of the 

advantages of agility in SMMCs is not that present compared to LMCs. However, SMMCs do 

have the advantage of being more flexible in their human capital. This research will create 

more awareness for SMMCs, which will therefore help them regain their competitive 

advantage. 

6.4 Limitations and future research 

Despite its strengths, like any other study, this research has some limitations, which I discuss 

below. Additionally, I discuss possible future research to identify the literature gaps that remain 

after this research. The first limitation is the potential of common method bias in the 

quantitative part of this research. When data is collected using questionnaires, people might 

answer in a socially desirable way instead of giving answers that are true to what the 

participants feel or evaluate themselves as better than they are in practice (Jakobsen & Jensen, 

2015). When this is the case, conclusions are affected and therefore do not reflect what is 

happening in real life. However, the surveys were based on validated questionnaires, limiting 

the potential of this type of bias (Podsakoff, et al., 2003). Also, I used Harman’s single factor 

test (Podsakoff et al., 2003), and the results showed that common source bias was not a serious 

concern. The second limitation relates to the scales used. The reliability of the psychological 

safety scale was relatively low, which was surprising. After the deletion of one of the items, 

the reliability was higher and good enough for a small scale. However, this should be 

considered when judging the results.  

The third limitation considers the fact that the colleagues at SpartnerS were the ones to 

find companies who are interested in participating. This might create a too targeted population 

sample to draw conclusions to the rest of the population of manufacturing companies in the 

Netherlands. However, SpartnerS is a consultancy company that connects independent 

consultants so that they can learn from each other and discuss problems if they cannot find the 

solution on their own. Every consultant is a generalist, but they all have their distinctive 
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speciality. Additionally, they all have their own customers, who are all quite diverse: ranging 

from companies with twenty to one-hundred twenty employees, all with their own type of 

products and cultures. This makes the targeted population more diverse, meaning that this can 

be generalised to the rest of the population. Additionally, some companies participated not 

necessarily because they were interested in the subject, but because they have a good 

relationship with SpartnerS. For the interviews this is different. The interview participants were 

likely already interested in the subject, and therefore willing to participate. They are more likely 

to see the positive sides of the subject and not necessarily consider negative aspects of it. Thus, 

this affected the reliability and validity of the interviews. 

Future studies could broaden the area of adaptive performance research in SMMCs. For 

instance, based on this study’s limitations, someone could replicate this research with a better 

psychological safety scale. Additionally, since the interviewees were already interested in this 

study, other interviews could be conducted to arrange insights on agility, continuous 

improvements, and adaptive performance in SMMCs. This way, it is less one-sided, which will 

increase the validity and reliability of this research. 

Further, the interviews suggested some practical insights on how things work in 

SMMCs. These are suggestions and can be supported through previous research, but are not 

scientifically supported. It can be very beneficial for SMMCs to know more about these 

contributions, so more research could be done about: (1) the effect of ‘being used to change’ 

and ‘continuous improvements’ on adaptive performance in SMMCs (and vice-versa), (2) the 

effect ‘visualisation of change’ on adaptive performance in SMMCs, (3) the effect of 

‘transparency throughout the company’ on adaptive performance in SMMCs, (4) the effect of 

‘awareness of the need for change’ on adaptive performance in SMMCs, (5) the influence of 

‘leading by example’ on the adaptive performance in SMMCs, and (6) the effect of the use of 

improvement boards and their added value to adaptive performance in SMMCs. For these 

future research suggestions, self-efficacy can be an influential addition too, because of its 

considerable effect on adaptive performance in SMMCs. To my knowledge, there has not been 

much research about these subjects in SMMCs. 

Furthermore, it would be interesting to gain more insight into how other types of 

leadership would impact employees’ adaptive performance in SMMCs, for example by using 

all the leadership styles from the CLIO and their influences on employees’ adaptive 

performance. This is especially interesting since the interviews indicated that a combination of 

transformational leadership and directive leadership is very effective in SMMCs.  
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6.5 Final conclusion 

The world is changing, and the fact that companies need to adapt is not new. For SMMCs, 

where stability and hierarchy used to be the status quo, this can be disheartening. Smaller 

companies do not always have enough money to invest in new technologies to increase agility 

in their company, and employees are often afraid of these changes since this might mean 

staffing reductions. However, there is a light at the end of the tunnel: increasing employees’ 

adaptive performance can enhance the organisation’s agility and their ability to continuously 

improve as a company. SMMCs have the advantage of being smaller than LMCs, which means 

that leaders in SMMCs can show behaviour in line with that of a transformational leader, which 

is more difficult to do in LMCs: (1) challenging the status quo and intellectually stimulate 

employees, (2) be a coaching and supportive leader and show individual consideration to 

employees, (4) communicate a strong vision more easily, (5) be a role model by showing the 

type of behaviour the leader wants the employees to show, (6) be transparent and 

communicative, (6) celebrates successes of employees and (7) providing employees the 

opportunity to experience new things. 

This research aimed to answer the following research question: Is transformational 

leadership related to employees’ adaptive performance in small- to medium-sized 

manufacturing companies, and if so, how? This study found that transformational leadership 

behaviour creates an upward spiral, with employees being able to tell what is on their minds 

(psychological safety) and being more energised and hardworking (engaged) which will elicit 

more adaptive behaviour. Especially self-efficacy is needed to enhance employees’ adaptive 

performance in SMMCs, which leads to quicker action taking and more effort a person exhibits. 

Feeling psychologically safe and engaged in work will increase their self-efficacy, but this is 

just a small part of it; employees themselves have the largest impact on their self-efficacy 

beliefs. Transformational leadership behaviour is not directly related to this, but employees 

themselves can increase their own self-efficacy beliefs when opportunities are provided. They 

need opportunities to experience how things work (imaginary or real experiences) and need a 

good work-life balance to feel healthy and good. And this can be provided by leaders. 

 Practical tips were provided by leaders in SMMCs to increase employees’ adaptive 

performance as well. First,  continuous improvement was told to be important, since it allows 

for change to become a habit, which is less threatening for employees. These changes need to 

be seen, however; visualising it allows employees to see what they did, which is motivating 

and increases transparency. Additionally, transparency is required in terms of communication, 
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as well as a clear vision, so employees understand why certain decisions are made, decreasing 

the resistance of the changes. This vision should be created by the information perceived from 

the outside world. Lastly, short term goals are needed, so employees do not stray from the right 

path. Improvement boards can be used for this. 

 

“I believe leaders are the catalysts of how this type of behaviour (adaptive performance) will 
arise. I do not believe in the traditional way of thinking about leader, giving employees 
instructions on how to do things. I believe leaders should play a facilitating role, with a vision 
which you will work towards.”   – Managing director of a small manufacturing company in the 
Netherlands, October 19, 2020.  
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8. Appendices 

8.1 Appendix A - Questionnaire 

 
 
Onderzoek SpartnerS 
 

Hallo, mijn naam is Astrid, en ik ben bezig met mijn afstudeerproject voor mijn studie. In het kader 

van mijn afstuderen doe ik onderzoek naar hoe leidinggevenden invloed hebben op het gedrag van 

de medewerkers, en hoe het gedrag van de medewerkers uiteindelijk invloed heeft op de totale 

organisatie. Deze vragenlijsten helpen me daarbij! 

 

De vragenlijst duurt gemiddeld gesproken niet langer dan 15 minuten. De antwoorden zijn volledig 

anoniem (de namen worden niet gevraagd), en de individuele antwoorden worden niet gedeeld met 

de organisatie.  

 

De gegevens van alle deelnemers van dit onderzoek worden gecombineerd om het gemiddelde 

antwoord van de verschillende organisaties te meten. Alleen dit wordt dus gedeeld met het bedrijf.  

 

Gaat u ermee akkoord dat uw gegevens worden gebruikt zoals hierboven beschreven?  

 

Ja / Nee 
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Note: Questions in grey are not used in the 
analyses in this research. 

Hieronder vindt u een aantal uitspraken over uzelf. 
Geef aan in hoeverre de volgende uitspraken voor 
u gelden in uw directe werkomgeving (in uw eigen 
team of afdeling) zoals het nu is.  

 

Als ik ‘s morgens opsta heb ik zin om aan het 
werk te gaan. 

� Nooit  
� Een paar keer per jaar of minder  
� Eens per maand of minder  
� Een paar keer per maand  
� Eens per week  
� Een paar keer per week  
� Dagelijks  

 

Als ik werk voel ik me fit en sterk. 

� Nooit  
� Een paar keer per jaar of minder  
� Eens per maand of minder  
� Een paar keer per maand  
� Eens per week  
� Een paar keer per week  
� Dagelijks  

 

Mijn werk inspireert mij. 

� Nooit  
� Een paar keer per jaar of minder  
� Eens per maand of minder  
� Een paar keer per maand  
� Eens per week  
� Een paar keer per week  
� Dagelijks  

 

Ik ben enthousiast over mijn baan. 

� Nooit  
� Een paar keer per jaar of minder  
� Eens per maand of minder  
� Een paar keer per maand  
� Eens per week  
� Een paar keer per week  
� Dagelijks  

Ik ben trots op het werk dat ik doe. 

� Nooit  
� Een paar keer per jaar of minder  
� Eens per maand of minder  
� Een paar keer per maand  
� Eens per week  
� Een paar keer per week  
� Dagelijks  

 

Wanneer ik heel intensief aan het werk ben, voel 
ik mij gelukkig. 

� Nooit  
� Een paar keer per jaar of minder  
� Eens per maand of minder  
� Een paar keer per maand  
� Eens per week  
� Een paar keer per week  
� Dagelijks  

 

Ik ga helemaal op in mijn werk. 

� Nooit  
� Een paar keer per jaar of minder  
� Eens per maand of minder  
� Een paar keer per maand  
� Eens per week  
� Een paar keer per week  
� Dagelijks  

 

Op mijn werk voel ik heel veel energie. 

� Nooit  
� Een paar keer per jaar of minder  
� Eens per maand of minder  
� Een paar keer per maand  
� Eens per week  
� Een paar keer per week  
� Dagelijks  
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Ik geniet intens van mijn werk. 

� Nooit  
� Een paar keer per jaar of minder  
� Eens per maand of minder  
� Een paar keer per maand  
� Eens per week  
� Een paar keer per week  
� Dagelijks  

 

Ter herinnering: de uitspraken gaan over uw 
directe werkomgeving (in uw eigen team of 
afdeling) zoals het nu is. 

 

Ik bedenk nieuwe manieren om met onverwachte 
situaties om te gaan. 

� Helemaal niet  
� Bijna niet  
� Meer niet dan wel  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet  
� Bijna altijd  
� Altijd  

 

Ik gebruik creatieve ideeën om met nieuwe 
gebeurtenissen om te gaan. 

� Helemaal niet  
� Bijna niet  
� Meer niet dan wel  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet  
� Bijna altijd  
� Altijd  

 

Ik bedenk snel nieuwe manieren om met nieuwe 
werkeisen om te gaan. 

� Helemaal niet  
� Bijna niet  
� Meer niet dan wel  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet  
� Bijna altijd  
� Altijd  

 

Ik ga om met onvoorspelbare situaties door mijn 
focus te verleggen en redelijke maatregelen te 
nemen. 

� Helemaal niet  
� Bijna niet  
� Meer niet dan wel  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet  
� Bijna altijd  
� Altijd  

 

Ik werk mijn technische vaardigheden en sociale 
vaardigheden bij, om beter te worden in de taken 
die ik moet uitvoeren. 

� Helemaal niet  
� Bijna niet  
� Meer niet dan wel  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet  
� Bijna altijd  
� Altijd  

 

Ik zoek en ontwikkel nieuwe vaardigheden om 
met moeilijke situaties om te gaan. 

� Helemaal niet  
� Bijna niet  
� Meer niet dan wel  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet  
� Bijna altijd  
� Altijd  

 

Ik blijf rustig en reageer op een positieve manier 
tijdens erg stressvolle gebeurtenissen. 

� Helemaal niet  
� Bijna niet  
� Meer niet dan wel  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet  
� Bijna altijd  
� Altijd  
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Ik blijf gefocust wanneer ik met verschillende 
situaties en verantwoordelijkheden moet 
omgaan. 

� Helemaal niet  
� Bijna niet  
� Meer niet dan wel  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet  
� Bijna altijd  
� Altijd  

 

Ter herinnering: de uitspraken gaan over uw 
directe werkomgeving (in uw eigen team of 
afdeling) zoals het nu is. 

 

De meeste doelen die ik mezelf heb gesteld, zal ik 
kunnen bereiken. 

� Helemaal mee oneens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

Als ik word geconfronteerd met moeilijke taken, 
weet ik zeker dat ik ze zal volbrengen. 

� Helemaal mee oneens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

In het algemeen denk ik dat ik de resultaten kan 
bereiken die belangrijk voor me zijn. 

� Helemaal mee oneens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

 

 

Ik geloof dat ik kan slagen bij bijna elke taak die ik 
voor ogen heb. 

� Helemaal mee oneens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

Ik zal vele uitdagingen met succes kunnen 
overwinnen. 

� Helemaal mee oneens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens 
� Helemaal mee eens 

 

Ik heb er vertrouwen in dat ik effectief kan 
presteren op veel verschillende taken. 

� Helemaal mee oneens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

Vergeleken met andere collega’s, kan ik de 
meeste taken heel goed uitvoeren. 

� Helemaal mee oneens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

Zelfs als het moeilijk is, kan ik best goed 
presteren. 

� Helemaal mee oneens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  
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Bij de mensen met wie ik samen werk voel ik een 
vorm van broederschap. 

� Helemaal mee oneens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

Ik heb een hechte band met de mensen in mijn 
werkomgeving. 

� Helemaal mee oneens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

Ik voel me verbonden met anderen in mijn 
werkomgeving. 

� Helemaal mee oneens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

Ik zie de mensen met wie ik samen werk als 
vrienden. 

� Helemaal mee oneens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens 

 

Ik krijg positieve gevoelens op mijn werk. 

� Helemaal mee oneens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 
 
 
 

Ik heb het gevoel dat ik een doel heb op mijn 
werk. 

� Helemaal mee oneens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

Mijn werk is erg belangrijk voor mij. 

� Helemaal mee oneens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

Ik heb het gevoel dat ik mij als persoon continu 
kan ontwikkelen op mijn werk. 

� Helemaal mee oneens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

Ik lijk niet te leren van mijn fouten op het werk. 

� Helemaal mee oneens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens 

 

Ik hoef meestal maar één keer een fout te maken 
om ervan te leren op het werk. 

� Helemaal mee oneens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens 
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Ik leer van mijn fouten op het werk. 

� Helemaal mee oneens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens 

 

Ik kan problemen en moeilijke onderwerpen 
bespreken op het werk. 

� Helemaal niet mee eens 
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens 
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens 
� In grote mate mee eens 

 

Mensen worden soms afgewezen omdat ze 
anders zijn op het werk. 

� Helemaal niet mee eens 
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens 
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens 
� In grote mate mee eens 

 

Ik kan beslissingen nemen op het werk die niet 
gebruikelijk zijn zonder in de problemen te 
komen. 

� Helemaal niet mee eens 
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens 
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens 
� In grote mate mee eens 

 

Ik vind het makkelijk om collega’s om hulp te 
vragen op het werk. 

� Helemaal niet mee eens 
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens 
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens 
� In grote mate mee eens 

 

 

 

Niemand zal expres zo reageren dat mijn 
inspanningen onderuit gehaald worden op het 
werk. 

� Helemaal niet mee eens 
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens 
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens 
� In grote mate mee eens 

 

Hieronder vindt u een aantal uitspraken over 
leiderschap. Geef voor iedere uitspraak aan in 
hoeverre deze het gedrag van uw directe 
leidinggevende weergeeft.  

Heeft u meerdere directe leidinggevenden, neem 
dan één van hen in gedachten waar u het meest 
mee te maken heeft. 

 

Mijn leidinggevende praat met de medewerkers 
over wat voor hen belangrijk is. 

� Helemaal niet mee eens  
� Niet mee eens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

Mijn leidinggevende stimuleert medewerkers om 
op nieuwe manieren over problemen na te 
denken. 

� Helemaal niet mee eens  
� Niet mee eens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  
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Mijn leidinggevende heeft een visie en een beeld 
van de toekomst. 

� Helemaal niet mee eens  
� Niet mee eens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

Mijn leidinggevende zorgt ervoor dat de 
randvoorwaarden zo zijn gesteld dat 
medewerkers hun werk goed kunnen doen. 

� Helemaal niet mee eens  
� Niet mee eens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

Mijn leidinggevende is altijd op zoek naar nieuwe 
mogelijkheden voor de organisatie. 

� Helemaal niet mee eens  
� Niet mee eens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

Mijn leidinggevende moedigt medewerkers aan 
om onafhankelijk te denken. 

� Helemaal niet mee eens  
� Niet mee eens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

 

 

Mijn leidinggevende hecht veel waarde aan 
duidelijke afspraken en een eerlijke beloning. 

� Helemaal niet mee eens  
� Niet mee eens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

Mijn leidinggevende zorgt ervoor dat de 
afspraken worden nagekomen. 

� Helemaal niet mee eens  
� Niet mee eens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

Mijn leidinggevende is in staat anderen 
enthousiast te maken voor zijn/haar plannen. 

� Helemaal niet mee eens  
� Niet mee eens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

Mijn leidinggevende bekritiseert medewerkers 
alleen met goede reden. 

� Helemaal niet mee eens  
� Niet mee eens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  
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Mijn leidinggevende betrekt medewerkers bij 
besluiten die van belang zijn voor hun werk. 

� Helemaal niet mee eens  
� Niet mee eens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

Mijn leidinggevende stimuleert medewerkers hun 
talenten zo goed mogelijk te ontwikkelen. 

� Helemaal niet mee eens  
� Niet mee eens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

Mijn leidinggevende geeft medewerkers het 
gevoel aan een belangrijke, gemeenschappelijke 
opdracht te werken. 

� Helemaal niet mee eens  
� Niet mee eens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

Mijn leidinggevende is te vertrouwen, houdt zich 
aan zijn/haar woord. 

� Helemaal niet mee eens  
� Niet mee eens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

 

 

Mijn leidinggevende laat zien overtuigd te zijn 
van zijn/haar idealen en opvattingen. 

� Helemaal niet mee eens  
� Niet mee eens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

Mijn leidinggevende geeft uitdagende 
verantwoordelijkheden aan medewerkers. 

� Helemaal niet mee eens  
� Niet mee eens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 

Mijn leidinggevende is betrouwbaar in het 
nakomen van zijn/haar verplichtingen. 

� Helemaal niet mee eens  
� Niet mee eens  
� Meer niet dan wel mee eens  
� Midden  
� Meer wel dan niet mee eens  
� Mee eens  
� Helemaal mee eens  

 
 
 
De laatste vragen staan op de achterkant van 
deze pagina. 
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Nog een korte afsluiting: Zoals al eerder is gezegd 
zijn alle antwoorden anoniem. De individuele 
antwoorden worden niet doorgegeven aan het 
bedrijf.  

 

Wat is de naam van het bedrijf waar u werkt? 

 

_________________________________ 
 

Wat is uw leeftijd? 

� 20 jaar of jonger 
� 21 t/m 30 jaar 
� 31 t/m 40 jaar 
� 41 t/m 50 jaar 
� 51 t/m 60 jaar 
� 61 jaar of ouder 

 

Wat is uw geslacht? 

� Man  
� Vrouw  
� Anders  

 

Welke opleidingsniveau heeft u afgerond? 

� Basisschool 
� VMBO / LBO / LTS / Mavo 
� Havo / VWO 
� MBO / MTS 
� HBO / HTS 
� Universiteit 
� Anders 

o ________________________ 
 
 
Hoeveel jaren werkt u in dit bedrijf?  

� 0 – 5 
� 6 – 10 
� 11 – 20 
� 21 – 30 
� 31- 40 
� 41 + 

 

Op welke afdeling werkt u? Als u op meerdere 
afdelingen werkt, vink dan de afdeling aan waar u 
de meeste tijd aan besteedt. 

� Productie / logistiek 
� Project management 
� Inkoop / werkvoorbereiding 
� Verkoop / marketing 
� Engineering / R&D 
� Administratie / financiën / HR / 

secretariaat 
� Montage / service / onderhoud 
� ICT 
� Directie 
� Anders 

o ________________________ 
 

Is Nederlands uw moedertaal? 

� Ja  
� Nee  

 

Heeft u een leidinggevende functie? 

� Ja  
� Nee 

 

 

 

  



8.2 Appendix B – Interview script 

Note: Questions in grey are not used in the analyses. 
 

Agility in manufacturing companies: Semi-structured interview 

 

General director / leader 

 

1. Qualitative interview introduction 

 

Length: 90 minutes 

Primary goal: Om meer diepgaande informatie te verkrijgen over de verschillende 

onderwerpen in dit onderzoek, die de validiteit van de resultaten zal vergroten. Om meer inzicht 

te vinden in hoe het bedrijf en de mensen met veranderingen omgaan. 

 

2. Verbal consent 

 

Gaat u ermee akkoord dat u meedoet aan dit interview? 

� Verbal consent (mondelinge toestemming) was obtained from the participant. 

� Verbal consent was NOT obtained from the participant. 

 

Gaat u ermee akkoord dat dit interview wordt opgenomen om ervoor te zorgen dat geen 

belangrijke details worden vergeten?  

� Verbal consent to record this interview was obtained from the participant. 

� Verbal consent to record this interview was NOT obtained from the participant. 

 

De interviews worden anoniem gebruikt in het onderzoek, maar SpartnerS wil wel gaan 

publiceren om andere bedrijven te inspireren. Mochten er quotes gebruikt worden uit het 

interview met naam erbij, worden die eerst voorgelegd ter goedkeuring. 
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3. Introduction 

 

Erg fijn dat u meedoet met een interview voor mijn onderzoek!  

 

Ik ben Astrid, en ben een student aan de Technische Universiteit in Eindhoven. Ik ben op het 

moment bezig met afstuderen voor de Master Innovation Management, bij SpartnerS 

Organisatieadvies. Mijn interesses liggen vooral bij de menselijke aspecten van organisaties, 

waardoor ik bij Karin ben gekomen. * Karin stelt zich voor*. 

 

Mijn onderzoek gaat over de wendbaarheid van de organisatie en hoe leidinggevenden invloed 

hebben op hun medewerkers. Nu hebben 18 verschillende bedrijven vragenlijsten ingevuld 

voor dit onderzoek, die we allemaal hebben geanalyseerd. Deze interviews zullen voor 

verduidelijking zorgen, en misschien helpt het ons om op nieuwe perspectieven te komen die 

we eerder niet zagen. 

 

De reden waarom we jullie hebben uitgekozen voor deze interviews, is omdat we verwachten 

dat jullie het meeste overzicht hebben over het bedrijf zelf en de medewerkers. Tijdens het 

interview zijn er geen ‘foute’ antwoorden, want het gaat echt over jullie meningen en 

ervaringen. U mag me altijd onderbreken als iets niet duidelijk is, dan leg ik het nog een keer 

uit. We hebben een uur gepland, maar het zou langer kunnen duren, is dat een probleem?  

 

4. Background information 

 

Vertel kort over uzelf. Kunt u wat generieke informatie over uw achtergrond geven? 

- Wat heeft u hiervoor gedaan? 

- Wat zijn uw taken bij uw bedrijf? 

 

Kunt u kort vertellen over uw bedrijf? 

- Heeft het bedrijf kernwaarden, en wat zijn die dan? (voor de eigenaar & 

leidinggevende) 

- Wat is de structuur in het bedrijf? (voor de eigenaar) 

- Aan hoeveel mensen geeft u leiding? 

- Wat kenmerkt de leiderschapsstijl in uw bedrijf? (voor de eigenaar) 
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- Kunt u uw leiderschapsstijl beschrijven? (voor de leidinggevende) 

- Bent u hier bewust mee bezig? Hoe dan? 

 

5. Agility 

 

Natuurlijk wordt iedereen beïnvloed door Corona, dus ook bedrijven in alle soorten en maten. 

Kunt u vertellen over hoe Corona invloed heeft (gehad) op het bedrijf? 

- Hoe ging/gaat het bedrijf om met deze verandering? 

- Hoe gingen/gaan medewerkers om met deze verandering? 

- Hoe bent u zelf hier mee omgegaan? 

- Hoe kijkt u naar de afgelopen maanden? 

- Wat waren/zijn de gevolgen van deze verandering? 

 

Kunt u een voorbeeld geven van een andere verandering die u ooit hebt meegemaakt in het 

bedrijf? 

- Wat was de reden voor deze verandering? 

- Hoe ging het bedrijf om met deze verandering? 

- Wat werd er verwacht van de medewerkers als het gaat om deze verandering? Hoe 

gingen medewerkers om met deze verandering? 

- Hoe bent u zelf omgegaan met deze verandering?  

- Hoe kijkt u hierop terug? 

- Wat waren de gevolgen van deze verandering voor het bedrijf? 

 

Wat zijn de voorwaarden van een succesvolle verandering? 

- Welk onderdeel is het moeilijkste om mee om te gaan?  

- Hoe gaan jullie hier mee om? 

 

We gaan het nu hebben over wendbare bedrijven. Een wendbaar bedrijf (definitie) is een 

bedrijf die veranderingen kan anticiperen, en met de veranderingen kan meebewegen / zich 

goed kan aanpassen aan deze veranderingen. 

 

Ziet u dit bedrijf als een wendbaar bedrijf? Waarom? 

- Hoe belangrijk is wendbaarheid voor jullie? 
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o Op een schaal van 1 tot 10? 

- En hoe vind u hoe goed jullie het doen i.v.m. wendbaarheid? 

o Op een schaal van 1 tot 10? 

 

6. Improving agility 

 

Zijn jullie hiermee bezig geweest om de wendbaarheid van het bedrijf te verbeteren? Zo ja, 

hoe? 

- Wat heeft veel invloed op de wendbaarheid van een maakbedrijf volgens u? Hoe? 

- In hoeverre dragen medewerkers bij aan de wendbaarheid van een maakbedrijf? Hoe? 

- In hoeverre dragen leidinggevenden bij aan de wendbaarheid van een bedrijf? Hoe? 

 

Nu heb ik een aantal termen die in mijn onderzoek voorkomen. De eerste/tweede/etc.  term is 

…  

1. Psychologische veiligheid: Een persoon voelt zich psychologisch veilig als hij/zij 

het gevoel heeft dat gedachten vrijelijk geuit kunnen worden, maar ook dat vragen 

gesteld kunnen worden, ideeën geopperd kunnen worden, meningen geuit kunnen 

worden en kritiek gegeven kan worden zonder dat die persoon het gevoel heeft dat 

hij of zij hierover beoordeelt gaat worden. 

2. Bevlogenheid op het werk: Een gemotiveerde en positieve instelling die een 

persoon heeft op het werk. Het gaat hier met name om hoeveel energie en persoon 

heeft op het werk, hoeveel toewijding een persoon heeft op het werk, en hoe 

geabsorbeerd een persoon is tijdens het werk.  

3. Het geloven in eigen kunnen: Het geloof een persoon heeft over zijn/haar 

competentie op het werk, en dat ze een bepaald niveau kunnen bereiken dat ze 

invloed hebben op gebeurtenissen op het werk die ook invloed hebben op hen. 

4. Het leren van fouten: De vaardigheid hebben om een fout te gebruiken als 

informatiebron voor de toekomst.  

5. Ontwikkelingspotentieel op het werk: De subjectieve evaluatie van een 

medewerker over zijn of haar vermogen om zich te ontwikkelen en optimaal te 

functioneren op het werk.   
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6. Transformationeel leiderschap: Deze leider heeft een sterke visie, helpt de 

medewerkers met het halen van hun doelen, ziet en viert de prestaties van zijn/haar 

medewerkers, en helpt ze met hun ontwikkeling op het werk. 

7. Aanpassingsvermogen: Het vermogen om je gedrag aan te passen als reactie op 

een nieuwe situatie, taak of gebeurtenis. 

 

… Wat kunt u vertellen over *de term*  in het bedrijf en de toegevoegde waarde hiervan? 

Hoe kan u hier invloed op uitoefenen? 

 

7. Advice 

 

Er zijn een heleboel onderwerpen voorbij gekomen. Wat is het belangrijkste advies wat u mee 

kan geven als het gaat om wendbaarheid? 

- Voor de leidinggevenden? 

- Voor de directeuren/ eigenaren? 
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8.3 Appendix C – Serial mediation tables 

Table 4 Serial mediation model paths 1 and 2  

Models Indirect effect TL – AP            
 B (BootSE) 95% CI 

(LL;UL) 
SMM1: TL-PS-WE-SE-AP  
TL PS AP .05 (.02) (.02 ; .08) 
TL WE AP .03  (.02) (.00 ; .06) 
TL SE AP -.03 (.02) (-.07 ; .01) 
TL PS WE AP .01 (.00) (.00 ; .02) 
TL PS SE AP .05 (.01) (.03 ; .07) 
TL WE SE AP .03 (.01) (.01 ; .05) 
TL PS WE SE AP .01 (.00) (.00 ; .01) 
Total .14 (.03) (.09 ; .20) 
SMM2: TL-PS-SE-WE-AP 
TL PS AP .05 (.02) (.02 ; .08) 
TL SE AP .00 (.02) (-.04 ; .04) 
TL WE AP .03 (.02) (.00 ; .06) 
TL PS SE AP .06 (.01) (.04 ; .08) 
TL PS WE AP .00 (.00) (.00 ; .01) 
TL SE WE AP .00 (.00) (-.00 ; .00) 
TL PS SE WE AP .00 (.00) (.00 ; .01) 
Total  .14 (.03) (.09 ; .20) 

Note: paths in bold are significant  
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Table 5 Serial mediation model paths 3 and 4  

Models Indirect effect TL – AP            
 B (BootSE) 95% CI 

(LL;UL) 
SMM3: TL-SE-PS-WE-AP 
TL SE AP .06 (.02) (.02 ; .10) 
TL PS AP .04 (.01) (.01 ; .07) 
TL WE AP .03 (.02) (.00 ; .06) 
TL SE PS AP .01 (.00) (.00 ; .01) 
TL SE WE AP .00 (.00) (.00 ; .01) 
TL PS WE AP .00 (.00) (.00 ; .01) 
TL SE PS WE AP .00 (.00) (.00 ; .00) 
Total .14 (.03) (.09 ; .20) 
SMM4: TL-SE-WE-PS-AP 
TL SE AP .06 (.02) (.02 ; .10) 
TL WE AP .03 (.02) (.00 ; .07) 
TL PS AP .04 (.01) (.01 ; .06) 
TL SE WE AP .00 (.00) (.00 ; .01) 
TL SE PS AP .00 (.00) (.00 ; .01) 
TL WE PS AP .01 (.00) (.00 ; .02) 
TL SE WE PS AP .00 (.00) (.00 ; .00) 
Total  .14 (.03) (.09 ; .20) 

Note: paths in bold are significant 

Table 6 Serial mediation model paths 5 and 6  

Models Indirect effect TL – AP            
 B (BootSE) 95% CI 

(LL;UL) 
SMM5: TL-WE-PS-SE-AP 
TL WE AP .04 (.02) (.00 ; .08) 
TL PS AP .04 (.01) (.01 ; .06) 
TL SE AP -.03 (.02) (-.07 ; .01) 
TL WE PS AP .01 (.01) (.00 ; .02) 
TL WE SE AP .04 (.01) (.02 ; .06) 
TL PS SE AP .04 (.01) (.02 ; .06) 
TL WE PS SE AP .01 (.00) (.00 ; .02) 
Total  .14 (.03) (.09 ; .20) 
SMM6: TL-WE-SE-PS-AP 
TL WE AP .04 (.02) (.00 ; .08) 
TL SE AP .01 (.02) (-.03 ; .05) 
TL PS AP .04 (.01) (.01 ; .06) 
TL WE SE AP .05 (.01) (.03 ; .08) 
TL WE PS AP .01 (.00) (.00 ; .02) 
TL SE PS AP .00 (.00) (-.00 ; .00) 
TL WE SE PS AP .00 (.00) (.00 ; .01) 
Total .14 (.03) (.09 ; .20) 

Note: paths in bold are significant   
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8.4 Appendix D – Serial mediation models figures 

 

Figure 4 Serial mediation model 1 

 

Figure 5 Serial mediation model 2 

 

Figure 6 Serial mediation model 3 
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Figure 7 Serial mediation model 4 

 

Figure 8 Serial mediation model 5 

 

Figure 9 Serial mediation model 6 
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8.5 Appendix E – Post hoc analyses 

The PROCESS syntax file (version 3.1) by Hayes (2018) was executed, using a 95% 

confidence interval using 5000 bootstrap samples. Model 4 was used for the double mediation 

with PS and WE as mediators for the relationship between TL and SE (double mediation 

analysis 1 in Figure 11). The path from TL to PS is positive and statistically significant (B = 

.25, SE = .02, p < .001). The path from PS to SE is positive and significant as well (B = .26, 

SE = .04, p < .001). The direct path from TL to SE is not significant. The indirect effect from 

TL to SE through PS is positive (IE = .07, SE = .01) and significant: 95% CI = (.08 ; .16), 

indicating full mediation. Next, the path from TL to WE is positive and statistically significant 

(B = .38, SE = .03, p < .001), including a positive significant effect of age (B = .18, SE = .04, 

p < .001). The path from WE to SE is positive and significant as well (B = .14, SE = .03, p < 

.001). The direct path from TL to SE is not significant, while the indirect effect path is positive 

(B = .05, SE = .02) and significant: 95% CI = (.02 ; .09), indicating full mediation. This model 

explains 18% of the variance in SE. 

 Second, a double mediation analysis with PS and WE as mediators for the relationship 

between TL and AP was performed. The path from TL to PS is the same as stated above. The 

path from PS to AP is positive and significant (B = .39, SE = .07, p < .001). The direct path 

from TL to AP is also significant and positive (B = .11, SE = .04, p < .01). The indirect effect 

from TL to AP through PS is positive (IE = .10, SE = .02) and significant: 95% CI = (.06 ; .13), 

indicating partial mediation. Next, the path from TL to WE the same as stated above. The path 

from WE to AP is positive and significant as well (B = .20, SE = .05, p < .001). The indirect 

path from TL to AP through WE is positive (IE = .07, SE = .02) and significant 95%CI = (.03 

; .12), indicating partial mediation as well. This model explains 26% of the variance in AP. 

 Lastly, two single mediation analyses were performed: first the relationship between 

PS and AP mediated by SE. The effect of PS on SE in the first analysis is positive and 

significant (B = .31, SE = .04, p < .001). The effect of SE on AP is positive and significant (B 

= .78, SE = .07, p < .001). The direct effect of PS on AP is significant and positive (B = .34, 

SE = .06, p < .001). The indirect effect of PS on AP through SE is positive (IE = .24, SE = .04) 

and significant 95%CI (.16 ; .33), indicating partial mediation. This model explains 39% of the 

variance in AP. In the last analysis, the relationship between WE and AP with a mediating 

factor SE is analysed. WE has a positive and significant effect on SE (B = .18, SE = .03, p < 

.001). The relationship between SE and AP is positive and significant (B = .80, SE = .07, p < 

.001). The direct effect of WE on AP is positive and significant (B = .23, SE = .04, p < .001), 
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and age has a small negative effect (B = -.06, SE = .03, p < .05). Lastly, the indirect effect of 

WE on AP through SE is positive and significant (B = .15, SE = .03), 95%CI (.09 ; .21), 

indicating partial mediation. This model accounts for 38% of the variance in AP. Lastly, a 

simple regression was performed to compare the different effects of TL, PS, SE and WE on 

AP (simple regression analysis 1 in Figure 11). The results are summarised in Table 7. SE, TL, 

PS and WE account for 46% of the variance in AP. The new conceptual model can be seen in 

Figure 11. 

Table 7 Simple regression analysis, DV = AP.  

Variables B SE Beta 
Age -.05 .03 -.07 
Educational level -.06 .04 -.05 
Transformational 
leadership 

.14 *** .03 .19 *** 

Self-efficacy .78 *** .07 .48 *** 
Psychological safety .16 * .06 .11 * 
Work engagement .13 ** .04 .14 ** 
R2  .46   
F 58.60 ***   

Note: * p < .05, *** p < .001 

 

 

Figure 11  Final model with effects including explanation 
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8.6 Appendix F – Overview participants of the interviews (anonymous) 

Table 9 Overview anonymous participants 

Code 
company 

Code 
interviewee 

Job  
function 

Company 
size 

Date  
interview 

Duration 
interview 

VB OL1 Operational 
leader 

45 19/10/2020  10:00-11:30 

VB MD1 Managing 
director 

45 19/10/2020 16:00-17:30 

TV MD2 Managing 
director 

130 23/10/2020 09:30-11:00 

TV PL2 Production  
leader 

130 19/10/2020 14:00-15:30 

VV GD3 General 
director 

40 21/10/2020 09:00-10:30 

VV PL3 Production  
leader 

40 21/10/2020 10:30-12:00 

PD GD4 General  
director 

34 21/10/2020 13:00-15:30 

PD QM4 Quality  
manager 

34 28/10/2020 09:30-11:00 
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8.7 Appendix G – Analyses interviews 

Table 10 Analyses of the interviews 

Code 
 

Context Quotes Notes 

VB 
(OL1) 
 

About 
leadership 

“I am trying to be a more coaching leader by 
stimulating people, … but mainly by trying to get 
the people to discover how to solve problems 
themselves, also by being there for them if they 
have questions or if they run into problems. I 
will not give them the answers but try to 
stimulate them to discover the answers 
themselves.” 
 
“The advantage here for me is that sometimes 
things happen that you do not expect, which I 
like. This can be technical solutions which I did 
not think of myself, or that someone will come to 
me with their perspectives. Sometimes they have 
a spontaneous meeting, which will result in 
interesting outcomes.” 
 
“I am finding out that you do not need to know 
everything; you can also show some 
vulnerability, tell people that you do not know 
the answer, and ask for help yourself. In 
general, this works very well.” 
 

He is trying to be more coaching 
and stimulating (TL), and tries 
to get his people to solve 
problems themselves (AP). 
 
By being a coaching leader 
unexpected things happen: 
Someone coming up with their 
perspectives indicates PS. 
Spontaneous meetings indicate 
AP. 
 
Showing vulnerability indicates 
an environment for PS. 

 About 
change 

“You have to show the need and the problem to 
people, and show them what you think will 
work and explain why.” 
 
“It is one of the values at our company that we 
try to keep everything, internally and externally, 
as transparent as possible.” 
 
“We try to emphasize every possibility that if 
there are questions or difficulties, you can come 
to us, and we try to help. You can try and 
imagine every possible thing that can go wrong, 
but people know very well what things can cause 
problems.” 
 
“Some people have an attitude which is more 
based on ‘wait and see what the people from the 
office tell us,’ while others are more pro-active 
in their roles. This is a good mix, but make sure 
you keep that opening in which they feel like they 
can come to you with questions.” 
 
About making a decision: “At one point you 
have to decide that this is it. If you have an 
opinion about it, let us know, but we are not 

People will adapt to changes 
when you show the need and the 
problem (AP). Explaining why 
indicates TL. 
 
To try to make the people feel 
safer (PS). 
 
There needs to be every 
possibility to ask questions, be 
open to concerns. Tell why you 
do something, but also why you 
are not doing something. 
Indicates an environment for 
PS.  
 
For the people that are not pro-
active, create an environment in 
which they can ask questions 
(connection PS to AP). 
 
Even when they have to make a 
decision at one point, they still 
open their doors and validate 
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continuously trying to tell them why we made 
this decision. However, it is important to keep 
your door open for their concerns, and do not 
say that their concerns are not valid.” 
 

their concerns (indicates an 
environment for PS). 

 About 
successful 
change 

“You need to be as clear as possible. It helps if 
you had a clear plan for what you want to 
achieve, and how you want to achieve it, have a 
roadmap. It is especially important that people 
also know that you are not able to anticipate 
everything and organize everything. Take the 
people with you during this process. Also, keep 
the process going, for example, by sitting 
together every week to talk about it. Try to 
stimulate people to come up with their own 
ideas, and try to make them solve their own 
problems. In other words, you are trying to 
create engagement.” 
 
“I learned from experience that when you come 
up with a new idea, people will come up with a 
lot of ‘Yes, but…’ arguments. You have to 
realize that the people who say this are very 
engaged, but also concerned. If you understand 
where this question is coming from, and when 
you can talk about this concern and work with 
them, they will want to participate in the end. 
And of course, you will learn something 
yourself; it provides you with different 
perspectives you did not see before. If people 
come up with arguments or concerns, take this 
seriously, and show that by taking action.” 
  

Be clear and have a clear plan 
(have a roadmap) (TL). Keep it 
going and stimulate (WE), let 
them solve their own problems. 
You cannot see every possible 
problem ahead. Communicate 
(PS)! If you let them solve their 
own problems, this will create 
more engagement (WE). 
Having a vision is important 
(TL). 
 
They also mention that AP 
creates engagement (connection 
AP and WE). “Yes, but…” 
means engagement (WE). 
Trying to understand this and 
showing that you can talk about 
this and work with them will 
cause them to participate 
(connection PS and AP) This 
indicates an environment for 
PS.  
 

 Agile 
company 

“Our company is agile because we are working 
with a limited number of people.” 
 
 
“Everything is changing fast, and you need to 
watch out that you are not being overtaken on 
all sides. This, of course, still happens, but we 
aim and are known in the market as a company 
that is continuously changing and improving. 
You have to keep up with actualities, and do 
something with it, which creates a reputation 
that shows innovation.” 
 

A limited amount of people 
causes a company to be (more) 
agile. 
 
Listen well, deal with the 
people. Use continuous input 
for improvements. We listen to 
the people who work with this. 
Look at it from the outside. 
Take people seriously, and 
listen! Have a reputation as a 
continuously changing and 
improving company. You need 
to look at news and actualities 
and act on it.  
 

 Improving 
agility 

“Listen well, to everyone. Maybe even more to 
the people in production. Look around you, and 
listen.” 
 

They create PS to create more 
agility. 
 
A leader is needed that has a 
(short term) vision and who is 



   
 
 

81 
 

“It is nice to have someone like our managing 
director, who wants to move forward and is 
good at creating goals where he wants to go. He 
has a small team around him that helps him 
finding those goals: Goals in two years, in five 
years, in ten years. The goal in two years is your 
agility.” 
 
“Take your employees seriously, handle them 
well, and show what you are doing with their 
ideas. Also, tell them if you are not using their 
ideas, and explain why. Tell them you 
considered it, what you see happening, and why 
you are or are not using their ideas. 
Transparency! You are never doing this 
perfectly for everyone, but try to explain it the 
best you can. The positive thing about having a 
small group is that you can talk to everyone 
every week, and talk to them in an informal 
way.” 
 

someone that wants to move 
forward. 
 
The employees need to feel 
valued and that they have an 
influence on the company (SE). 
Transparency is very important! 
A small group creates an 
atmosphere that makes it easier 
to talk to people. 

 PS “What you want to achieve in the company 
might stand or fall with this, so it might be the 
most important factor there is. Especially when 
you look at the way our company works: We 
want to take into account as many opinions as 
possible. Also, being able to tell someone that 
you do not like how something is going, and 
provide feedback is important. Tell the truth and 
do not beat around the bush.” 
 
“You cannot oversee everything. So, you need 
people who really know what they are doing to 
tell you if something is going on. If they come to 
you with ideas and you do not act on it, or you 
laugh in their face, they will not come to you 
anymore. You will create a certain culture in 
your company that you do not want.” 
 

Feedback is important, and tell 
the truth (PS).  
 
PS is needed so you receive 
more information to create a 
higher AP. 

 WE “If you are not feeling well, and you are doing 
everything on autopilot, you notice people 
around you will do the same. So as a leader, or 
as a colleague; what you show to others is what 
you will get back. If you are not enthusiastic 
about an idea, you cannot expect others to be 
enthusiastic. It will be difficult to put this idea 
into action.” 
 
“When people are enthusiastic, they will accept 
the fact that it sometimes does not work. This is 
alright, because you can learn from this.” 
 

So, as a leader you will get the 
same attitude back as you show 
to others. So show enthusiasm 
you will receive enthusiasm. 
 
Enthusiasm (WE) will create 
more acceptance when 
something does not work (AP). 

 SE “It is something that is part of that person. But 
it can be influenced. Someone here had the 

As a leader opportunities should 
be given when the employee has 
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ambition to do something else at the company, 
and let him try it out. This works better than 
saying ‘You cannot do it’. We give the people the 
opportunity to try new things that they want to 
explore, and experience it. We say this to our 
people, ‘If you want to do something, tell us! We 
are seriously going to look into this.’” 
 

the ambition (WE), so they can 
experience and explore it 
themselves (TL). They should 
make their own conclusions. 
But they should also tell what 
they want to the leaders (PS). 

 AP “Be transparent and honest. It is never perfect 
for everyone, but it is one of the most important 
things that we are working on. Sometimes you 
think you explained it very well, but apparently 
not. This can come out differently than expected. 
Take your time with this, explain it again, do it 
differently, ask how others perceive it.” 
 
“There are some things you do not share, or do 
not share yet. This is because you expect this 
information to create agitation and 
speculations. This is very difficult to turn 
around. We wait until we have a better view of 
what the impact is going to be, and prepare for 
the possible reactions the people in the company 
might have.” 
 

Being transparent and honest 
can create PS. Repeating is 
important. 
 
Anticipate as a leader, and 
prepare for reactions from 
employees. 

 TL “Celebrate your successes, this is very 
important. I never fully realised this because the 
main focus is often on the negative side, but it is 
important to tell people when something goes 
well. Not just personally, but also in the group. 
This can create the dynamic that people might 
do a bit more than usual. This also adds to the 
relationship you have with your colleagues, 
there is more mutual appreciation. Which is nice 
for the colleagues but also for me. This is an 
upward spiral. From experience I noticed that 
this was very important.” 
 

Celebrating successes is part of 
TL. Do not just focus on the 
negative aspects. Doing a bit 
more than usual might indicate 
AP. Focusing on the positives 
creates a better atmosphere, 
might increase PS. 

 Advice on 
agility 

“Always try to be honest, and tell people that 
you do not know something and you need to 
think about it. Do not make up stories because 
this will come back to you. Make sure you create 
possibilities, and safety. Try to find out what the 
real problem, the real question or the real fear 
is. Also, try to keep your own ideas or 
assumptions to yourself for as long as possible. 
Keep an open mind when listening to others, and 
find the deeper layer.” 
 
“It is really nice to be able to spar with your 
leader, who can think a bit further ahead than 
you do; that you feel like you are going 
somewhere. It is also very nice to have someone 
to talk to about everything, that you feel like you 

Try to keep your own opinion 
about someone away as long as 
possible. What is the more 
profound question here? The 
WHY. Being honest and 
vulnerable. Create opportunities 
and safety. Understand people 
why they do certain things.  
 
Talk to a leader with a vision, so 
it feels like you are going 
somewhere.  
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are being heard, and that they act on this. It is 
okay if they do not act on it, as long as you know 
the ‘why’. If you cannot explain the ‘why’, you 
will not be able to get people on board.” 
 

VB 
(MD1) 
 

About 
leadership 

“My opinion is that if you involve people, you 
will get a lot more out of it, instead of 
commanding them to do certain things. But you 
have to make sure that you do the work that 
needs to be done, based on the agreements that 
you made.” 
 
“I believe that if people specialise in things in 
the company, and have more time for it, the 
company will grow. It will be more powerful for 
the company, but also for the people. You will 
see much more energy in them, and much more 
creativity will occur.” 
 

Involving people will help them 
to work harder (WE and TL). 
 
People will get more energy 
(WE) if they are specialised in 
certain things, and therefore 
more involved. 

 About 
change 

“We even adjusted a few processes because of 
necessity, and it is working perfectly; even after 
Corona we are not going back to how it used to 
be. These are ideas that developed because 
people noticed that it was not working like this, 
and therefore proposed solutions.” 
 
“So this is something I learned; you have to take 
people with you in the process, and then people 
will understand. ... You need to make sure that 
everyone is following the same path, explaining 
why you are taking this path and why other 
paths are not possible anymore. When you keep 
repeating this, it will stay transparent which way 
we are going.” 

People felt comfortable enough 
to propose solutions (PS). 
  
Take people with you when it 
comes to change, and make sure 
the same path is being followed 
by explaining and repeating and 
staying transparent (TL). 

 About 
successful 
change 

“Communicate, communicate, communicate. 
You have to take different types of interests in 
account. So when you communicate you have to 
do this in a straightforward manner, so it 
becomes clear to everyone why certain steps are 
taken. … You have to anticipate how other 
people are going to react, and you need to be 
ready for this.” 
 
“Realising that you did not make the right 
choice is also part of the process. Do not be 
afraid to say: ‘I estimated this, but it did not 
work out as expected.’” 
 
“Everyone should know my door is always open 
and accessible, so if someone has a problem, 

Conditions to a successful 
change: If you can explain it to 
yourself and others, you are 
good. Communicate! Be 
straight forward. Also, when 
something is going wrong, 
explain why it went wrong. Be 
open to new opinions and 
insights (TL). Be present and 
approachable, walk around in 
the company (creating a safe 
environment: PS). 
 
PS in the leader is also 
important. 
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talk to me. There is always that possibility. But 
at one point I will stop this because not everyone 
will always agree. Sometimes we just have to 
make that decision.” 
 

They want PS in the company, 
so people talk about problems. 
At one point choices need to be 
made however, so a more 
directive approach is sometimes 
needed. 
 

 Agile 
company 

“Since our company is quite small, it is already 
more agile. Also, the willingness to change and 
the automation that we all want, are the reasons 
why we are constantly doing this (change). … 
There are projects that are focusing on change, 
there are always ideas based on what is 
happening in the market, so we are quite agile.” 
 
“We are not necessarily focusing on ‘agility’ 
itself, but looking at whether we can do things 
smarter, better, different than what we are doing 
now. Is there something in the market, whether 
it is a technical or organisational thing, that we 
have to look at? … This is curiosity as well, I 
want people to be curious.” 
 

It helps that they have a small 
company, this causes it to be 
more agile. Also, optimisation is 
equal to agility. It also helps 
when people are curious! 
Stimulate and make them 
curious (TL)! Ask: ‘what can go 
better?’. 
 
Constantly think about what is 
happening in the world and 
asking yourself whether we can 
use this in our advantage (the 
people are starting to do this 
more and more as well).  
 
It is crucial that things have to 
come from the people (input 
researcher: they need to want to 
change (WE), feel like they can 
do it (SE), and feel safe enough 
to talk about it (PS)).  Do what 
you say, say what you do. 
Willingness to change is 
important. 
 
Being curious is important to 
become better, smarter, 
different (TL). This is also 
agility. 
 

 Improving 
agility 

“It is important that change is not a one-off 
thing. We are constantly thinking about what is 
happening in the world around us, and can we 
do something with this? It almost has to be part 
of your DNA, in your core values, that you are 
constantly working on this. It should be clear for 
everyone that things can always go better, it can 
work in a different way.” 

Changes in the company should 
not be a one-off (needs to be part 
of the core values of the 
company). Without employees 
there is no agility. Leaders 
impact this. It is about 
credibility.  
 
 
 

 PS “As the company you need to make sure that you 
are close as possible to the level where people 
feel as comfortable as they are at home.” 
 
“Open communication and being approachable 
to people really helps, being open for a 

People need to feel comfortable, 
because not everyone feels 
inherently PS. 
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conversation with people. This will costs a lot of 
time. … Additionally, the people in the company 
need to understand what I am doing, who I am, 
and how this works.” 
“Again, communication and repeating 
everything is very important. A safe space can 
only be achieved by saying what you do, and 
think about what you want to happen. Some 
people might not provide feedback because they 
would think it would come back to them, which 
would get them into trouble. If you do not do 
what you say, this will happen.” 
 

Leaders need to be 
approachable, and aim for open 
communication (PS and TL). 
 
Again, communication and 
repeating everything. Also, do 
what you say (honesty). People 
will only provide feedback if 
they feel safe (PS). 

 WE “Keep your friends close but your enemies 
closer. I try to involve people that do not agree 
with me in the process. And often they are right, 
so it is quite useful! … The greatest danger 
occurs when you ignore them, you have to look 
into why they do not agree. If you only have very 
enthusiastic people, it is good that there are 
some critical ones, otherwise your plans might 
go all over the place. They are like an anchor.” 
 

It is okay if some people do not 
agree, there needs to be a 
balance of people being 
1. driving forces 
2. middle ground 
3. standing their ground (for 
input) 
 
 
 

 SE “Provide people with opportunities to do 
something else, what they want to do. If it does 
not work out, they at least tried. You need to let 
people experience what they want and what they 
are able to do. … Then they are able to reach to 
their own conclusions. They should not have the 
‘what if’ feeling, because then you might lose 
them to another company.” 
 

People need to experience what 
they want (WE) and can do, so 
you have to provide them with 
these opportunities (TL). 

 TL “I think we do not celebrate our successes 
enough. The focus is often what is not going 
well, and it is difficult to celebrate the things that 
do go well because luckily most things go well. 
So when do you celebrate this? What is normal? 
What is good? When something goes wrong, this 
is very clear.  
 
“Talking about things that go wrong is 
something that is important, because you have 
to look for solutions. This can be difficult 
because it can sound like you are accusing 
someone, which is not good. So ask people, what 
did go wrong? Where did it go wrong? What can 
we learn about this? … Try to be clear about the 
fact you are not blaming anyone, and that there 
will not be a punishment, but explain that you 
are trying to find the cause of the problem, and 
that you are looking for options to maybe do 
things differently next time.” 
 

Celebrating successes is 
important (TL), but it is difficult 
to know when to celebrate 
things. 
 
Talking about mistakes is 
important too, but be clear about 
the fact that there is no blame 
here, and that the cause of the 
problem needs to be found (PS). 
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 Advice on 
agility 

“Agility should not be an end in itself. You have 
to continuously look at what is happening 
around you, and look whether this can be used, 
and if you want to use this. If you focus too much 
on agility on its own, you might get tunnel 
vision. Agility is a result of having an open 
vision, being busy with what is happening 
around you, and using this (or not).” 

 
“It is important to involve your company in 
small changes and ideas. Being curious should 
not be only part of what I do, but also be part of 
the organisation. … You should not be stuck in 
the way you planned things out, be open to 
changes in the plans. The leader should be a 
‘leader by example’, but should not be the only 
one to come up with things. … Then people will 
start to suggest things themselves. Do not be 
afraid to say that you do not know it either.” 
 
“I believe leaders are the catalysts of how this 
type of behaviour will arise. I do not believe in 
the traditional way of thinking about leader, 
giving employees instructions on how to do 
things. I believe leaders should play a 
facilitating role, with a vision which you will 
work towards. This vision is also shaped by the 
things happening around you. I do not believe in 
a 10 or 5 year plan, because there is so much 
happening around you that you cannot plan 
where you are going. You can have an idea, but 
it should not be definite. It is more about the 
underlying values why you are doing things, the 
way you want to work with people. As a leader 
you play a very big part, to make sure your 
organisation is malleable and agile.” 
  

Agility is not the end result you 
want, but it is a result of having 
an open vision, looking around 
what is happening in the world, 
and using this information (TL 
and AP). The culture of the 
company needs to be focused on 
continuous improvement. Just 
try it, do not get stuck in one 
thing. 
 
Involve the employees (create 
engagement in the company, 
WE). Curiosity should be part of 
the organisation to create 
agility. Leading by example 
(TL), and people will start to 
suggest ideas themselves (AP). 
Also, be vulnerable as a leader 
as well, admit that you do not 
know everything (PS). 
 
Leaders play a big part in what 
kind of behaviour employees 
will show. They need to have a 
vision (TL), but it should not be 
definite (AP). It is about how 
you work with people (TL). 
Leaders are the catalysts of 
change. Do everything together! 
Also, the people in charge 
should not take each other too 
seriously. Agility is not the goal, 
but it is important to 
continuously look around. 
 

TV 
(MD2) 
 

About 
leadership 

“My leadership style is open and accessible, as 
well as direct and decisive. I do this by giving 
people enough space, and by making sure 
everyone knows that my door is always open.” 

His leadership style is a 
combination of TL and directive 
leadership. He makes sure 
everyone has enough space (to 
do what they want), and by 
making sure everyone knows 
his door is always open (PS).  
 

 About 
change 

“We regularly inform employees about what is 
going well, so that they do not just get informed 
about the bad things.” 
 
“We have a good amount of people that know 
exactly what they have to do, so I am not 
worrying about the day-to-day business of the 
workplace. … They have a lot of freedom, so that 

Creating a positive 
environment. Make things clear, 
we want everyone on board. 
Give them time and space. Talk 
to people (creating PS) 
 
When people know what they 
are doing, they have a lot more 
freedom and will not run to the 
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they do not come to me for every little thing, 
because that would not be good.” 
 
“I think in general our people adapt to change. 
For one person, this transition goes faster and 
easier, and for the other they will really have to 
be guided in this for a while, and it will take a 
bit longer. … You have to give them time and 
space, and maybe adjust a few things to make 
them feel just a little better.” 
 
“Experience so far shows that everyone can 
adapt well every time a change occurs, and I do 
not expect this to change. Everyone is trying to 
learn about new technologies that are coming 
our way. You also do this by partial rejuvenation 
in the company. This is because younger people 
take on certain changes more quickly than older 
people. … The mix of experience and innovation 
needs to be there. Innovation is good, but input 
from experienced people is needed to ensure 
that the innovation does not cause your 
company to stop running properly, or lose its 
core values. … You cannot exclude one or the 
other, they both need each other.”  

leader for everything (when 
they are more secure in 
themselves? SE).  
 
What does experience tell you, 
and where do you want to go? 
Leaders at the company need to 
look in every direction 
(together), and take the people 
with them. It should be a 
coaching type of leadership 
(TL). Conflicts do not help, 
there needs to be a dialogue (PS) 
(balance), and eventually a 
consensus. There needs to be 
authority however. If the 
dialogue is taking too long, 
intervene. 
 
Having a mix of experienced 
and innovation-focused people 
is important. Managing on 
rejuvenation. Older people are 
less likely to take on new things, 
but this is okay. Mix is 
important (experience). 
 

 About 
successful 
change 

“Communicate clearly from the start, in what 
you are intending to do, why you are going to do 
it; this is the most difficult part of change. … 99 
out of 100 times a change is prompted by 
technology, necessity, or by the customer, and 
not because we think we should change. If 
everyone knows and realises that this change is 
necessary, it is easier to get everyone on board. 
Then you know there is no other way.” 
 

Clear communication is key, 
and explain the why. A need for 
the change is necessary. 
Otherwise, people will not join 
you in the change process (no 
AP). When there is no need for 
change, this process will take 
much longer.  
 

 Agile 
company 

“Standing still is moving backwards. Agility is 
of great importance to any business.” 
 
“We are not consciously working on agility. It is 
not part of our agenda. This has to be something 
intrinsic in the company. You have to ‘move 
along with the changes we see, and use it’. We 
do not aim to be ahead of the game, we are not 
a company that is always aiming to create 
something new or create a change, but we notice 
that when there is a change coming, and we can 
see money in it, we will use this in our 
advantage.” 
 

Standing still is going 
backwards. There needs to be 
intrinsic motivation for the 
change. We move with the 
changes we notice. You have to 
keep reading about your field, 
you have to stay informed.  
 

 Improving 
agility 

“What influences agility, is the drive people 
have to perform. To try to maintain a certain 
position in the market, to be able to continue to 

Agility is influenced by the 
people through their drive 
(WE). You need to have an eye 
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operate as a partner for your customers. You 
have to ensure that that you have people in your 
company that are open to this; for innovation 
and agility. You need a mix of people that are 
focused on their daily things, and people who 
are looking to the future. If you are only 
concerned with the future, today will not go well. 
If you are only concerned with today, there is no 
future for the company.” 
 
“When it comes to being agile, managers are the 
most important. A manager needs to take the 
lead in changing or being agile in the 
organisation, because otherwise people will not 
go along. They play a key role in this.” 

on today, but also have an eye 
on the future. Have a mix. 
 
A certain culture needs to be 
created in which the employees 
go along with the changes. It 
should be daily business. 
Leadership is the most 
important factor here! They 
should take the lead. 
 
Managers are the ones that need 
to take the people with them 
(TL). 
 
 
 
 

 PS “In general we are a family business, so people 
are fairly docile. I also think that the opinion of 
an employee does not always get past a leader. 
… We are not a modern company in the sense 
that we all have team meetings and every day 
everyone can put forward their ideas and then 
we look at what we are going to do.” 
 
“In general, I think people do feel 
psychologically safe with us. Anyone can walk 
in and say what they think. Everyone knows that, 
but whether he can get past his leader, I am not 
sure. … But in general I think that it is not too 
bad here, because it is not without reason that 
the employees stay with us for so long. If you are 
somewhere where you always feel pushed aside, 
or you are not allowed to express yourself, then 
I think you would have gone somewhere else for 
a long time.” 
 

The employees do not get past 
their supervisors here. 
 
People stay here for a long time, 
which ‘must make them feel 
psychologically safe’. (Note 
from researcher: This might be 
interesting to look into further 
(future research), because there 
were no differences in PS 
between the companies.) 

 WE “I think in general people are engaged. Most 
people are engaged in the way they are working, 
you can see the passion. They do not mind 
working late, looking up extra information, the 
way they are talking about it.” 
 
“We are not a career based company, and we 
will not hire people that want to make a career. 
In our company you can grow in your job; They 
get a lot of space and freedom, and we are 
always looking for people who are the best fit 
for this.” 
 
“We do not have a job description. We describe 
the tasks that are minimally expected from them. 
People are guided in this, but they will shape 

People are engaged because 
they are enthusiastic about their 
job (WE). Having a mix of very 
engaged, medium engaged and 
less engaged people is good. 
This is not a company that 
boosts your career, but we allow 
people to grow in their own craft 
(TL). We want to give more 
value to the job you have. We 
allow people to shape their own 
jobs (AP). 
 
People do not have fixed job 
descriptions, so it is easier to 
grow in your job since it 
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their own job function. If that person is 
passionate, he will automatically do as much as 
he can to provide as much value as possible. … 
With a very solid job descriptions, I think you 
will limit yourself.” 
 

provides more freedom and 
space to do more (AP). They are 
guided in this (TL).  Everything 
is possible, there is no 
description of the job a person 
does. We do not want to 
compartmentalise people and 
their jobs. This helps when it 
comes to developing in your job 
because you are more likely to 
do something more.  
 

 SE “We have many professionally trained people, 
so I think they believe in their own capabilities. 
…It is logical however that there is a certain 
fear or uncertainty when a change is happening. 
… You can influence this by giving people 
confidence. That we make those changes with 
them. Do not start shouting in advance that you 
do not think you can do it.” 
 

The people in the company are 
trade-trained people, so in 
general they have a high sense 
of SE. However, due to changes 
there can be (healthy) 
insecurity. It is important to put 
trust in the people, and take 
them with you in the change 
process. 
 
You can change uncertainty and 
fear by providing people 
confidence, and by explaining 
that the changes are made with 
them (TL) 
 

 TL “We provide people with targets that need to be 
achieved. Realising the targets is something we 
do through the entire organisation.” 
 
“If it has been a good year, we will toast to this. 
We give people envelopes if it went well, but we 
do not really celebrate.” 
 
“At the end of the year, we tell the people what 
the turnover has been, how much we have 
earned, what the expectations are for the 
following year, how the market develops, what 
happens in the market, so that they also know 
what we are dependent on. What determines that 
we are going in the right direction, and what 
determines that we are going in the wrong 
direction.” 
 

They are not very focused on 
what types of leaders are in the 
company. They agreed that 
certain points can be improved, 
but that depends on the type of 
leader they are dealing with. It 
seems that they do not have one 
type of leader in the company.  
 
They do provide the employees 
with a lot of information (TL).  

 Advice on 
agility 

“Everyone is aware that the company needs to 
be agile to keep going; ‘standing still is going 
backwards’. If you emphasise innovation too 
much, and that you have to be agile and have to 
change, everyone will get nervous. If you 
manage everyone in a good way, you will 
automatically be agile, and innovative, and 
improving. It is custom work, human work.” 

Do not over-emphasize the 
importance of innovating all the 
time (creates too much pressure) 
 
Inform, communicate! If 
someone understand the ‘why’, 
it is easier to get them along 



   
 
 

90 
 

 
For the leaders in the company; “Inform the 
people correctly about what you are planning, 
and why. If you do that on time and you can 
convince people that we have to be agile 
‘because …’, you have already won half. If 
someone sees the reason why, they will agree 
more easily.” 
 
For the owners; “Be open to the opinions of your 
people. Be a coach when it is needed, and a 
leader when it is needed. Eventually you will 
have to make a decision. So yes, let your 
organisation do its job as much as possible, and 
try to watch from the side-lines. Do not try to 
pull on the process itself, because then it will 
also be difficult.” 
 

with the change (more 
engagement WE) 
 
Let the organisation do its thing 
as much as possible, and be 
open to people’s opinions. Be a 
coach when needed, and a 
leader when needed (TL) 
 
Do not try to keep everything 
under control. Do not focus too 
much on change, this will make 
people nervous. Like said 
before ‘standing still is moving 
backwards’. Leaders should 
inform in the right way, and tell 
people why certain changes are 
occurring. Do this on time! 
Watch from the sideline as the 
organisation does what it does.  
 

TV 
(PL2) 
 

About 
leadership 

“People need to feel responsible for their part 
in the whole process. I think this is important, 
because you will put a part of ‘you’ in there.” 
 
“I will be directive when it comes to the numbers 
or when the quality is not as expected. I will not 
necessarily intervene, but tell them to pay 
attention. You first have to know why they are 
doing something, because sometimes their train 
of thought is good and I have to be the one to 
change my way of thinking. After this you can 
have a conversation about it; ‘I would do it this 
way, because …’. I will always try to explain to 
them why I think this way.” 
 
“I try to make it clear to the employees that good 
communication is important. I think that is the 
most important thing. Never assume things, 
always check up on the people and ask their 
point of view.” 
 
“People like it when they are involved and they 
have a choice in it. When it comes to motivation 
this helps, they will go one step further. I am 
always asking questions and trying to get them 
enthusiastic, especially when it comes to 
communication.” 
 
“It is part of human nature to focus on the bad 
things, instead of the things that are going well. 
In general things go well, but you do not pay 
attention to this. But it is good to mention the 
good things. I think people in production 

Responsibility in their part of 
the process will make them 
more involved. 
 
He says he is directive when he 
needs to be, but in general he 
sounds TL.  
 
Understand why people do 
things, maybe your way of 
thinking is not the best way (AP 
for the leader). Always explain. 
 
Communication is the most 
important thing! (PS) 
 
Involvement creates motivation  
(WE), he does this through 
communication. 
 
Also focus on the good things, 
not just the bad things. 
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especially need this, so I really try to coach them 
and involve them.” 
 

 About 
change 

“The door is open for everyone. But I notice that 
people talk between themselves, without them 
knowing exactly what is going on. Everyone 
knows they can come to us, but they just do not 
do that. You want to break through this of 
course, but you also do not want everyone to 
come to you for every little thing.” 
 
“If someone makes a mistake, you want to tackle 
this. .... People who have been working in 
production for a long time however, might have 
some difficulties with this switch. They do not 
always understand why the changes need to be 
made because ‘it works like this’. No, it does not 
work like this, but it is not communicated from 
another department. The bigger picture is not 
shown here, which is very important when 
communicating. You have to explain the ‘why’. 
When communicating, the other person needs to 
know everything that is going on.” 
 
“You have to really think and communicate 
when implementing something new. The reason 
should not be ‘the boss thinks this is the best 
option’. No, you really have to think about it, 
they need to understand why it is important and 
feel that importance.” 
 

When people make mistakes, 
tackle this. Explain the why, 
which can be difficult. When it 
is very busy at the company, it 
can cause communication to be 
hold back. Try to paint the 
bigger picture, the receiver of 
this information needs to know 
the why. People need to be the 
‘owners of the change’. 
There needs to be motivation to 
change. 
 
The importance needs to be felt 
for a change to be accepted 
(WE). 

 About 
successful 
change 

“Good communication and explaining the why 
of a change is a prerequisite of a successful 
change. Also, if they have questions that you can 
provide proper answers.” 
 

Good quote to use. Good 
communication is a prerequisite 
for change (PS). 

 Agile 
company 

“I do not think we are a very agile company, 
because the market does not ask us to be. I do 
think, however, that we have some very agile 
people in our company, which are part of the 
upper layer of the company. … As a leader you 
need to be agile, because every employee is 
different. For every employee you need to find 
the right way to trigger the right response.”  
 
“I walk around and talk to people in the 
company. This way I hope to show people that I 
am interested in them, which hopefully should 
create a relationship of trust. I often notice that 
people find it difficult to come to me because 
they think their problems are not that big of a 
deal, and they should be able to do it themselves. 
But this is also part of our sector: ‘Do not whine, 
just keep going’.” 

Leaders need to be agile to 
attend to the differences in 
employees (TL). 
 
Show interest in people, to 
create trust in employees (TL). 
People are not likely to go to the 
leaders, so there is a low level of 
PS. 
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 PS “If someone feels comfortable with the leader, a 

person will open him or herself up. This is very 
important. If you notice that someone is opening 
up, a relationship of trust is created. It should 
not be one-sided however, they need to feel like 
a real interlocutor.” 
 
“It is important that employees feel like the 
company does not see them as just a number. 
This can be done by doing little things, such as 
giving a card when it is someone’s birthday. “ 
 

Employees need to feel 
comfortable, and know that they 
are seen as a person, not a 
number (SE). This will help 
them open up. Try to make 
people feel comfortable and ask 
them about their weekend. Give 
them a little card when 
something happened in their 
life.  
 
It is useful to have someone to 
talk to at the company, which 
can create a relationship of trust.  
 

 WE “People are there for the company when it is 
needed. This is because we show that we are 
there for them. It is about giving and taking. We 
try to think along with them, if they want to work 
other hours, we try to give that to them, we are 
flexible in that sense.” 
 

People are engaged in the 
company (WE) because they are 
flexible. It is about giving and 
taking. 

 SE “You can underestimate yourself, but you can 
also overestimate yourself. You want this to be 
in the middle, so that a person knows exactly 
what he or she cannot do. This is difficult 
because you do not want to push someone to the 
ground by saying ‘you cannot do this’. You need 
to communicate this tactically. You need to 
people to understand what they are asking you. 
If they ask about another job function, you ask 
them ‘what do you think this job entails?’ Do not 
try to demotivate them however.” 
 

Ask questions so people know 
what they actually want. 

 TL “I do try to celebrate the good things, and we try 
to help others to get better or develop. I do it this 
way, and I would like to see it like this with other 
leaders in our company. For me this is the goal 
you want to have as a leader. … You need to 
offer this information to them ‘maybe you should 
do it like this!’. We might not be focusing on this 
yet though.” 
 

There are still quite a few 
directive leaders at the 
company, however quite a few 
who are transformational. They 
are not consciously working on 
this. 
 

 Advice on 
agility 

“When it comes to agility, I think awareness is 
important, and the ‘why’ question. You need to 
have a vision, but try to move along with the 
people in your company, by listening to them, 
and creating something together. Support them 
by providing the right tools and by being a good 
leader to them.” 
 

Awareness and the why 
question is important. Having a 
vision too (TL), and listen to 
your people, and create 
something together (SE, 
because they feel like they have 
influence). Support them by 
providing tools and being a 
good leader (TL). 
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VV 
(GD3) 
 

About 
leadership 

“Last year we redefined our core values. Now 
the focus is on work satisfaction. Work 
satisfaction should be the driving force, that 
someone will go to work with fun in his mind. If 
we manage to do this, if the person is feeling 
better, he will perform better, and you will be 
better coordinated to each other, with both our 
expectations known.” 
 
“If we, as the management team, are planning 
something, we need a vision; why are we doing 
this, what do we want to achieve, and what are 
the benefits. If we provide this information to the 
people, this is very much appreciated, and 
people react in a positive way.” 
 
“My leadership style evolved from a technical 
one to a more human focused one, through quite 
a lot of coaching. I provide a clear vision to the 
departments, and clear goals, which we want to 
show in a more formal way. … Instead of saying 
‘I want this to happen and I expect this output’, 
I tell people I expect this to happen and I expect 
you to play a role in this and show 
responsibility. Because of this, you have to 
accept the fact that people can tackle it 
differently than how you would deal with it. You 
have to distance yourself from this, and let it 
go.” 

 
“Everyone needs a measurable goal. They need 
to know why they are doing things. Slowly but 
surely we are acquiring the data, which make 
the goals more visible.” 
 

Work satisfaction should be the 
driving force, it is an upward 
spiral from here. Coordination 
and expectations should be 
known. 
 
The general goal should be clear 
for people (communication!). 
People react positively when 
they receive more information. 
 
From a directive leader to a 
more human focused one. Dare 
to ask: What does that person 
actually want? A lot of coaching 
is happening. There need to be 
clear goals and a vision (TL) 
(should be visible). More 
focused on output instead of 
input of what you want people 
to do. Transparency is 
important. It is important as well 
to have a measurable goal. You 
have to be able to let go of stuff. 
Accept the fact that things can 
go differently. Also, if people 
do not fit, do not be afraid to say 
goodbye. What do people really 
want? Explain a lot.  
Communicate! 
The core values of the company 
are more focused on the human 
aspects. More responsibility to 
the people, but still maintaining 
a grip. Sustainable 
employability is important here. 
 

 About 
change 

 “We try to involve the employees and take them 
with us in our ambition. However, we noticed 
after a few weeks of frustration that the story 
and the vision had subsided, so we had to 
introduce this again. … You have to be careful 
with the things you say, and the expectation 
pattern you put up as management.” 
 

It is important to also focus on 
the human aspects of such 
changes. Make it interesting for 
the new generations that will 
work here. It is more difficult 
for the current people that work 
here, because there is more 
resistance (it might be too 
ambitious for them, they might 
think that their craft is 
deteriorating, they might feel 
like their autonomy is 
declining). Therefore you have 
to involve the employees. Also 
take their ambition with you 
(TL). When there is frustration, 
their vision will go away (TL 
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and PS). Be very careful with 
statements and expectations. 
 

 About 
successful 
change 

“Dare to step out of the process yourself. Step 
in the coaching role, and accept that people can 
do it differently than what you would do. If you 
do not let go, you will not be able to grow more 
than what is in your own head.” 
 
“You have to accept the fact that this takes time, 
and keep yourself under control that you will not 
take the work out of the hands of the employees. 
You have to talk to them, coach them. Ask them; 
Are you on track? You think it is going to work? 
Do you need something from me? Should I 
explain it a bit more? I can see you managed this 
goal, but not this goal, can you tell me how the 
process went?” 
 

Do not be afraid to step out of 
the process yourself, and accept 
that things can go differently. 
Time is the most difficult thing, 
change always takes longer than 
expected, but you have to accept 
this and constrain yourself. Try 
to coach your people in 
conversations, communication 
is key (PS). 
 

 Improving 
agility 

“Like-mindedness is important when it comes to 
agility. Everyone should be aware of the 
necessity to keep moving in every direction. This 
is for every employee, from production to 
management. If you are not really working on 
this, and let this sink in with the people, you can 
say this all you want. It should not only be 
management, because then it will not work.” 
 
“The employees are the key when it comes to 
agility, because they are the doers of the 
process. To achieve this, you have to 
communicate a lot about the developments, the 
goals and the vision. The leaders need to show 
trust, and that you can always come up to them 
with ideas, challenges, and setbacks. If 
something is being kept under wraps, you would 
rather have it when there is still something to be 
saved than when you find out at the end of the 
ride that it cannot be saved. This is not only for 
project results, but also for personal 
happiness.” 
 

Awareness and like-mindedness 
is important when you want to 
be agile. Everyone should go 
along with the changes, let it 
sink in for employees. 
 
Be aware of everyone. 
Employees are the key here. To 
achieve agility you need to 
communicate about 
developments, goals and vision 
(TL). Show trust (TL), and 
show that their ideas are 
accepted, and that everything 
should be told, even the 
setbacks (PS), also in that 
person’s personal life. 
 
 

 PS “When an organisation is run by fear, this 
company will not be agile. To be agile, you need 
to be able to provide safety, and always keep a 
door open for people. … People communicate to 
us that they really appreciate it when a project 
is evaluated together, to learn from it and 
benefit from this.” 
 
“To improve this, I got closer to the person and 
said less about the things they ‘have to do’. I 
indicated more of why we do certain things, so 
providing more transparency about how the 

PS can be changed through 
leadership. This is important for 
agility. Accept mistakes, and 
evaluate. Do not communicate 
what did not go well, but look at 
how it can be better.  People like 
transparency. Get closer to the 
people, more openness and 
transparency 
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company is doing, where we want to go, and why 
we want to go there. I talk about that the door is 
always open, and I indicate that I like that they 
come to me. Because of this, you see it happens 
more often.” 
 

 WE “We started working with vitality. We want to 
see people that are feeling good, in terms of 
health, lifestyle, and those kind of things. … 
Sustainable employability, vitality and agility go 
hand in hand.” 
 
“Sometimes we wonder whether we are focusing 
on the same goals between the departments. Do 
we have fences in the organisation, that people 
like to throw something over and then run away? 
Or are we doing something together? This is 
something that detracts from the engagement at 
work, if you do not have this well organised. The 
management team needs to signal where the 
fences are within the organisation, where people 
are not working together, and perhaps even 
work against each other. … When you discuss 
everything together, and everyone has the same 
vision in mind again, it eventually turns out that 
those fences are not that high.” 
 

Vitality is important; feeling 
good in your skin. There needs 
to be a good work-home 
balance. 
 
People need to have the same 
goals in every department, if 
this is not the case, engagement 
can go down. The management 
needs to find out where the 
‘fences’ are (connection TL and 
WE). Discussing everything 
with everyone (PS), creating the 
same vision (TL) will make the 
‘fences’ not as high anymore.  
 
Transfer moments are very 
important, as well as time. 
Communicate on a daily level; 
‘coffee sessions’. 
 

 SE “We ask our people ‘what do you see what you 
can do?’, and they are able to express an 
ambition in it. It is also important to be honest if 
this ambition is not feasible, or that if halfway 
through a period it turns out that something is 
not successful. It has to be challenging, but not 
frustrating. … We used to think that people 
wanted to get higher up on the ladder, but some 
just want to stand on a ladder that is firmer, I 
think.”  
 

People are able to express their 
ambition (PS). And leaders are 
honest if it is not feasible (PS). 
If it is challenging, it increases 
WE. If it is frustrating, it 
decreases WE.  
 
Make sure people can talk about 
what they want (PS). Some 
people want to grow, others not. 
You have to make sure you take 
the people with you in this 
trajectory. 
 

 AP “You cannot assume that every single person 
can handle a new situation in the right way. This 
has something to do with the resilience of that 
person, the flexibility of that person, and their 
comprehension.” 
 
“When people see the importance, they will 
adjust to the change sooner.” 
 
“If you always stick to what you know, this 
company is not the right place for you.” 
 

Resilience (AP) is important 
here, but also comprehension. 
Comprehension increases with 
knowledge, so communication 
is important. People should see 
the importance (vision, TL). It is 
important to remember however 
that not every person in the 
company is the same.  
 
People get used to the fact that 
the company is continuously 
moving. Sometimes people do 
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not fit in this picture. Also, 
sometimes you have to decide 
that things do not work how it 
used to, which should change. 
Always take the time for the 
employees here, and listen to 
them and talk to them (PS). 
 
When people see the importance 
they might be more engaged 
(WE), so adjust to the change 
sooner. This company is used to 
change, so people need to fit. 
 

 TL “I noticed that people like to be informed, also 
about the numbers. As a family business, that 
has been quite difficult in the past. Losses were 
not communicated, even for me as a board 
member. If you want to communicate what the 
goals are, but have to communicate about what 
is going well and what is not going well. We 
realized this at one point, that we have to be 
more transparent.” 
 
“You have to remain transparent. You can also 
see this when you walk through our 
organization. We have a lot of large screens on 
our walls, which show our organisational goals, 
department goals, and personal goals. No 
secrets. Numbers that are in red are also shown 
to be red. …  We also showed that when we were 
losing money, they still received their salary.” 
 

People like to be informed. 
Communicate the goals, but 
they need to understand it. 
Therefore they need to be more 
transparent. 
 
They try to increase 
transparency by visualisation. 
There are no secrets, everyone 
knows what is going on (PS).  
This shows that even though it 
is going bad, life still goes on. 

 Advice on 
agility 

 “Listen to employees, and take your time for 
this. It is very important for leaders to be able to 
let go of things. Provide the employees with 
some responsibility, it is very difficult to keep a 
grip on everything.” 
 

Communication is again very 
important (communication is 
talking and listening). Do not try 
to keep a hold of things. Provide 
employees with responsibility. 
 

VV 
(PL3) 
 

About 
leadership 

“I like to start conversations, I like to know a 
little more of people besides what they do at 
work. I think that is important, and I am very 
interested in this. In this way I try to get people 
to do things, get them to move. … I do think there 
are rules that need to be followed in the 
company, and the same is for certain values that 
need to be attained. So I would say I am not 
strict, but I am fair.”  
 
“People need to feel good, not just for work. … 
If there is a problem at home, it will affect your 
job, and you need to take this into account. If I 
am not feeling well, I think I should tell this to 

He is strict but fair. Is interested 
in the people. 
 
It is important however that 
people feel good, because it 
affects how people are at work 
(WE). It would be nice if they 
shared those things too. There 
needs to be a good work-home 
balance. 
 
It is important to take the people 
in account. Also, the different 
departments need to be tuned to 
each other. If you want to 
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the people. I will say ‘Hey guys, I am not doing 
so well today’.” 
 
 “When you want to coach people, it is 
important that I and the management team have 
the same vision, that you all propagate the same 
thing. … You have to implement structure there 
as a company. Analyse how you approach it; 
monitor and evaluate this. … If you want to 
change something, that is quite a process, even 
if it is a small change. How are you doing this, 
how are the other leaders telling this story to the 
group. You have to radiate unity in that sense, 
one story. I cannot say A, and someone else 
saying A1.” 
 

change something, it can be a 
big process. Leaders need to tell 
the employees the same things. 
Having the same vision is 
important (TL).  If you want to 
change something, it is 
important to have a front with 
the other leaders. Also, do not 
be afraid to say when it is not 
going well with you. 
 

 About 
change 

“If I am not being a good example to others, I 
cannot say to my people that they are not doing 
it right. For me it has also been a learning 
process. When you are walking around the 
company, every minute of the day you have to be 
aware of what you are doing.” 
 
“When you are talking about change, as long as 
you continuously repeat yourself, at one point 
the biggest part of the group will think that there 
must be some truth in that.” 
 
“A lot of people just want to stay in that little 
bubble. For some people the bubble is smaller 
than that from others, but it is the case here. In 
the end, it must come from the people 
themselves. I can provide it and facilitate it. You 
have to make people enthusiastic, but they still 
have to want to change.”  
 
 

The leaders need to be a good 
example, and be aware of this 
(TL). 
 
Continuously repeat yourself, at 
one point people will start to 
believe. 
 
Leaders have to facilitate this 
change, and make people 
enthusiastic (WE), but in the 
end the people need to want the 
change as well (SE).  

 About 
successful 
change 

“The first thing is that there needs to be an 
agreement between the people that there is a 
change. And you need to explain really well why 
such a change is necessary or preferable. Then 
you need to monitor if people also actually 
realise this as well. This change needs to be a 
mutual goal. … And evaluate regularly, we are 
both still on the same boat. Make sure the tasks 
are clear; who does what. … You need to 
continuously keep having conversations, and 
continuously try to understand how the 
employees are feeling about this.” 
 

There needs to be agreement 
between the people. Explain (!) 
why this change is necessary, 
and monitor whether they 
understand and accept this. 
There needs to be a shared goal 
(TL). It is important to monitor 
regularly. Continuously try to 
find out how the employees are 
feeling. Keep having 
conversations (PS)! The ‘why’ 
is important. Take people with 
you in the change process (WE). 
Explain everything, tell them 
why. Keep having this 
conversation. There is no 
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change overnight, you have to 
take little steps (takes time).  
 

 Agile 
company 

“I think the human aspects and how you deal 
with people is more important than agility. 
Sometimes it is all too human or too lenient in 
this company, but hey, that is better than going 
the other way. I have also experienced 
something that went wrong which caused people 
to completely freeze.” 
 

If you do not focus on the 
people, they will not be the best 
in what they do (SE). Human 
aspects are important. 

 Improving 
agility 

“In my opinion, the one deciding is the 
management team. They should provide us with 
the vision of the future, and they should take 
everyone else with them in that process, that is 
that bit of agility. So for me it all starts there. 
That dream, or that journey, you should take the 
rest of the organisation with you.” 

The management team is the 
one deciding, but they have to 
take the rest with them in the 
change process. The key role 
here is that there needs to be a 
shared vision (TL). Employees 
play a key role here too, sharing 
information is important 
though, they need a shared goal 
(TL). 
 

 PS “I think we are create psychological safety here. 
Everyone is allowed to say what they want. But 
that is the trick, it is about communication, how 
will you convey this to another person? I always 
tell the group, you can talk to me about 
anything. I do not have any barriers in that 
sense; everyone can talk to me, and I will have 
that conversation with them, and make it a 
serious conversation. Every question should be 
taken seriously, even though you are thinking 
‘what are you talking about’. You have to take 
that person seriously. And I try to be a good 
example for this, and I hope more people are 
going to do this.” 
 

It is all about communication. 
How do you convey to the group 
that they are able to tell you 
everything? Everything needs to 
be taken seriously. The leaders 
need to set the example here 
(TL). 

 WE “I think 80% has a heart for the company, which 
I would call engagement. By being engaged 
yourself you can influence this. … I am all for 
‘leading by example’, so I will be there when we 
have to work late. Not always, but very often. 
You cannot ask people to roll in a ditch if you 
yourself are not willing to do this.” 
 

It helps to have some pressure. 
Be the example, tell people the 
why, and they need to 
understand this. ‘Leading by 
example’. When you are 
engaged yourself, you will set 
an example for the rest (TL). 

 SE “I, for example, can influence how people work 
here, in which I play a big part, and I know this. 
Because of this, I can change things. In this way, 
everyone has situations one can influence, but 
sometimes they do not realise this. Every link in 
the organisation has influence in the 
organisation. … I think as a leader I can 
influence their believe in what they can do.” 
 

The leader can influence how 
the employee perceives his or 
her ability to influence 
situations. Everyone is a link in 
the entire organisation, and thus 
is able to practice some 
influence. Some do not realise 
this.  
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 TL “I do not have a theoretical background, so I use 
my own. I think that it is a lot of listening, 
listening well. If you listen carefully in the 
conversations, then you know where the people 
want to go. I think I can listen quite well, and I 
think that this is an important quality to get 
people further or to get them to develop 
themselves. You have to hold up a mirror in front 
of them, and ask where they are now, and where 
they want to go. It also depends a lot on 
‘knowing yourself’. You have to know what you 
can do, and what you want to do.” 
 

Listen well. Do something with 
the input of employees, or not. 
You need to hold up a mirror in 
front of them, but also in front 
of yourself (know yourself). 
Listen to the employees!   
 

 Advice on 
agility 

“If you want to change something, you have to 
take the whole organisation with you. I think 
that it is often underestimated, in how difficult 
this can be. That is for the management team, as 
well as for the leaders in the company, because 
it is quite an adventure. It takes a lot of energy 
to change something. That is because people are 
in a bubble, and you have to make that bubble a 
little bigger. However, this bubble will go back 
to the original size every time, so you have to 
stretch that bubble time and time again. Plus, if 
you are going to change, if you say this, then you 
have to actually do that. So do not do too many 
things at once. If you want to change something, 
you should not underestimate this, and this is 
one of the most difficult things in an 
organization, to change it.” 
 

Take the whole organisation 
with you, that is very important. 
Continuously try to get people 
out of their bubble, because they 
will bounce back otherwise. 
Take your time for the change. 

PD 
(GD4) 
 

About 
leadership 

“I make sure that the people I lead feel 
ownership, and are able to run their own 
department. I am more of a coach, so when I am 
not here, everything is still running like how it 
normally is. However, people will start to get 
annoyed with each other then, getting into small 
fights with each other. In this sense they need 
some guidance, once in a while.” 
 
“I try to inform people. I think people should be 
involved, but to make them involved you have to 
involve them. We do this during the ‘looking 
back on the week’ meeting, in which in-depth 
information is provided to the employees about 
what is going on with the customers, why some 
customers are so important, etcetera.” 
 
“My leadership style is based on equality and 
respect, and continuously wanting to improve. I 
look at things that did not go well, tell this to the 
people, so we can do it better next time. I am 
occasionally a directive leader. I notice that if 
you tend to lead on the basis of equality, people 

People need to feel ownership 
for their jobs, because then 
everything still runs smoothly 
when key figures (which are not 
key figures anymore) are not 
around. Coaching leadership 
(TL). 
 
In-depth information helps 
people feel more involved 
(WE). 
 
Equality and respect and 
continuous improvement (AP). 
Occasionally directive when he 
needs to be. 
 
Try to make the problems small. 
Inform people; involve them by 
giving them more information. 
It is important to consult with 
each other. Also, having respect 
for each other is important. 
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can see this is a sign of weakness. … So then I 
sometimes have to be directive, and I have to tell 
people what to do. The next day I go back to the 
coaching role I was before. … Equal, but with a 
hierarchical structure.” 
 

Show your finances 
(transparency). Be clear about 
what the problem is (when there 
is one), but also show the good 
stuff. Be clear about 
expectations in the future; 
investments, and tell them the 
‘why’. Show examples. Show 
interest. 
 

 About 
change 

“I tend to come up with ideas of changes myself, 
and I tend to roll them out myself. However, I 
am aware that this does not lead to the best 
results. I always try to get everyone up my alley, 
but that is not the right way. Fortunately, I have 
colleagues that know that they can say whatever 
they think, which creates very interesting 
discussions.” 
 

The employees need to 
understand what is expected 
from them. They have to feel 
like they have a say in it as well 
(SE). Also, they need to know 
that wrong decisions are also 
accepted. There need to be 
discussions. Our manager 
operations is helping this 
because he is such a social guy, 
people are not afraid to talk to 
him (PS). 
 

 About 
successful 
change 

“We do not force change on people, the changes 
are thought of together. We always agree in 
advance.” 
 
“Everyone is used to the change, so no one is 
surprised when a change happens, and no one 
panics. We just keep going. In three months 
there is something else that needs to be 
changed.” 
 
“There are a few employees you have to give 
more attention to, try to motivate them more, 
and explain why were are doing this. We explain 
this as ‘I understand that you do not want this, 
but we are going to do this anyways. This is 
because of this and because of that.’ If you say 
this, that person will accept it more.   
 

Devise together, people need to 
agree on it, have one front 
together (‘Why?’; ‘This is why I 
think this way’). It also helps 
when everyone is used to 
continuous change. There needs 
to be extra attention to the 
people who do not agree on the 
change or only see pitfalls. Try 
to convince them by explaining 
it again, and more. 
  
Explanations help increase 
motivation (WE). 

 Agile 
company 

“We are going fast, and in that respect we are 
agile. That is the advantage of being an SMMC, 
of course, and the advantage of being in charge. 
All it takes is time to discuss and refine it with 
colleagues.” 
 
“If it is a good idea, you get people on board 
fairly quickly. If it’s a bad idea, this will not 
happen. Ultimately, every change in an 
organisation is there to make it better.” 
 
“We have a lot of enthusiastic people on board, 
I must say. They are very involved, and 

Smaller companies are more 
agile. Change takes time 
however. 
 
Good ideas will be implemented 
faster than bad ideas. Going too 
fast is not good, because some 
people go slower than others, 
and consensus is needed. 
Directive when needed. 
 
Enthusiastic people help (WE), 
also when they feel respected 
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generally feel very respected and safe. If you 
respect people, they feel respected, it is that 
easy.” 
 
“During our look back on the week meetings, 
those are moments in which you can make 
people feel respected and appreciated.  … I 
think as a manager you have an enormous 
influence on that. When you involve people, they 
will feel involved.” 
 
“The most difficult part is not going too fast. 
Discuss it well first, then reach consensus, and 
then go. … There has to be enough discussion 
beforehand (before a decision is made), without 
it going too slow. Also, without people having 
the idea that they have a veto right, because in 
the end I decide what to do. If this sounds 
directive I do not intend to: I listen very well to 
my colleagues. If the majority says I should not 
do something, I am not going to do it.” – GD4 
 

and safe (PS). As a leader you 
have a big influence on this. 
When it is a good idea however, 
people agree sooner. The older 
generation is struggling more 
with changes. The most difficult 
part is that it should not go too 
fast, and there need to be 
discussions and consensus. 
Quick implementation of the 
changes helps, but you do need 
time to talk and adjust.  
 

 Improving 
agility 

“We are continuously improving, also since we 
introduced the improvements boards. Everyone 
is thinking along with how to improve. We are 
becoming more agile when we are becoming 
more stable.” 
 
“Every week we discuss the input which is put 
forward by our foremen, who think of what can 
go better. We discuss the things that happened 
in the week together, using improvement boards. 
… so every week we discuss ideas to improve; to 
make it safer, more efficient, and to prevent the 
mistakes from happening again. These little 
steps result in big steps, but also engagement. 
So, as a company we move forward, and the 
colleagues all feel heard.” 
 
“Getting used to changes influences agility. … 
Every year that you do not change, you will 
become less agile. That will eventually get in the 
way, even if you have been a profitable company 
for years. … People doing their trick every day, 
this would be the biggest limiting factor. … 
Ensure as a manager that the company never 
falls asleep. Then change will become 
increasingly difficult.” 
 
“Employees contribute a great deal to agility 
without putting everything on them. It is the task 
of the leaders, the board of directors, or 
management to ensure that everyone gets used 
to the change and finds it normal to think about 

 (important: we assumed they 
were Scrumboards during the 
interview, and GD4 confirmed 
this. However, we asked the 
SpartnerS consultant who 
worked with GD4 whether 
this was the case just to be 
sure. Turns out they are 
‘continuously improvement 
boards’, more similar to 
KANBAN in the form of 
visual  guidance. Therefore, I 
changed the name 
‘scrumboard’ into 
‘improvement boards’ in the 
quotes)  
 
We use Improvement Boards. 
Also, people think along. 
Learning from your mistakes is 
also an important part, which we 
do with ‘keek op de week’ 
(looking back on the week). 
This is once a week, and it 
creates more engagement with 
people (WE). The more stable 
you are, the more agile you are. 
Meaning that there is less 
dependence on people (feeling 
expendable). Small steps added 
together creates bigger steps.  
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what you are doing and how things can be 
improved.” 
 

Being used to change affects 
change as well (job of the leader 
to make people used to change: 
TL). Leaders need to make sure 
that the employees never ‘fall 
asleep’, they need to keep 
exciting their employees (WE). 
Everyone needs to be in. Good 
communication helps, keep 
talking about it. 
 

 PS “On average, our people are a bit more 
introverted, so not everyone will just say 
everything. … There are always colleagues that 
will never say anything. They will do this 
through their supervisor, and their supervisor 
will tell me this.” 
 
“Due to the improvement boards and making 
sure people are not being made fun of if they 
have an idea that is stupid, you can influence 
psychological safety. … Improvement boards 
are important there, because they invite 
everyone to say things. Ideas are always 
responded to in a positive way.” 
 
“I am convinced that if people feel safe, then 
they think along about improvements. Criticism 
is good, because A, we can take away the 
thoughts if it is not right by explaining it 
properly, and B, we can do something with it if 
it is correct. Secondly, people feel better, more 
respected, more involved, and get sick less. They 
will also keep focus on the details, feel more 
collectiveness, and more part of the family. 
Feeling safe improves everything on all sides.” 
 

People do not want to say things 
to the general directors (too 
much distance). 
 
Improvement boards are 
important. Having a good 
attitude helps, invite people to 
participate, do not make fun of 
them if they have an idea that is 
a bit strange (PS). Because then 
they will help and think along. 
Every type of critique is good. 
When they feel safer they feel 
better and their vitality increases 
(PS). They feel more like a part 
of the company, and there will 
be less absenteeism. So, I can 
influence this through the way I 
react, criticize or give advice. 
So, improvement boards create 
PS. 
 
When there is a high level of PS, 
people will participate more. 
Criticism is accepted, because it 
can always be used. People will 
feel more respected and 
involved (WE). More focus on 
details, more collectiveness 
(they are a group).  
 
PS improves everything on all 
sides. 
 

 WE “People are motivated, they are happy, they 
make other colleagues feel good too. They set a 
good example, make most of the production, 
prefer that tomorrow is better than today, and 
therefore consciously participate with 
improving. It is nice to work with passionate 
colleagues.” 
 

When people are motivated, it 
spreads out to other colleagues 
(the positivity).  
 
Leaders need to set a good 
example, it starts there (TL). 
People will follow you when 
respect is shown, equality is felt, 
you are open to criticism 
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“Everything starts with setting a good example. 
If we show respect or equality towards all 
colleagues, if we want to improve, if we are open 
to criticism, and if we show enthusiasm, many 
will follow. … If it is just one out of ten who is 
engaged, you will not get the rest to be 
enthusiastic, because that is a culture thing then. 
If you have four out of ten that are engaged, 
there is a good chance that more will follow.” 
 

(increase PS), and if you show 
enthusiasm, many will follow 
(WE). When the majority is like 
this, many will follow.  
 

 SE “Actually, all is important. So respect, equality, 
psychological safety, enthusiasm, self-efficacy, 
it is a package. … If you have a positive attitude, 
and you have no influence, then the positive 
attitude will not last long.” 
 
“Since we got the improvement boards, I think 
self-efficacy improved a lot. We now have 
people who have an idea, they know we discuss 
it and if it is a good idea, we will do it. If 
someone has an idea and it does not help us that 
much, sometimes I just implement this so they 
notice that they have influence.” 
 
“Some people might struggle with self-efficacy, 
especially when they move up the ladder. These 
are people who are simple insecure; who can do 
more than they think. We tell them that we are 
convinced that they really can do this and that 
we help them. And you notice that three months 
later they can do it very well. You see people 
grow.” 
 

Respect, equality, PS, WE, SE, 
it is all tied together. It is all 
connected. 
 
Improvement boards improved 
the self-efficacy because people 
will notice they are taken 
seriously. Sometimes people 
still struggle with their SE, but 
having conversations with the 
employees helps (PS?). 
Challenge them (WE). 
 
Tell the people, if they do not 
notice it themselves, that they 
are able to do more than they 
think and you believe in them. 
Be there for them, help them. 
Let them experience it and help 
where you can.  

 TL “We have KPIs, but I do not know whether we 
set sufficient higher goals. In any case, we do 
celebrate successes. People sometimes come up 
with this themselves, we are that accessible.” 
 

They do not set higher goals, 
more focused on KPIs. He 
wants to improve this however. 
Also, people come up with ideas 
to celebrate (indicates an 
environment of PS). 
 

 AP “Getting used to changes, finding it normal and 
not experiencing it as a threat. If you create 
smaller steps it quickly becomes less 
threatening. Include people in the decision-
making process, discuss about this, and make 
the decision together. It is not a democracy, but 
if the majority is against my intended change, 
then I am not going to do it. … So, adaptive 
performance is continuously adapting and 
communicating, and making small 
adjustments.” 
 

Communication is very 
important, as well as making 
continuous small adjustments. 
Getting used to changes, make it 
normal so it will not be seen as 
a threat, taking little steps 
(improvement board), and take 
the employees with you in your 
decision making process helps 
(TL) 
 

 Advice on 
agility 

“Make sure you keep moving. And ensure that 
you continuously develop as a company. Growth 

Growth provides change, 
agility, fun, flow, and life. 
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provides change, agility, fun, flow, life. So, I 
think a company just has to grow out of principle 
to stay agile, even if it is just five percent per 
year. Also, improvement boards! Basically you 
need to keep talking to each other, which is good 
on all fronts. You get respect, equality, 
communication, enthusiasm, everything comes 
from that.” 
 
“Set a good example. Managers are more often 
expected to be motivational, and do everything 
well. General directors are sometimes allowed 
to walk around grumpy, which is wrong. They 
forget to respect others. Then it starts to go 
wrong at the top. So it starts with setting a good 
example.” 
 

Everything comes from 
communication: respect, 
equality, enthusiasm, etc. 
 
You always have to think about 
how you come across, either as 
a leader or as the general 
director. If someone is feeling 
grumpy from the top, it will 
trickle down (this would mean 
directive leadership will have 
negative effects). 
 

PD 
(QM4) 
 

About 
leadership 

“We always want to give people the chance to 
grow. We are also working on explaining people 
what we expect from them in advance. What I 
want to show is that we are really people-
oriented. … Everyone is equal here, from top to 
bottom. This is very nice, you can say a lot to 
each other. This way you get most work done.” 
 
“I am someone who wants to clarify what the 
expectations are to each other, but I play a more 
coaching role in this. … I am focused on 
improvement, so I coach them, but they also 
coach me in return. I prefer to be that kind of 
leader, I do not like to be above someone. I am 
not a big fan of transactional leadership. If you 
are focused on that, I think you are missing the 
higher goal.” 
 

Providing people chances is 
good, as well as explaining 
everything that is expected. 
Everyone should be equal. 
 
Leader for one person in his 
team, in which he likes to state 
clear expectations, more in a 
coaching way (TL), and 
reflecting a lot. He is not a fan 
of transactional leadership, 
because you will miss the higher 
goal. 
 
Core values at the company are 
the specific mechanisms they 
use at their company, the 
ambiance at the company, 
culture, wanting to grow, giving 
opportunities, explaining the 
expectations, human focused, 
equality, communication. When 
you can say a lot to someone, 
you will get far (PS). 
 

 About 
change 

“I absolutely feel like I have to set the right 
example, not just with Corona, but also with 
other things. If I do not do this, how am I 
credible to other people? I am aware I have to 
pay close attention.” 
 
“We started our cultural change with the most 
motivated foreman, which was a perfect starting 
point. Other departments saw changes 
happening. … We now work like this in all 
departments, and it is now a matter of holding 
out and continuing to do so. … the moment this 

They changed their culture in 
the company, focusing on 
continuous improvements. They 
asked themselves; “What do we 
want and how does this fit our 
other goals?” (Vision = TL). 
This was done by taking little 
steps, and staying busy with this 
change. First start with a 
stakeholder analysis. They 
started with the department in 
which the foreman was most 
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stops, we notice that the attention subsides 
again. If you continue to pay attention to this 
change, and take people with you, and show 
examples, this helps.” 
 
“The people with the most resistance, we 
consciously gave them more attention, and 
involved them more, in order to take them along 
in the change process.  Talk to them, ask ‘hey, 
you tell everyone this is not right, but provide us 
with input! How do YOU want to do this?’ 
Occasionally do something that you do not 
necessarily support, but what that person wants, 
to get the motivation going.” 
 
“The disadvantage of taking small steps is that 
you quickly forget where you came from. … 
What we are doing is taking more pictures, 
which we can use to say ‘hey, did you know a 
year ago this looked like this?’. We also have 
conversations at the right moments, that we got 
just the right input we needed at that moment, 
holding up a mirror.” 
 

excited about it (setting the right 
example, starting with someone 
with a high level of WE). From 
this starting point they moved 
the change to other departments. 
So, it is important to start with 
the people who are keen (WE).  
 
Involve the people who are 
against the change so they feel 
more motivated and engaged 
(WE). If they are part of the 
process, this will happen. They 
need to feel heard. Also, 
sometimes you have to give in 
when people really want to do it 
this way (even though we do not 
want that). When people are still 
opposed to the change, you have 
to have a stricter conversation. 
Slowly but surely they will be 
less opposed. Try to imagine 
how the employee is feeling 
(PS). They want the employees 
to think along (AP), and that 
they also want to improve and 
provide input (PS). This is done 
by taking little steps, which 
unfortunately you do not really 
see. Visualisation will help 
make people see that something 
is happening, otherwise they get 
demotivated (WE). This creates 
structure.  
 
To be credible to other people, 
you need to be a role model on 
how to act (TL). 
 

 About 
successful 
change 

“You need to analyse your people, so you know 
what type of people you are dealing with. You 
then need to direct people via conversations 
techniques or advise.” 
 
“The most difficult part of change in a company 
is that it can go too slow. I want to proceed 
quickly. My learning curve flattens out fast, so I 
want to continue on in a faster pace. That is the 
most difficult part for me.” 
 

First you have to analyse the 
people involved. Who are you 
talking to? What is the right 
moment to talk? How can I 
influence them? It is important 
to know what kind of people 
you, as a leader, are dealing 
with. Personal approach (TL). 
 
Going too fast is not good, but 
too slow often feels bad for the 
leaders. 
 

 Agile 
company 

“The advantage here is that people work here 
for a relatively long time. We have little 

Yes, this company is agile. They 
have the people and the capacity 
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turnover. So people are involved with us for 
longer and know how we work and what to 
expect from each other. So that also makes us 
more agile; Things are more likely to be 
accepted from each other. But also from 
management of course.” 
 
“If you do not adapt, you lose the race. You will 
not just have a problem as an organisation, but 
also as a person. The organisation will not 
survive, people will become unhappy because 
they cannot keep up.” 
 

for it. Because people work with 
us for a long time, so they will 
accept things sooner, which 
creates agility (Note researcher: 
More about this in the end of 
this interview, because it was an 
interesting statement).  
 
Agility is very important 
because everything is changing 
so quickly (technological 
changes). Agility as a ‘term’ is 
not on the agenda, but we are 
working on continuous 
improvements.   
 
People need to keep up as well, 
otherwise they will be unhappy 
too. 
 

 Improving 
agility 

“The influence on the organisation lies within 
the management team, to set goals and to create 
shorter term goals, in order to set a good 
example. Also showing leadership to the 
employees. So I think outside influences have a 
lot to do with it, technology, and inside forces, 
which is leadership.” 
 
“Leadership has influence on agility by setting 
goals for people, and guide them to work 
towards those goals. It should be guiding, not 
directing, because guiding makes sure that the 
employee has more responsibility.” 
 
“In any case, you should take the employees 
with you and state the importance of the plans. 
Because if they have no interest in that plan, 
employees will not go along, at least not at the 
level you would like them to be.” 
 

They are working on improving 
agility by improving the 
company. A higher goal is 
needed (long-term), which is 
created by the management 
team (TL). Short terms goals are 
also important, but these are 
influenced from the outside. It is 
important to be a good example 
to the employees (TL). It is 
important to coach instead of 
steering people. Also, what the 
employees think is important 
should be taken into account. 
Employees need to create more 
responsibility for themselves.  
 
State the importance of the 
plans so they will feel the 
importance and the urgency too 
(WE).  
 

 PS “We want everyone to be equal. In the first 
instance, we want to offer safety at work, that 
you can get started in a safe working 
environment. That is where it starts. After this, 
we want to equate people with each other, so no 
one is better than the other, meaning equal in 
standards and values. We want everyone to say 
what they think. We try to steer people in that 
direction.” 
 
“I know that not everyone will say everything in 
the group, but I do want to keep the doors open 

Providing an open door for the 
people that are not feeling a high 
level of PS. It is important that 
people feel equal in standards 
and values (not necessarily 
money). 
 
Everyone is equal here. First the 
focus is on other types of safety 
however. ‘Keek op de week’ (A 
look back on the week) helps 
with this. We aim that everyone 
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so that they can always provide their input. We 
are aware of this.” 
  

can provide their input (PS). It is 
important that people are happy 
too. We have a confidant in the 
company for people. 
 

 WE “Engagement is very malleable, not only by us, 
but also by one’s home situation.” 
 
“We noticed that many people were already 
engaged, and others were less engaged. We 
wanted to take that latter group to another level, 
because we think it is important that you are 
serious about your job, but above all that you 
like it. The more you enjoy your work, the more 
seriously you take it, and so on.” 
 
“We are aware of this. We do not really focus 
on it, but we do recognise it. That is the 
advantage of walking through the factory a lot, 
which is very important, since you will notice 
things like someone always smiling and working 
hard, suddenly is not looking as happy. We talk 
to these people, because the engagement is less. 
… Everything is connected, psychological 
safety, engagement, it all depends on the way 
you work.” 
 

The more you enjoy the job 
(which can be improved by the 
leader as well), the more 
seriously and engaged (WE) 
you will be.  
This can also be influenced by 
the situation at home. Walking 
through the factory to let people 
see your face, and looking at 
people to notice the little things. 
Everything is connected (PS, 
WE, etc.) 

 SE “I think there are quite a few tools that makes 
someone more aware, so that he or she starts 
setting their own goals, and describes what they 
believe they can do, which is the basis for those 
goals. You have to create your own vision for 
yourself, and be able to stick to it.” 
 
“This is what we want to create, we want to get 
rid of our old culture, in which people always go 
to us and do not take accountability. 
Responsibility should lie within your 
department.” 
 

SE might be able to be improved 
through certain tools, to make 
someone more aware. Creating 
possibilities are important too. 
Have a developmental plan. Say 
that people are doing a good job, 
but also ask how they think they 
are doing (PS). ‘Keek op de 
week’ helps people get more 
involved (WE). Create your 
own vision. 
 
If people come up to them and 
ask; ‘this has been a problem all 
week’, they mention that the 
employees can fix this too and 
that they do not have to be 
involved for every single thing. 
This is the old culture; asking 
for permission. 
 
Provide examples, share it, and 
do not force people to develop. 
Show that there are possibilities 
though. 
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 TL “I admire the way our general director does 

things. He has the competence to coach and 
manage more instead of directive leadership. … 
He is much more focused on the human aspects. 
He is very much aware that if we do not have 
this, nothing will happen. … it is not just self-
interest, he really wants to make someone else 
better.” 
 
 

This is interesting because the 
general director himself thought 
he sometimes was a bit more 
directive than he liked to be. 
This shows that your own 
perspective is not always what 
other people see too. 

 Advice on 
agility 

“If people work together for a longer time 
already, they might get stuck at the process 
level. But if people work together for a longer 
period of time, they also know each other better, 
so the bridge to address each other on certain 
things, or to implement changes, is smaller. It is 
easier to have a conversation with people.” 
 
“Keep talking to each other. This makes it useful 
if you have known each other for some time, it 
strengthens this ability. Keep talking and 
accepting things, and want to improve. Create a 
mutual goal to keep on improving. Yes, as long 
as you keep communicating, and you preserve 
this, it will only benefit the agility.” 
 
“Basically everything depends on 
communication. For me, you are a good leader 
if you know how to motivate people, in good 
times but also in lesser times, and not by 
undermining someone. So communicating at the 
same level, but in the sense that the other person 
takes steps forward. And one day you have to 
take a step back to bring someone else forward, 
then you are a good leader to me.” 
 
“You have to be able to look over the goal itself, 
and see that taking a step back is not actually 
taking a step back, not in the long term.” 
 
“Clearly communicate your goals and include 
what you expect from your employees, and that 
you also take the expectations from others about 
you into account.” 

If people know each other 
longer (or better), it becomes 
easier to address each other 
(PS). This is a pro when it 
comes to companies in which 
everyone stays. On the process 
level one might get stuck, so it 
is important to keep 
improving/changing so people 
get used to this too. 
 
Keep talking to each other (PS), 
and keep wanting to improve 
(be engaged: WE). Mutual goals 
are needed for this (which the 
TL will implement, and they 
should agree on it). 
 
Everything depends on 
communication at the same 
level (PS). Leaders should not 
be afraid to take a step back. 
 
Taking a step back is taking a 
step forward in the long term. 
Have a vision for this (TL). 
 
 
Again, communication! 
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1. Short introduction 
It is a fast changing world, and companies need to be agile and able to adapt quickly in order 
to stay in competition in the market. This research aims to find out  how the adaptive 
performance of employees in the workplace can be improved, meaning that they can adapt 
quickly in the fast changing environment of today, and therefore creating a more agile 
company. In the recent years, there has been a demand for a better understanding when it comes 
to understanding the influence of leadership on the adaptive behaviour of individuals, which is 
also the case for the consultancy company SpartnerS. Leaders have a big impact on how 
employees perform in the work environment. Therefore, this research is also analysing the 
effect of transformational leadership on employees in small- to medium sized manufacturing 
companies, and on how it would influence (among other things) adaptive performance. How 
can this relationship be explained? Is it because of more self-efficacy in employees? More 
work-engagement? Or more perceived psychological safety? Also, the effect of the adaptive 
performance of employees is explored considering the overall agility of the company. There is 
limited research about this in this context, so this study is attempting to fill the gap in the 
existing literature.  

2. Problem explanation 
SpartnerS Organisatieadvies, a consultancy company in the south of the Netherlands, aims to 
help manufacturing companies where possible. Their slogan is: “SpartnerS Organisatieadvies 
maakt het waar!” (SpartnerS Organisatieadvies makes it happen!), which is for a reason. They 
do not see themselves as an ordinary consultancy company, their ambition is to win the race, 
and never give up. They know that it is very difficult to adapt to changes in the manufacturing 
industry, and therefore focus on a variety of ways to help these companies: strategy, marketing 
and sales, lean and logistics, and leadership in organisations. They want to develop in the field 
of leadership, which is why they came to me with the question whether I can help them find a 
way to create more agility in manufacturing companies, with mainly a focus on how leaders 
can affect this. This interest came about because in the current environment of automation, 
digitization, and connectiveness, everything is changing fast, and companies need to be able to 
adapt quickly. It is an uncertain and fast-changing world, so in order to stay in competition in 
the market, it is important for companies to be agile (Gunasekaran, Yusuf, Adeleye, 
Papadopoulos, Kovvuri, & Geyi, 2019).  

An agile company is one that has the ability to adapt successfully to changes which are 
unexpected (Ganguly, Nilchiani, & Farr, 2009). According to an article by Almahamid, 
Awwad, and McAdams (2010), agile capabilities are very important when it comes to gaining 
a competitive advantage in the manufacturing industries. These are the abilities to respond fast 
to difficult and continuously changing problems and situations, and to be able to recover 
quickly from blows (Pulakos, Kantrowitz, & Schneider, 2019). However, in the context of 
manufacturing industries, formalisation and centralisation is high, with a low amount of verbal 
communication  (Brockmann, & Birkholz, 2006). Formalisation is used when the organisation 
wants to standardise the behaviours of the workers, so they are easier to coordinate and control. 
Centralisation means that there is a limited amount of people in an organisation who participate 
in the decision making process, so there is a high degree of hierarchy and authority 
(Lamichhane, 2017).  

Most research on agility in the manufacturing industry has focused on the technical aspects of 
agility, with little focus on the employees. An article by Alavi, Wahab, Muhamad and Shirani 
(2014) explained that to create a more agile manufacturing company, it is important to focus 
on the employees. Employees need to start to act in a way that shows fast reactions to problems, 
by being flexible in their roles, by being able to collaborate with others, and by being able to 
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ask for information when necessary (Muduli, 2013). This is called adaptive performance. Most 
work about adaptive performance has focused on the concept of team performance (Denning, 
2018), however, it is also important to focus on the individuals. For example, if small problems 
can be solved without the involvement of other people, it allows the employees to understand 
the problem and anticipate them better. This anticipation and prevention is an important aspect 
of an agile company (Sherehiy, & Karwowski, 2014).   

Since leaders are known to have a big impact on how employees feel and behave by acting in 
a certain way (e.g. Sweet, Witt, & Shoss, 2015; Li, 2019), it should be interesting to find out 
how leaders can impact the adaptive performance of employees, and in the end the agile 
performance of the organisation. Griffin, Parker, and Mason (2010), found that  
transformational leadership has a positive influence on how employees perceive their adaptive 
performance. It is unclear however, how transformational leadership has an impact on the 
individual adaptive performance of employees, and how this affects the agility of small- to 
medium-sized manufacturing companies. Therefore, to create more understanding on this, the 
aim of this research is to answer the following two questions:  

How does transformational leadership influence the adaptive performance of individuals in 
small- to medium-sized manufacturing companies? 

And: 

How does the individual adaptive performance impact the agility of small- to medium-sized 
manufacturing companies? 

3. Theoretical background 
It is important to first look at some theoretical background. In the following part of this 
document, the concepts of agile manufacturing and employee adaptivity are discussed. The 
concepts of the individual perception of psychological safety, individual self-efficacy, 
individual work-engagement, individual developmental potential at work, and the individual 
ability to learn from errors are explored and elaborated, since they are possibly important when 
explaining the underlying mechanisms of the effect of transformational leadership on the 
adaptive performance of employees, as well as the underlying mechanism of the effect of the  
adaptive performance of employees and the agility of the organisation. It is theorised that these 
variables are mediators. A mediator is a variable that helps explain how certain processes work. 
This mediator is often a hypothetical one (something that cannot be observed with the naked 
eye), which can clarify the nature of the relationship between the independent (transformational 
leadership) and dependent variable (adaptive performance of employees) (McKinnon, 2008). 
Lastly, a short summary is provided. 

3.1 Agile manufacturing and employee adaptivity 
Agility is the capability to do well in a situation which is competitive and continuously 
changing, where a need to act quickly is key (Kidd, 1994). Therefore, when a company is 
implementing agile manufacturing, they are aiming to create a more competitive and successful 
company in this type of environment. The difficulty here is that some sort of system is needed 
to make sure that new products are fastly created, before competitors do so. Excellence is 
important here, and being first to market too (Gunasekaran, Yusuf, Adeleye, Papadopoulos, 
Kovvun, & Geyi, 2019). Agility in manufacturing industries therefore is considered to be the 
capability to produce a wide range of high quality products, while keeping costs low, and create 
short lead times. The products are created to the requirements of the individual customer 
(Fliedner, & Vokurka, 1997). Agile organisations aim to please both the customers and 
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employees, and think beyond the status quo, using the changing environment to create 
opportunities for the company (Yaghoubi, Kord, & Azadikhah, 2011). 

An article by Pulakos, Kantrowitz, and Schneider (2019) explained that to create an 
organization that is agile, rightsized teamwork is needed, as well as continuous course-
correction and stability. Rightsized teamwork is accomplished when the employees talk to each 
other and their leaders, so they understand their differences, creating a shared view of how to 
accomplish the work, and find the right amount of collaboration that is optimal for them. 
Continuous course-correction is about continuously adapting to the changing situation, by 
being able to oversee their performance when it is being performed, by (for example) using 
ongoing feedback and tracking. Lastly, there needs to be some kind of stability, or 
counterbalance, in the chaos caused by the changing environment. Stability creates a 
foundation that provides focus during change. It is a mental state which occurs when feeling 
secure in their roles at work, as well as when they have a high amount of confidence in their 
organisation and leaders. This counterbalance can be achieved when leaders provide an 
adequate amount of resource so that employees can do their jobs. To conclude: leaders and 
employees need to communicate and align their needs, leaders need to show reassurance in the 
employees, confidence, and optimism, and accept experimenting and (therefore) also failures 
(Pulakos, Kantrowitz, & Schneider, 2019). It also shows that research on agility in the 
manufacturing industry has mainly focused on the technical aspects of agility, with little focus 
on the employees. This is unfortunate because the employees are a crucial part in the 
organisation: If the employees are not performing in an agile way, how can the organisation 
itself be agile?  

This train of thought is also explained by Muduli (2013), who concluded in his research that 
for an organisation to be agile, it is important for employees to react fast to problems, have the 
ability to collaborate with others, and the ability to ask and provide information or feedback 
when necessary. This is called adaptive performance, and is defined as “task-performance-
directed behaviour individuals enact, in response to, or anticipation of, changes relevant to 
job-related tasks.” (Jundt, Shoss, & Huang, 2015: p. 54).  Individual adaptive performance can 
be influenced by a variety of things according to Jundt, Shoss, & Huang (2015). Their literature 
review explained that the context in which people work is a major source of influence on 
employees’ adaptive performance. This context is shaped by leaders and how they act and 
behave around the employees. It is unclear, however, how all the predictors of the individual 
adaptive performance are linked, and how they work. What does a transformational leader do, 
how does it affect an employee in their work context, and does this type of leader behaviour 
positively influence the individual adaptive performance of the employees? 

3.2 Transformational leadership in manufacturing companies 
As explained in the former paragraph, in order to create a more agile company, leaders and 
employees that work closely together, need to collaborate and align their knowledge. This way 
the work is accomplished more efficiently, instead of letting the employees figure everything 
out themselves (Pulakos, Kantrowitz, & Schneider, 2019). It is important to create an 
environment where new ideas and methods are welcomed with open arms, and individuals need 
to feel safe enough to provide feedback without the feeling of being judged, helping them grow 
in their roles at work. Sweet, Witt, and Shoss (2015) also found that the adaptive performance 
of an employee can be influenced by a leader that is inspirational and attentive to the needs of 
every individual employee.  

The type of leadership that is in line with the described type of leadership above is called 
‘transformational leadership’. Transformational leadership is defined as a type of leadership 
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that is challenging the status quo in the company, is inspiring a vision for the employees, will 
help employees act in line with that shared vision and help them reach their goals, and 
recognizes and commemorates the accomplishments of the employees to encourage them to do 
well (Harris, 1985; Bass, 1985; Roberts, 1985). Since this type of leader considers the 
individual employees (pays close attention to them and their differences), they are a guide or 
mentor in a sense, helping the individual employees grow and develop, stimulating them 
intellectually (Bass, 1990), and quite possibly increasing their perception of what they can do. 
They are able to create an environment in which change is encouraged, which means that the 
employees should feel good enough and safe enough to provide feedback and ask questions, 
having a positive effect on how adaptively they can perform. The relationship between the 
leader and employee is supported by their bilateral trust, as well as openness and depth in 
communication and feedback between the two parties (Klauss, & Bass, 1982). Pulakos, 
Kantrowitz, and Schneider (2019) explained that leaders need to continuously look for new 
ideas and prospects, which can help to create improved outcomes.  

Additionally, leaders can motivate and engage employees to act in a more adaptive or proactive 
way if they create a context which is supportive of these types of behaviour (Griffin, Parker, & 
Mason, 2010). Immediate supervisors have the role to maximise the contributions of the 
employees in the organisation, and steer them towards a competitive advantage in the market. 
The underlying mechanism here can be based on the Social Exchange Theory by Blau (1964), 
which explains that the actions individuals partake in (which are voluntary) are motivated by 
the reciprocal expectations from others, which is seen as a core condition of human interaction. 
There is a transactional type of interaction, meaning that it is a more economic relationship or 
a “give and take” process, and a more social one, which involves trust and commitment (Blau, 
1964), like transformational leadership. In this case, the employee would want to engage in the 
type of behaviours the leader is motivating them to participate in. According to the Leader-
Member Exchange theory, when there is a great level of confidence  and positive emotions 
from a leader to the member, as well as respect, emotional support, resources, both formal and 
informal rewards, and more access to information (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995), it can result in a 
reciprocation of loyalty and extra effort from the employees (Ballinger, Lehman, & 
Schoorman, 2010), creating more engagement. It seems that through the behaviour of the 
transformational leader, (s)he is able to promote a more adaptive behaviour in the employee. It 
also shows that transformational leadership does not have a direct influence on adaptive 
performance, which means that there are possible mediating factors involved.  

Since we aim to understand how a transformational leader can influence the adaptive 
performance of employees, it is important to factor these in. Based on the literature above, a 
couple of variables stood out. Because the transformational leader shows respect and trust in 
the employee and allows and encourages them to come up with new ideas, it makes sense that 
they create an environment that makes the employees feel safe, increasing their adaptive 
behaviour by allowing them to make decisions, provide feedback, and make mistakes without 
feeling judged (psychological safety). Transformational leadership might also increase the 
amount of confidence an employee has in him or herself and in what he/she is able to do (also 
known as self-efficacy). This is because a transformational leader aims to help the employee 
grow and develop, providing trust and respect. That in turn might increase the ability to learn 
from mistakes because they are more confident to accept the mistake and learn the lessons 
(learning from errors), which is also an important factor when it comes to the adaptive 
performance of employees. Lastly, explained by the Social Exchange Theory, when the leaders 
put more effort in their employees and support them, it can make the employees more engaged 
in their work (work-engagement), as well as the well-being of the employee at work (individual 
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developmental potential), which also can have a positive impact on an individual’s adaptive 
performance. Not only that, transformational leaders provide the employees with a clear vision 
of the future, which provides them a goal that might increase the work-engagement and 
individual developmental potential as well. The following paragraphs get more into detail on 
how psychological safety, work engagement, and self-efficacy are mediating factors between 
transformational leadership and adaptive performance.  

3.3 Individual psychological safety  
When employees feel tired, insecure or fearful, it is more difficult to cope with the unexpected 
changes, and makes it harder to learn and collaborate with others (Edmondson, 2019). This 
means that some kind of psychological security is needed to overcome these emotional 
obstacles. Reassurance, optimism and confidence is needed so that some kind of stability is 
created. It is important to create an environment where new ideas and methods are welcomed 
with open arms, in which individuals feel safe enough to provide feedback without having the 
feeling of being judged (Pulakos, Kantrowitz, & Schneider, 2019). Feeling safe enough to make 
mistakes, ask questions, and deliver feedback is important when it comes to adaptive 
behaviour. This helps individuals to adapt more to difficult situations and changing 
environment, because they know what they are getting into, and is all connected to the 
psychological safety of the employees. 

Psychological safety is the employee’s belief that he or she is able to engage with people 
without the anxiety or fear that this can negatively affect his or her self-image, status, or career 
(Kahn, 1990). At work this would account to beliefs about the reactions of others when the 
employee engages in a way which is considered ‘risky’, for example seeking feedback and 
proposing new ideas (Edmondson, 2004). It involves cognitive processes in which the potential 
risks are balanced against the potential benefits (Edmondson, 2003). Basically, if employees 
feel psychologically safe, it is easier to step out of their comfort zone (Carmeli, Sheaffer, 
Binyamin, Reiter-Palmon, & Shimoni, 2013), and show more adaptive behaviour if necessary. 
Besides that, they are more willing to solve difficult problems and think about their 
performance (Rudolph, Raemer, Simon, 2014).  

To make sure that the concept of psychological safety is clear, it is important to explain what 
psychological safety is not. For example, psychological safety is not the same as being nice to 
someone, it can actually be seen as something completely the opposite. When a person feels 
psychologically safe, it is about being open to someone, as well as giving space to provide 
useful feedback and different opinions, which is very important when it comes to innovation 
and implementing change (Edmondson, 2019). Also, it is not a personality trait like being an 
extravert. Psychological safety is about the work climate, which has an impact on different 
types of people feeling safer to speak their minds, regardless of whether they are introverted or 
extraverted (Edmondson, 2019).  

Also, psychological safety is not the same as trust, even though these concepts have some 
things in common. Trust is also about the perception of being vulnerable, providing the other 
person with the benefit of the doubt whether that person can be trusted or not, so basically 
putting the focus on others. This shows that it is about interactions between people. 
Psychological safety however, is focused on the self, and whether others will give you the 
benefit of the doubt when you state your opinion, or ask a question (Edmondson, 2004).  Lastly, 
psychological safety is not about making sure that everything is okay so everyone feels more 
comfortable at work. Psychological safety should lead to people being open to each other, but 
still showing respect, which means that ambitious goals can be set and people still work hard 
to reach these goals. Psychological safety basically sets a stage to create a more honest, more 
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challenging environment, where collaboration is welcomed, and therefore a more effective 
work environment is created (Edmondson, 2019). 

Having a personal connection with the leader can increase trust and respect, and makes 
employees more likely to open up about opinions and ideas about issues (a.k.a. having a high 
level of psychological safety) (Foss, Woll, & Moilanen, 2013). On the other hand, when this is 
not the case, employees are less likely to open up and express their opinions (Yin, 2013). 
Because transformational leadership is about the leader providing trust in the employees 
abilities, pushing them to obtain their goals and visions while having an open form of 
communication, it is likely that this increases the perceived psychological safety of the 
employee. It therefore makes it easier to cope with unexpected changes, react to problems in a 
faster way (without thinking about what other people would think of these actions), and makes 
it easier to provide feedback as well as receive it. This all should therefore positively impact 
the adaptive performance of the employee. Therefore, the first hypothesis is stated as follows: 

H1: The positive relationship between transformational leadership and individual adaptive 
performance is mediated by the perception of psychological safety.  

3.4 Individual self-efficacy and learning from errors 
The perceived self-efficacy of a person is known to be the belief about one’s competence in 
what they do, believing that they are able to achieve a certain level of performance which will 
have an influence over events that affect their lives. This belief will  have an impact on how 
individuals think, feel, act, and motivate themselves (Bandura, 1994). According to Bandura 
(1994), when there is a high level of self-efficacy, people do not see certain tasks as threats or 
scary, but more like a challenge, because they have such strong beliefs in their competence. 
This means that goals will be set higher, they will commit to a task more fiercely, and will 
recover faster when things do not turn out the way they were planned (Bandura, 1994). 

Self-efficacy is something that a person has, as an individual, but can also be sustained and 
increased by outside factors. Bandura (1994) explained that there are four main sources: (1) 
through mastery experiences, (2) through experiences given by social models or role models, 
(3) by social persuasion, and (4) reducing stress reactions and negative emotional states. When 
you look at a transformational leader, they are characterized by taking the needs and 
capabilities of the employees into account, which can create mutual trust and more openness 
in communication (such as feedback) (Klauss, & Bass, 1982). This type of leadership is one in 
which there is a great level of confidence shown to the employee, as well as respect, emotional 
support, resources, both formal and informal rewards, and more access to information (Graen 
& Uhl-Bien, 1995). Also, when you look at the negative side of this coin, it is found that 
transformational leadership reduces burnout and stress symptoms (Seltzer, Numeroff, & Bass, 
1989). 

Additionally, transformational leaders can be seen as a sort of role model (Walumbwa, Bruce, 
Avolio, & Zhu, 2008). The role-modelling is about the leaders being open about their own 
experiences, sharing it with the employees. Employees can use that information and learn from 
it, acquiring new insights in how to do things which might be better, increasing their self-
efficacy. Verbal persuasion on the other hand is about the leaders motivating and supporting 
the employees, as well as showing trust in them, and therefore increasing their self-efficacy as 
well (Walumbwa, et al., 2008). So, since transformational leaders reduce stress reactions and 
provide experiences as role-models, it is expected that this type of leadership will increase the 
self-efficacy of employees.  
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Self-efficacy is some kind of internal motivator, driving a person to perform better, commit 
more, and be more resilient to setbacks. This can cause employees to be more motivated to 
learn from their mistakes that are made because they aim to improve themselves (Rybowiak, 
et al., 1999). Learning from errors is about taking that mistake and turning it in information for 
the future (Rybowiak, Garst, Frese, & Batinic, 1999), for example to anticipate those same 
mistakes from coming up again, and therefore being able to adapt to that situation accordingly. 
Another reason why learning from mistakes can be increased due to a higher level of self-
efficacy, is because those people are likely to feel more competent in what they do, and do not 
think their own competence is to blame when it comes to the mistakes they made, but blame it 
on their lack of knowledge. Since people high in self-efficacy are internally motivated to do 
better, they should be more likely to want to learn from it, trying to improve their own skills. 
For these reasons, the following hypothesis is assumed: 

H2: The positive relationship between transformational leadership and ‘learning from errors’ 
is mediated by the individual self-efficacy. 

To create an adaptive performance, it is important to not only adapt to certain situations, but 
also being able to anticipate problems/mistakes, so they can act on it and improve it. According 
to Jundt, Shoss, & Huang (2015), one of the antecedents that influences adaptive performance 
in an individual is their cognitive processes and behavioural strategies. According to that 
research, as well as Kraiger, Ford and Salas (1993), when people are better at acquiring 
knowledge or learning, they are better in adapting to the environment. When errors have 
occurred, and the ability of an employee to learn from this mistake is high, the employee will 
likely notice when a similar mistake is about to happen and accept the responsibility to manage 
the error. A high level of self-efficacy also makes it easier to cope with the stress that comes 
with it, which makes it easier to react, as well as share the experience with others so that is 
does not happen again, or they can anticipate it and react before it happens again (Putz, 
Schilling, & Kluge, 2012). Not only this, learning from mistakes is often more memorable 
compared to when someone learns from successes. This is because the important aspects that 
are needed to make decisions are more prominent, and therefore creates more realistic mental 
models of how the situation is and how it can change (Hesketh, 1997). Lastly, mistakes have 
an element of surprise, which will start a more rigorous process of reflection of the situation 
(Hesketh, & Ivancic, 2002), which is an important when trying to adapt to situations (Joung, 
Hesketh, & Neal, 2006). This shows that making mistakes is very important when it comes to 
growing as a company. So, if a person has a high level of self-efficacy, this might also have a 
positive effect on the adaptive performance, mediated by the ability to learn from mistakes. 
However, only partial mediation is expected, because it is likely that other individual factors 
can mediate this relationship too: 

H3: The relationship between the individual self-efficacy and the individual adaptive 
performance is partially mediated by the individual ability to learn from errors.   

3.5 Individual work engagement and developmental potential at work 
Work engagement is, according to Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá and Bakker (2002; p. 
74) a ‘motivational and positive state of mind related to work, which is characterized by vigour, 
dedication and absorption’. Vigour is about having an flexible mind and a high amount of 
energy, as well as the eagerness and readiness to put in effort, and pushing through even when 
things are getting hard. Being dedicated about something is about feeling the importance of it, 
feeling a keen interest in it what keeps you excited, being inspired to do something about it, as 
well as feeling a sense of pride and a challenge. Lastly, when a person is fully absorbed in a 
task, it means that they are completely concentrated on it, the time flies by, and it is a challenge 



   
 
 

118 
 

to detach yourself from the task at hand (Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, & Bakker, 
2002).  

Because transformational leaders have a strong vision of what the future should hold, and are 
able to properly communicate this to their employees, it should increase the awareness of the 
employees, creating excitement and interest. It gives  them a goal to work towards, which can 
possibly increase the dedication an individual feels at work. Additionally, like explained in the 
leader-member exchange theory, when a leader puts more effort in, and puts more focus on the 
employee, the employee is more likely to be motivated and might feel the importance of the 
task more (Ballinger, Lehman, & Schoorman, 2010), therefore enhancing their individual 
dedication. Not only this, because of the individual consideration and the consideration of the 
personal needs of the employees over their own, it provides a platform for open communication 
(Franke, & Felfe, 2011). According to Franke and Felfe (2011), this decreases the stress and 
strain a person has. Stress can drain one’s energy and reserves, which causes exhaustion (Selye, 
1956). This leads to the assumption that transformational leadership can stop the stress from 
draining the energy in stressful situations and keep the employees ready, increasing their 
vigour. 

The experience of having vigour, dedication, and absorption are in general seen as positive 
experiences, which would mean that a person who experiences a fair amount of work-
engagement should feel positive about working there. Positive ordeals create positive emotions 
(or affect) (Sonnentag, Mojza, Binneiwes, & Scholl, 2008). Fredrickson (2001) came up with 
a new theoretical perspective on how positive emotions can create a temporary change in how 
people think and act, basically broadening their perspectives and actions. People will feel more 
free to experiment, show a different type of behaviour, and think in different ways 
(Fredrickson, & Joiner, 2002). This is called the broaden-and-build theory, and it is suggested 
that the ability to experience positive emotions is an essential part of human strength and human 
flourishing. Positive emotions are the starting point of upward spirals, which means that one 
positive experience at work can create an increase in many other positive emotions. 
(Fredrickson, 2001).  

The broaden-and-build theory suggests that positive emotions are a means for individual 
growth and social connection (Fredrickson, 2001). In general, these positive emotions are 
changing people in advantageous ways, providing more contentment, more resilience, and 
therefore can better the development and fulfilment of an individual’s potential. This fulfilment 
of potential is known to be the main focus of well-being at work (Bartels, Peterson, & Reina, 
2019). Well-being at work is “an employee’s subjective evaluation of his or her ability to 
develop and optimally function within the workplace” (Bartels, Peterson, & Reina, 2019: p. 3), 
and is strongly influenced by the environment and surrounding context. The term ‘well-being 
at work’ can be slightly confusing, people might expect well-being at work to be about how 
good a person feels, in general, in the work environment. Since it is about how a person feels 
about the ability to develop one’s potential, this factor is named ‘the individual developmental 
potential at work’ (IDP at work). 

So, work engagement can be influenced by setting (and finishing) goals, stimulating positive 
emotions, and increasing the resilience of the employees (Ouweneel, 2005). If leaders do this, 
it can increase the resources their work-engagement, which is essential to human flourishing 
and the fulfilment of an individual’s potential, this would likely increase the developmental 
potential at work for an individual too. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed: 
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H4: The positive relationship between transformational leadership and the individual 
developmental potential at work is mediated by the individual work-engagement. 

Like explained before, adaptive performance is needed because organisations need to be agile, 
moving along with the changes occurring. Employees are expected to support those changes, 
which can cause strain and stress (Parent, 2010). This can be explained by the transactional 
stress model by Lazarus and Folkman (1984), which explains that a person’s actions, feelings 
and affect can be influenced by the evaluations made in their head about a certain situation, 
creating uncertainty and ambiguity. It can cause the perceived demands of a job to increase 
(things that costs an individual energy) (Bakker, & Demerouti, 2017). When an employee is 
faced with a decision caused by a change, this can therefore cause ambiguity aversion. 
Ambiguity aversion is the concept that causes people to shy away from decisions that are 
uncertain, minimising the utility of the decision (Savage, 1954). When there is change in the 
organisation, but the decision maker feels uncertain, the decision makers will often stick with 
what they consider the ‘safe’ option, or the option that is most familiar  (Samuelson, & 
Zeckhauser, 1988). This is not in line when it comes to adaptive performance: The safest option 
is not always the most efficient one. 

So, like explained in the former paragraph, when a person has a high level of work-engagement,  
they are more motivated and in general more positive, leading to a higher IDP at work. Since 
they would have more personal resources and feel like they can optimally develop, they should 
to be able to better handle the stress that comes with changes. Because the stress is less, there 
is less ambiguity aversion, and they are more focused on choosing the right option instead of 
choosing the safe option. Therefore employees with a high level of work-engagement (and 
therefore a higher level of IDP at work) should be able to have a higher adaptive performance 
level. Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H5: The positive relationship between the individual work-engagement and the individual 
adaptive performance is mediated by the individual developmental potential at work. 

3.6 Short summary 
The literature in the previous chapters explains that by improving the adaptivity of employees, 
a more agile company is created, providing that company with a competitive advantage. The 
transformational leadership has a huge impact on how safe an individual feels (psychological 
safety), on how excited and full of energy that individual feels (work engagement), and on 
competent that individual feels (self-efficacy) by showing support, challenging the status quo, 
inspiring a vision, being supportive in growing in their roles, being open in their 
communication, recognize and commemorate the accomplishments of the employees, and 
considering each individual employee to maintain a high quality relationship with them. For 
these reasons, the transformational leader should impact a variety of factors, such as the IDP 
at work of the employee and their individual ability to learn from mistakes, as well as the 
individual adaptive performance of the employee. This research is aiming to understand those 
connections, and analysing the impact a transformational leader has on the individual employee 
and the company. Lastly, this research aims to find out how the adaptive performance of 
employees can impact the agility of the company itself. 

4. Methodology and the conceptual model 
The methodology consists of two parts. Part one is a quantitative method, using questionnaires, 
explaining the connections between the different variables (transformational leadership, 
psychological safety, work-engagement, self-efficacy, IDP at work, learning from errors, and 
the adaptive performance). The questionnaires are filled in by the employees at the company. 
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The second part is qualitative in nature, using interviews to explore how the adaptive 
performance of employees (which is measured before) might influence the agility of the 
company in general. The interviews are done with the general directors and (possible) direct 
leaders, since they might have a better overview considering the overall agility of the 
organisation. 

4.1 Part 1 of the research: quantitative method 
The first part of this research is focusing on the effects of variables and how they relate to each 
other, answering the first research question (“How does transformational leadership influence 
the adaptive performance of individuals in small- to medium-sized manufacturing 
companies?”) and its hypotheses, so the research method that has been chosen here is 
quantitative. This method is able to uncover how variables relate to each other. Questionnaires 
are used for this, and are created for the individual employees in the companies. This will help 
make it possible to find out how they are individually affected by their perception of the 
transformational (or non-transformational) leaders, and answer the research questions and 
hypotheses about how this is affecting the individual adaptive performance.  

The following model is based on the literature described in the previous chapter, as well as all 
the different variables and their connections. Since the first part of the research is quantitative 
in nature, this part can be shown in a conceptual model, analysing how variables are connected 
together. In a qualitative research, it is not about variables, but more about concepts. It is more 
exploratory in nature, and cannot reflect subjective experience. Therefore, the concept agility 
in the company is not part of this model (the qualitative part of the research is explained later 
on). 

 
Figure 4 Conceptual model 

Besides finding out how and if the variables relate to each other, the quantitative method is 
chosen because there will be no influence from the researchers, and the respondents are not 
time bound to answer all the questions. It is important to take into account that it might be 
difficult to collect all the data if sending out the survey online, because not all employees in a 
small- to medium-sized company will have a computer at hand. Therefore, it is decided to send 
out both online surveys, but also physical surveys, based on the company’s preferences. The 
companies will be told beforehand why it is an interesting topic for them by one of the 
consultants from SpartnerS they are in contact with, making them more excited to participate 
and making sure the employees do fill in the questionnaires. Also, it is explained that their 
confidentiality and anonymity are taken into account. After they have been given some time to 
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fill it in, the questionnaires will be collected and the data will be analysed. This data will help 
to answer the research question and the hypotheses. The surveys are shown in Appendix A.  

4.2 Part 2 of the research: qualitative method 
After the quantitative research is done, this research will aim to find out how the adaptive 
performance of employees will increase the overall agility of the companies, to answer the 
second research question: “How does the individual adaptive performance impact the agility 
of small- to medium-sized manufacturing companies?”. Since this part of the research is about 
discovery and not about testing the hypotheses but explore it, the research method used is a 
qualitative one. 

The quantitative data will be used to find out which companies have a high level of adaptive 
performance in their employees, after which the general directors of those companies are asked 
to participate in qualitative semi-structured interviews. The general directors are chosen 
because it is expected that they will have the best general overview of how things are going in 
their company, so they are likely to have a good perception on how agile their company is as 
well. If the general directors provide us with names of other people at the company who would 
be able to help with this, they can also be taken into account for the interviews. 

The approach used will be semi-structured informal interviews. Some structure is needed so 
that all the important questions are answered, despite it being informal. It allows some freedom 
to the interviewee, but will create a more focused conversation as well. Here, this method aims 
to gather information with more depth (Dolenc, 2017). Also, open-ended questions can avoid 
the bias that comes from suggesting certain types of responses to the people taking the 
questionnaires (Reja, Manfreda, Hlebec, & Vehovar, 2003). However, interviews are always 
subjective, because every interviewee has different cognitions, opinions, needs and feelings, 
which are all forming the basis of the answers (Roos, & Vos, 2005), which is why multiple 
interviews are needed to gain a variety of perspectives.  

Because of COVID-19, where the interviews take place will have to be discussed with the 
various companies. It is important that the interviews are held in environments with little 
distraction (Dolenc, 2017). The interviews can be held either online via Skype or Teams, or 
with 1.5 meter distance between the interviewer and interviewee at the company. Also, before 
the interview starts, the confidentiality agreements will be addressed and the format of the 
interview will be explained. Also, it will be asked if the audio can be recorded so no detail will 
be forgotten.  

After the interviews, all spoken words will be transcribed (with the exception of hesitations 
and words with no meaning). After this, the data needs to be organised and coded, so that 
important outcomes are effortlessly recovered. The coding is based on keywords, which will 
be identified during the analysis (directed content analysis). The interview schedule can be 
found in Appendix B.  

5. Measures and scope 
5.1 Level and unit of analysis 

There are three levels of analysis in an organisation: the individual level, the team level, and 
the organisational level. The levels of the analysis that is going to be used in this research are 
at the individual level (their perceptions), and the organisational level (the company as a 
whole). 
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5.2 Sample  
The intended participants of this study are all the people working in the factory, so either on 
the factory floor as (e.g. assembly line workers, operators) and people in the office (e.g. R&D, 
marketing), as well as the general directors of small- to medium-sized manufacturing 
companies in the Netherlands. Both the people in the factors and people in the office are taken 
into account because the overall agility of the company is part of the research. Taking out one 
group does not make it more reliable. There might be some differences between these groups, 
but since the processes that are being measured are universal, it is expected that they have the 
same dynamic. To be able to receive a large enough group of participants who are willing to 
participate and fit the research, the consultants at SpartnerS (in total twenty consultants) are 
each asked to provide one small- to medium-sized manufacturing company they think would 
fit the research. They will first approach the company and check whether they would be 
interested to participate. After this, they will introduce me to the company, after which I have 
to seal the deal. According to the MKB Service Desk (2020), a small company in the 
Netherlands is one who has less than fifty employees, and a medium-sized company has less 
than two-hundred and fifty employees (the average is therefore a hundred and fifty employees). 
It is assumed that on average fifty people can partake per company.  

Assuming that all consultants will be able to provide a company that is willing to participate 
(so twenty companies), and that thirty percent of the employees partaking in the research 
provide enough information, the amount of responses for the questionnaires would be three-
hundred. Considering that the general directors of the companies would be interested because 
they already allow the research to happen, asking them to participate is not considered to be a 
problem. 

5.3 The measures 
All measures that are in another language than Dutch are translated by two translators. Both 
translators were proficient in both Dutch and English. The first translation (English to Dutch) 
was done by the translator that was aware of the concept. After this, the independent translator 
translated the questionnaire back into its original language (Dutch to English), to make sure 
the questionnaires were still accurate. Also, it is important for the questionnaires to not be too 
long, so that the participants do not lose their motivation. However, there needs to be a balance 
that ensures sufficient items so it still is a valid measurement. It will be explicitly stated to the 
participants filling in the questionnaires in which context they need to imagine themselves in 
(in their direct work environment). 

5.3.1 Transformational leadership 
This part of the survey is about whether the employees perceive their direct leaders as  
transformational. The survey is based on the CLIO, and is found to be reliable and has a good 
criterion validity (De Hoogh,  Den Hartog, & Koopman, 2004). The survey consists of eleven 
statements, and starts with a small instruction about the statements. It uses a seven-point Likert 
scale from 1 (completely disagree) to 7 (completely agree). The survey is in Dutch so does not 
need to be translated for the survey that is going to be given to the companies. An example 
would be “The leader talks to employees about what they deem important”, and “The leader 
has a vision and an image of the future”.  

5.3.2 Individual perception of psychological safety 
This part of the survey measures the perceived psychological safety of the employees in their 
direct environment at work, using five items from Edmondson (1999) scale of psychological 
safety. A Likert scale is used, ranging from 1 to 5 (1 = not at all, 5 = to a large extent). Two 
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examples of these statements would be “I am able to bring up problems and tough issues”, and 
“People in this organisation sometimes reject others for being different”.  

5.3.3 Individual self-efficacy scale 
This part of the survey is to measure the general self-efficacy of the employees, and uses a 
scale from Chen, Gully, and Eden (2001). Even though it is shorter, it does show a high 
reliability and showed that it was able to predict the general self-efficacy (as a motivational 
state instead of trait) in a variety of environments and contexts. There are a total of eight items, 
using a five-point Likert scale ranging from (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly  agree. Two 
examples of these statements would be “In general, I think that I can obtain outcomes that are 
important to me”, and “Even when things are tough, I can perform quite well”.  

5.3.4 Individual work-engagement 
The scale used to measure the individual work-engagement of the employees is developed by 
Schaufeli et al. (2002) and Schaufeli and Bakker (2004). This questionnaire consists of three 
parts, with a total of nine items. The first one is about vigour. An example would be “At my 
job, I feel bursting with energy”. The second part is about dedication of employees. An example 
if a dedication item is “My job inspires me”. The last part is about absorption. An example is 
“I am immersed in my work”. The scale uses a Likert Scale, ranging from (1) “Never” to (7) 
“Every day”.  

5.3.5 Individual developmental potential 
This part measures the individual developmental potential at work of employees, and is based 
on a scale created by Bartels, Peterson, and Reina (2019), consisting of eight items. It starts 
with a small piece of text telling the participants to indicate the agreement on the statements 
below. The scale uses a Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 
Some examples of the statements would be “I feel close to the people in my work 
environment”, and “I feel that I have a purpose at my work”.  

5.3.6 Learning from errors 
This scale is measured the individual ability of employees to learn from mistakes, which is part 
of the scale by Rybowiak, Garst, Frese, and Batinic (1999) about the individual error-
orientation. It uses the learning from errors part of the scale, which consists of four items, using 
a five point Likert scale ranging from (1) not at all to (5) totally. Examples of items would be 
“Mistakes assist me to improve my work”, and “Mistakes provide useful information for me to 
carry out my work”. 

5.3.7 Individual adaptive performance 
The scale used is based on the scale by Pulakos, Arad, Plamondon, and Donovan (2000), which 
describes the behaviours for every sub-dimension of the individual adaptive performance of 
the employees. Marques-Quinteiro, Ramos-Villagrasa, Passos, and Curral (2015) created a 
shorter version of it, consisting of eight items, which still assures content validity. A Likert-
scale is used, ranging from one (totally ineffective) to seven (totally effective). Examples of 
statement are “I adjust and deal with unpredictable situations by shifting focus and taking 
reasonable action”, and “I remain calm and behave positively under highly stressful events”. 

5.3.8 Control variables 
We control for age, gender, the education level, whether they work at the company full-time or 
part-time, how many years they work at the company, how many years they worked with their 
supervisor, what their native language is, and what function they have at the company. It would 
be smart to see whether controlling all these variables is really necessary after the data is  
collected.



6. Research planning 
From the moment that the research proposal is accepted, there is a minimum of sixteen weeks and a maximum of twenty-five weeks (extra time 
can be provided due to COVID-19). 

ACTIVITY START DURATION 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 

Official start thesis 32 20 
 

                    

Handing out surveys 33 3 
 

                    

Collecting surveys 34 4 
 

                    

Analysing survey 
data 36 4 

 

                    

Plan interviews 37 2 
 

                    

Interviews 40 3 
 

                    

Transcribing and 
coding interviews 40 3 

 

                    

Analyse interviews 43 2 
 

                    

Write introduction 45 1 
 

                    

Write method 46 1 
 

                    

Write results 46 1 
 

                    

Write discussion 47 1 
 

                    

Write conclusion, 
contributions and 
abstract 48 1 

 

                    

Hand in thesis 49 1 
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Appendix A 
 
VRAGENLIJST WERKNEMERS 
 
 
In het kader van mijn afstuderen doe ik onderzoek naar hoe leiders invloed hebben op de adaptieve prestatie van 
medewerkers. Deze vragenlijst bestaat uit 2 onderdelen. De vragenlijst duurt gemiddeld gesproken niet langer dan 15 
minuten. De antwoorden zijn volledig anoniem (de individuele antwoorden worden niet gedeeld met de organisatie). In 
hoeverre bent u het eens met de volgende uitspraken? Het gaat om uw persoonlijke mening. Kruis het hokje door wat 
voor u het meest van toepassing is. 
 
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Deel 1 
 
Hieronder vindt u een aantal uitspraken over leiderschap. Geef voor iedere uitspraak aan in hoeverre deze het gedrag van uw 
directe leidinggevende weergeeft. Daarvoor omcirkelt u één van hokjes die achter de uitspraken staan. 
 
 
Nr.  Helemaal 

niet mee 
eens 

Niet 
mee 
eens 

Meer 
niet dan 
wel mee 
eens 

Midden Meer 
wel dan 
niet 
mee 
eens 

Mee 
eens 

Helemaal 
mee 
eens 

1 Praat met de medewerkers over wat voor 
hen belangrijk is. 

       

2 Stimuleert medewerkers om op nieuwe 
manieren over problemen na te denken. 

       

3 Heeft visie en een beeld van de toekomst.        
4 Is altijd op zoek naar nieuwe mogelijkheden 

voor de organisatie. 
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Nr.  Helemaal 
niet mee 
eens 

Niet 
mee 
eens 

Meer 
niet dan 
wel mee 
eens 

Midden Meer 
wel dan 
niet 
mee 
eens 

Mee 
eens 

Helemaal 
mee 
eens 

5 Moedigt medewerkers aan om onafhankelijk 
te denken. 

       

6 Is in staat anderen enthousiast te maken 
voor zijn/haar plannen. 

       

7 Betrekt medewerkers bij besluiten die van 
belang zijn voor hun werk. 

       

8 Stimuleert medewerkers hun talenten zo 
goed mogelijk te ontwikkelen. 

       

9 Geeft medewerkers het gevoel aan een 
belangrijke, gemeenschappelijke 
missie/opdracht te werken. 

       

10 Laat zien overtuigd te zijn van zijn/haar 
idealen, opvattingen en waarden. 

       

11 Delegeert uitdagende verantwoordelijkheden 
aan medewerkers. 
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Deel 2 
 
Hieronder vindt u een aantal uitspraken over uzelf. Geef aan in hoeverre de volgende uitspraken voor u gelden in uw directe 
werkomgeving. 
 
Nr.  Helemaal 

niet 
Meer 
niet dan 
wel 

Midden Meer 
wel dan 
niet 

In grote 
mate 

12 Ik kan problemen en moeilijke onderwerpen bespreken.      
13 Mensen worden soms afgewezen omdat ze anders zijn.      
14 Het is veilig om een risico te nemen.      
15 Ik vind het makkelijk om collega’s om hulp te vragen.      
16 Niemand zal expres zo reageren op een manier dat mijn 

inspanningen ondermijnt worden. 
     

 
 
Geef aan in hoeverre de volgende uitspraken voor u gelden in uw werkomgeving. 
 
 
Nr. 

 Helemaal 
niet 

Bijna 
niet 

Meer 
niet dan 
wel 

Midden Meer 
wel dan 
niet 

Bijna 
altijd 

Altijd 

17 Ik bedenk nieuwe manieren om met 
onverwachte situaties om te gaan. 

       

18 Ik gebruik creatieve ideeën om met nieuwe 
gebeurtenissen om te gaan. 

       

19 Ik bedenk snel alternatieve manieren om met 
nieuwe werkeisen om te gaan. 

       

20 Ik pas me aan en ga om met onvoorspelbare 
situaties door mijn focus te verleggen en 
redelijke maatregelen te nemen. 
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Nr.  Helemaal 
niet 

Bijna 
niet 

Meer 
niet dan 
wel 

Midden Meer 
wel dan 
niet 

Bijna 
altijd 

Altijd 

21 Van tijd tot tijd werk ik mijn technische en 
interpersoonlijke vaardigheden bij, om beter 
te worden in de taken die ik moet uitvoeren. 

       

22 Ik zoek en ontwikkel nieuwe vaardigheden 
om met moeilijke situaties om te gaan. 

       

23 Kruis alstublieft ‘meer wel dan niet’ aan.        
24 Ik blijf rustig en reageer op een positieve 

manier tijdens erg stressvolle 
gebeurtenissen. 

       

25 Ik blijf gefocust wanneer ik met verscheidene 
situaties en verantwoordelijkheden moet 
omgaan. 

       

 
 
Geef aan in hoeverre de volgende uitspraken voor u gelden. 
 
Nr.  Nooit Een 

paar 
keer per 
jaar of 
minder 

Eens 
per 
maand 
of 
minder 

Een 
paar 
keer per 
maand 

Eens 
per 
week 

Een 
paar 
keer 
per 
week 

Dagelijks 

26 Op mijn werk voel ik heel veel energie.        
27 Als ik werk voel ik me fit en sterk.        
28 Als ik ‘s morgens opsta heb ik zin om aan 

het werk te gaan. 
       

29 Mijn werk inspireert mij.        
30 Ik ben enthousiast over mijn baan.        
31 Ik ben trots op het werk dat ik doe.        
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Nr.  Nooit Een 
paar 
keer per 
jaar of 
minder 

Eens 
per 
maand 
of 
minder 

Een 
paar 
keer per 
maand 

Eens 
per 
week 

Een 
paar 
keer 
per 
week 

Dagelijks 

32 Wanneer ik heel intensief aan het werk ben, 
voel ik mij gelukkig. 

       

33 Ik ga helemaal op in mijn werk.        
34 Mijn werk brengt mij in vervoering.        

 
Geef aan in hoeverre de volgende uitspraken voor u gelden. 
 
Nr.  Helemaal 

mee 
oneens 

Meer 
niet dan 
wel 
mee 
eens 

Midden Meer 
wel dan 
niet 
mee 
eens 

Helemaal 
mee 
eens 

35 Ik zal de meeste doelen die ik mezelf heb gesteld kunnen 
bereiken. 

     

36 Als ik word geconfronteerd met moeilijke taken, weet ik zeker dat 
ik ze zal volbrengen. 

     

37 In het algemeen denk ik dat ik de resultaten kan bereiken die 
belangrijk voor me zijn. 

     

38 Ik geloof dat ik kan slagen bij bijna elke onderneming die ik voor 
ogen heb. 

     

39 Ik zal vele uitdagingen met succes kunnen overwinnen.      
40 Ik heb er vertrouwen in dat ik effectief kan presteren op veel 

verschillende taken. 
     

41 Vergeleken met andere mensen, kan ik de meeste taken heel 
goed uitvoeren. 

     

42 Zelfs als het moeilijk is, kan ik best goed presteren.      
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Geef aan in hoeverre de volgende uitspraken voor u gelden. 
 
Nr.  Helemaal 

mee 
oneens 

Meer 
niet dan 
wel 
mee 
eens 

Midden Meer 
wel dan 
niet 
mee 
eens 

Helemaal 
mee 
eens 

43 Bij de mensen met wie ik samen werk voel ik een vorm van 
broederschap. 

     

44 Ik voel nabijheid met de mensen in mijn werkomgeving.      
45 Ik voel me verbonden met anderen in mijn werkomgeving.      
46 Ik zie de mensen met wie ik samen werk als vrienden.      
47 Ik word emotioneel opgeladen op mijn werk.      
48 Ik heb het gevoel dat ik een doel heb op mijn werk.      
49 Mijn werk is erg belangrijk voor mij.      
50 Ik heb het gevoel dat ik mij als persoon continu kan ontwikkelen op 

mijn werk. 
     

 
Geef aan in hoeverre de volgende uitspraken voor u gelden. 
 
Nr.  Helemaal 

niet 
Meer 
niet dan 
wel 

Midden Meer 
wel dan 
niet 

Helemaal 
wel 

51 Fouten zorgen ervoor dat ik mijn werk verbeter.      
52 Fouten zorgen voor nuttige informatie die ik kan gebruiken tijdens 

werk. 
     

53 Fouten helpen me met het verbeteren van mijn werk.      
54 Fouten hebben me geholpen met het verbeteren van mijn werk.      
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Hieronder ziet u 9 vragen over uzelf. Vul dit alstublieft naar waarheid in. 
 
1 Wat is uw leeftijd?  
2 Wat is uw geslacht?  
3 Welke opleidingsniveau heeft u afgerond?  
4 Werkt u voltijds of deeltijds?  
5 Hoeveel jaren heeft u in dit bedrijf gewerkt?  
6 Hoeveel jaren heeft u samengewerkt met uw directe leidinggevende?  
7 Werkt u in productie of op kantoor?  
8 Wat is uw moederstaal?  
9 Heeft u een lijnfunctie* of een staffunctie**?  
10 Heeft u een leidinggevende functie?  

 
**staffunctie is bijvoorbeeld HR, marketing, administratie 
*lijnfunctie is bijvoorbeeld inkoop, productie, verkoop, engineering, werkvoorbereiding 
 
 
Bedankt voor uw bijdrage! 
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Appendix B 
 

Starting with the introduction, thanking the interviewee for partaking in the research. Before 
the interview officially begins, ask whether the interview can be recorded on audio (this is also 
done beforehand). Explain that the audio will be used to make sure that no important detail will 
be forgotten. The interviews are in Dutch. 

1. Kunt u me wat vertellen over dit bedrijf? (achtergrond informatie) 
a. Hoe is het begonnen?  
b. Wat zijn de kernwaarden?  
c. Wat is de structuur? 
d. Wat kenmerkt de leiderschapsstijl in uw bedrijf? 

2. Wat is een grote verandering die u ooit hebt meegemaakt in het bedrijf? 
a. Wat was de reden voor deze verandering? 
b. Hoe ging het bedrijf om met deze verandering? 
c. Hoe gingen medewerkers om met deze verandering? 
d. Wat waren de gevolgen van deze verandering? 

3. Wat is de definitie van een succesvolle verandering in een bedrijf naar uw mening? 
a. Waarom? 

4. Wat is naar uw mening de definitie van een ‘wendbaar’ bedrijf? 
5. Wat is uw mening over wendbare bedrijven? 
6. Ziet u dit bedrijf als een wendbaar bedrijf?  

a. In welk opzicht? 
b. Zijn jullie hiermee bezig geweest om dit te verbeteren? 

i. Zo ja, hoe? 
1. Psychologische veiligheid van medewerkers 
2. Betrokkenheid medewerkers 
3. Het geloof in eigen kunnen van de medewerkers 
4. Het leren van fouten van medewerkers 
5. Welzijn op het werk van medewerkers 
6. Anders … 

ii. Waarom is dit belangrijk? 
7. Hoeveel dragen medewerkers bij aan de wendbaarheid van een bedrijf? 
8. Hoeveel dragen leidinggevenden bij aan de wendbaarheid van een bedrijf? 
9. Als het gaat om veranderingen in het bedrijf, welk onderdeel is het moeilijkste om mee 

om te gaan? 
a. Hoe gaan jullie hier mee om? 

10. Zijn er do’s en don’t’s die jullie kunnen meegeven als het gaat om veranderingen in een 
bedrijf?  
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