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2 Abstract 
In this research the relationship between transformational leadership, sustainable employability and 

performance was studied. To conceptualize sustainable employability two constructs were used: 

work engagement and adaptability. The relationship between transformational leadership and 

sustainable employability was furthermore explained with the mediators person-organization fit (P-O 

fit) and person-job fit (P-J fit). Also, the role of organizational change and job performance was 

examined. To do this, data was gathered among 90 employees of a system supplier of high-tech 

industry. This was done via a survey. Results show that transformational leadership was positively 

related to sustainable employability, as it positively affected both work engagement and adaptability. 

P-O fit fully mediated the effect of transformational leadership on work engagement and 

adaptability, P-J fit fully mediated the effect of transformational leadership on work engagement. 

The relationship between transformational leadership and adaptability was only partially mediated 

by P-J fit. Results furthermore showed that sustainable employability was positively related to task 

performance. The evidence was not strong enough to proof that sustainable employability positively 

affected contextual performance. The negative relationship between organizational change and job 

performance was not supported by this study. There was also no evidence that sustainable 

employability acted as a moderator on the relationship between organizational change and job 

performance. The theoretical and practical implications of the results are discussed. 

 

  



iii 
 

3 Management summary 
This study was conducted at companies within the NTS group, mainly at NTS mechatronics. NTS-

group is a supplier in the high-tech industry. They focus on opto-mechatronics systems, modules and 

components. NTS-Group has its main activities in the Netherlands, Czech Republic, Singapore and 

China and is furthermore active in the United States.  

3.1 Research question 

For this research, multiple constructs were defined and examined: transformational leadership, 

person-environment fit (P-E fit), sustainable employability, organizational change and job 

performance. P-E fit was conceptualized by P-J fit and P-O fit, sustainable employability was 

measured by adaptability and work engagement. Furthermore, a distinction between two types of 

job performance was made: task performance and contextual performance. This study aimed to find 

how these constructs are related. The main research question was therefore:  

In what way is transformational leadership related to sustainable employability and how is this in 

turn related to job performance? 

The sub questions concerned the relationships between the individual concepts. This research 

furthermore examined the impact of organizational change.  

3.2 Research model 

Based on the literature, hypotheses were formed concerning the relationships between the 

constructs. This resulted in the following research model: 

Transformational 
Leadership

Person-Job fit

Work Engagement
Adaptability

Person-Organization Fit

Task Performance
Contextual 

Performance

Organizational 
Change

H2 (+)

H1 (+)

H4 (+)

H3 (+)

H5 (+)

H7 (-)
H6 (-)

 
As seen in this figure, all the effects were expected to be positive. Only organizational change was 

hypothesized to have a negative effect on job performance. Hypothesis 7 described the moderating 

effect of sustainable employability on the relationship between organizational change and 

performance. It was expected that when sustainable employability increases, the negative effect of 

organizational change on job performance decreases. 

3.3 Research method 

Data collection for this study was done using a survey. Papers were analyzed to find validated 

measures for the constructs. The measures for adaptability and organizational change were slightly 

modified to make them suitable for the aim of this study. The questionnaire was distributed among, 
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in total, 168 employees of NTS-Group. 108 employees responded, resulting in a response rate of 

64.29%. After controlling for missing data and outliers, the final sample size consisted of 90 

respondents. Linear regression techniques were used to analyse the data and find evidence for the 

hypotheses. 

3.4 Results 

Different regression models (21 in total) were analyzed to test the different relationships 

(interaction, mediating and moderating) between the constructs. From this analysis it was concluded 

that transformational leadership was positively related to both P-J fit and P-O fit, supporting 

hypothesis one and two. So, an increase in transformational leadership lead to an increase in the P-J 

fit and P-O fit of employees. Furthermore, the data showed that an increase in P-J fit or P-O fit 

resulted in an increase in the two concepts of sustainable employability: adaptability and work 

engagement. 

Next, the relationship between sustainable employability and job performance was examined. From 

the regression models could be concluded that work engagement and adaptability had a positive 

relationship with task performance. The hypothesis that sustainable employability had a positive 

effect on contextual performance was, however, not supported.  

Resulting from the data analysis it furthermore could be concluded that organizational change did 

not have a relationship with all the constructs in the research model. The hypothesis that job 

performance is negatively influenced by organizational change was not supported. Furthermore, the 

effect that sustainable employability could have on the relationship between organizational change 

and job performance was not found. The table below contains an overview of all the tested 

hypotheses. 

Hypothesis Expected Relationship Moderator Effect Conclusion 

1 TFL  P-J fit  0.46** Supported 

2 TFL  P-O fit  0.52** Supported 

3a P-J fit  Work Engagement  0.41** Supported 

3b P-J fit  Adaptability  0.24* Supported 

4a P-O fit  Work engagement  0.34** Supported 

4b P-O fit  Adaptability  0.32** Supported 

5a Work engagement  TP  0.16** Supported 

5b Work engagement  CP  0.14* Not supported 

5c Adaptability  TP  0.20** Supported 

5d Adaptability  CP  0.15* Not supported 

6a Change  TP  0.03 Not supported 

6b Change  CP  0.04 Not supported 

7a Change  TP Work engagement -0.02 Not supported 

7b Change  CP Work engagement 0.01 Not supported 

7c Change  TP Adaptability -0.01 Not supported 

7d Change  CP Adaptability 0.03 Not Supported 

*=p  < 0.05. **=p < 0.01. All expected relationships were positive, except for H6a and H6b.  The 
values for effect for hypothesis 7 are the B - values of the interaction variable of the moderator and the independent 
variable.  TP = task performance, CP = contextual performance 
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The research model furthermore indicated that P-E fit mediated the effect of transformational 

leadership on sustainable employability. From the mediation analysis was concluded that P-J fit did 

partially mediate the relationship between transformational leadership and adaptability. P-O fit fully 

mediated the effect of transformational leadership on work engagement. Both P-J fit and P-O fit did 

fully mediate the positive effect of transformational leadership on work engagement.  

Dependent variable Mediator Independent 

Variable 

Conclusion 

TFL P-O fit Work engagement Fully mediated 

TFL P-O fit Adaptability Fully mediated 

TFL P-J fit Work engagement Fully mediated 

TFL P-J fit Adaptability Partially mediated 

 

According to the research model, sustainable employability might act as a mediator between P-E fit 

and job performance. As the evidence showed that P-E fit and job performance were not related, this 

was not the case. 

3.5 Theoretical implications 

The conclusions made in this study resulted in several theoretical implications. For multiple 

relationships tested in this study, not much evidence in the current literature existed. 

Transformational leadership is well documented in current literature. The explicit relationship 

between transformational leadership and P-E, for which this study found evidence, had not much 

been mentioned however.  

Sustainable employability, furthermore, is a relatively new subject. Although numerous studies 

mentioned sustainable employability, few examined the relationships sustainable employability has 

with other work related concepts. Also, about the conceptualization of sustainable employability not 

one, widely accepted definition exists. This study is the first to use adaptability and work engagement 

to conceptualize sustainable employability and to test its relationship with other concepts. 

Finally, this study stated that although job performance is thoroughly studied, most researches 

ignore the distinction between task and contextual performance. The results showed that 

sustainable employability did influence these two differently. Researchers and organizations should 

therefore be careful with treating job performance as one concept. 

3.6 Practical implications 

The main conclusion of this study was that an increase in transformational leadership and P-E fit 

results in an increase in sustainable employability. It was therefore recommended that organizations 

should implement policies focused on improving these concepts of employees. Organizations should 

organize trainings and courses to improve the transformational leadership skills of their current 

supervisors. This study mentioned different training programs that can be used for this purpose. 

When selecting new supervisors organizations should furthermore select candidates who show 

transformational leadership characteristics, which are also mentioned in this study. 

Organizations should furthermore monitor the fit of employees with their environment. Tools for this 

purpose are available. This study described multiple methods to asses employees P-E fit. If the 
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measured fit is not sufficient enough it should be increased by either changing the employee, the 

environment or both. The study also showed that transformational leaders improve employees P-E 

fit. So focusing on transformational leadership will also benefit the P-E fit. Furthermore, when 

selecting new employees, organizations should consider to what level the applicant fits with the job 

and the organization. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Sustainable employability 

The population of the Western World is ageing. The proportion of people over 65 will rise from 14 

per cent of the total population in 2007 to 24 per cent in 2050 (Kune, 2009). This is partially because 

of the increased life expectancy: the life expectancy of Dutch men has increased from 70 to 80 over 

the last 60 years, whereas Dutch women born in 2014 live on average 11 years longer than women 

born in 1950 (het Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek [CBS], 2015). On top of that, the baby boom 

generation is slowly starting to retire. Fifty-five thousand more people were born in 1950 than in 

2014 (CBS, 2015). This generation has now reached the age of retirement, creating an imbalance 

between the working population and the retired population. Because of these developments, the 

age of retirement is rising. How do you make sure that your employees stay employable and fit when 

they grow older? It is because of this problem that sustainable employability has become an 

increasingly important topic over the last couple of years.  

Sustainable employability means that employees will have the abilities to keep functioning in their 

current or future jobs and are motivated to do so, without it harming their health or well-being. (Van 

der Klink, Burdorf & Schaufeli, 2010). Sustainable employability can be split up in two components: 

the ability to keep working on the one hand and the will (or motivation) to keep working on the 

other hand. The main focus of this study is the motivational (‘will’) factor, which will be explained 

later on in Chapter two.  

Robroek et al. (2011) see transformational leadership (TFL) as an important factor contributing to 

employees sustainable employability. Transformational leaders are able to highly (positively) 

influence their employees in many different ways. They are able to transform employees behavior. 

Followers are more likely to put more into working and training and receive less negative effects of 

working, subsequently increasing sustainable employability (Camps & Rodriguez, 2011). 

Transformational leaders are prone to show interest in their followers’ needs, well-being, skillset and 

feelings (Dvir & Shamir, 2003). By showing interest in the well-being of their employees, 

transformational leaders are able to act when employees’ well-being is decreasing. This will result in 

healthier employees, both physical and mental. A better health increases sustainable employability, 

as health is an important part of sustainable employability (Ilmarinen, Tuomi & Seitsamo, 2005). As 

mentioned, transformational leaders also show concern in the skillset of their followers (Dvir & 

Shamir, 2003). They are interested in the development of new skills of their employees and 

encourage them to increase their skillset. Furthermore, transformational leaders encourage 

followers to think for themselves, resulting in an increase in their learning and knowledge 

(Charbonneau, Barling, & Kelloway, 2001). A better skillset improves the position of an individual in 

the labor market (Houston, 2005), which will benefit their sustainable employability (Van der Heijde 

& van der Heijden, 2006). On top of that are transformational leaders able to increase the perceived 

value employees feel they have to the organization (Zhu et al., 2009). This will result in more 

motivated employees, one of the two components of sustainable employability. Furthermore will the 

charisma of transformational increase the confidence employees have in themselves and in what 

they can achieve. As this confidence is an important condition of motivation, transformational 
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leaders are able to increase employees motivation (and therefore sustainable employability) with 

their charisma also.  

So transformational leaders are able to influence multiple dimensions of sustainable empoyabilty in 

many different ways. In other words, the presence of transformational leaders will benefit both the 

ability component and the will component of sustainable emploaybility. Therefore, in the current 

study, transformational leadership is studied in relation to sustainable employability. More 

specifically, it is proposed that transformational leadership is related to employee sustainable 

employability by influencing the fit between the employee and the job/organization. 

1.2 Company description 

Data for this research was collected at NTS-group. NTS-group is a supplier of opto-mechatronics 

systems, modules and components in the high-tech industry. NTS-group started in 2005, resulting 

from a fusion between Te Strake and Nebato. They develop, produce and assemble products for 

international OEM’s (original equipment manufacturer). NTS’s main office is located in Eindhoven 

and has offices in the Netherlands, Czech Republic, Singapore and China. They also conduct 

operations in the United States. Nowadays NTS-group has more than 1000 employees and realizes a 

turnover of over 145 million euro a year. Some well-known customers of NTS-group are Philips 

Healthcare, ASML and FEI (electron microscopy). The main part of the data was collected at NTS 

Mechatronics, a company of NTS-group. The main activity of NTS Mechatronics is the assembly of 

products. 

1.3 Scope 

As mentioned, data is collected at one organization: NTS-group. The scope is limited to this one 

organization and the market it operates in: high-tech industry. Because of time restrictions, finding 

additional companies willing to participate and to collect data at, was not possible. 

This study aimed at uncovering the processes relating transformational leadership, person-

environment fit (P-E fit), sustainable employability and job performance. In addition, the potential 

moderating effect of sustainable employability on the relationship between organizational change 

and performance was tested.  

As for leadership, the most well-known types are transactional leadership, laissez-faire leadership 

and transformational leadership. Transactional leaders use rewards and punishment to influence 

their follower (Lowe, Galen Kroeg, & Sivasubramaniam, 1996). Laissez-faire is a general failure of 

taking responsibility for managing (Eagly, Johannesen-Schmidt, & van Engen, 2003) and mostly 

related to negative outcomes. Transformational leaders inspire, energize and intellectually stimulate 

their employees (Bass, 1990). Transformational leadership is therefore seen as a type of leadership 

that is capable of positively influencing followers. It was for this reason expected that of the above 

mentioned leadership styles, this type of leadership is most likely to positively influence sustainable 

employability. 

To better understand the relationship between transformational leadership and sustainable 

employability, the fit of employees with their environment (P-E fit) was included in this study. A good 

P-E fit is an important factor in keeping employees healthy and maintaining their work ability 

(Merecz & Andysz, 2012). P-E fit is defined as the congruence between an employee and a work 
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environment that occurs when their characteristics are well matched. (Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, & 

Johnson, 2005). It is widely accepted that P-E fit includes person-vocation fit, person-organization fit, 

person-job fit, person-group fit, and person-supervisor fit (Greguras & Diefendorff, 2009). The most 

commonly used types to define P-E fit are person-job (P-J) fit and person-organization (P-O) fit 

(Lauver & Kristof-Brown, 2001). For the present study, it was therefore decided to operationalize P-E 

fit by these two type of fits. P-J fit describes the congruence between the characteristics of an 

employee and those of the job or task performed at work. P-O fit is the compatibility between 

employees and the whole organization. (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005) 

In the literature, many different definitions and conceptualizations of sustainable employability can 

be found. Different researchers used different constructs to operationalize sustainable employability. 

This is more elaborated in Chapter 2.6. As mentioned before, this study focuses on the ‘will’ (or 

motivational) factor of sustainable employability. Two constructs were used to operationalize this 

part of sustainable employability: work engagement and adaptability. Work engagement is seen as 

an important indicator of employee intrinsic motivation (Salanavo, Agut & Peiro, 2005), making it a 

valid part of the will factor of sustainable employability. Adaptability is seen as the readiness and will 

to deal with changes in work and the work environment (Koen, Klehe, & van Vianen, 2012). This is 

particularly relevant for current day organizations, as organizations nowadays are constantly going 

through changes (Weick & Quinn, 1999). This makes organizational change a central research issue 

(Greenwood & Hinings, 1996). It was therefore deciced to include organizational change in the 

research model too. 

Finally, as performance is one of the most important outcomes of organizations (Bakker, Demerouti, 

& Verbeke, 2004), job performance was also included in the scope. This also increased the relevance 

of this research for organizations.  

1.4 Research question 

As mentioned in the scope, the main subjects for this study are transformational leadership, 

sustainable employability and performance. The aim of this study was to explore the processes 

relating these constructs. The main research question of the present study was formulated as 

follows: 

In what way is transformational leadership related to sustainable employability and how is this in 

turn related to job performance? 

To better examine and understand the underlying relationships, three sub questions were 

formulated: 

In what way and how is transformational leadership related to sustainable employability? 

In what way is sustainable employability related to job performance? 

In what way is organizational change related to job performance? 

Does sustainable employability affect the relationship between organizational change and job 

performance? 
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1.5 Report Structure 

In Chapter two, the theoretical background of this study is presented, resulting in the formulation of 

hypotheses. Chapter three describes the procedure of data collection, and Chapter four presents the 

results of the data analysis. Finally, in Chapter five the results are discussed and theoretical and 

practical implications are formulated. Chapter five concludes with a discussion of the limitations of 

the present study and suggestions for future research. 

  



5 
 

2 Theory and hypotheses 

2.1 Transformational leadership 

There are many ways to describe transformational leadership. Transformational leaders change their 

organization’s culture by understanding it and then realigning the organizations culture with a new 

vision (Bass & Avolio, 1993). They inspire, energize and intellectually stimulate their employees (Bass, 

1990) or transform the values and priorities of followers and motivate them to perform beyond their 

expectations. (Yukl, 1998). It is clear that transformational leaders have a major impact on the 

organization and their employees. Bass and Avolio (1994) defined how they do this, by characterizing 

transformational leadership with four components (the four I’s): idealized influence, inspirational 

motivation, intellectual stimulation and individualized consideration. Idealized influence refers to 

leaders who serve as an ideal role model, practice what they preach and are therefore respected by 

their followers. Inspiring followers and motivating them is referred to as inspirational motivation. 

Leaders who encourage their followers to think outside the box and to be creative show intellectual 

stimulation. The fourth dimension, individual consideration, refers to leaders who show real concern 

and interest towards their followers (Bono & Judge, 2004). 

2.2 Person-Job (P-J) fit 

As mentioned in Chapter 1 it was decided to operationalize P-E fit with P-J fit and P-O fit, as it is the 

most commonly used way to define P-E fit (Lauver & Kristof-Brown, 2001). Just like P-E fit, P-J fit can 

be split in two more fits: the demand-abilities fit and the needs-supply fit. Demand-abilities fit 

describes to what level an employee has the knowledge, skills and abilities (SKA’s) to perform and 

meet the demands of their job. Needs-supply fit represents the degree to which the characteristics 

and rewards of a job match with the employee’s needs, preferences and expectations (Resick, Baltes, 

& Shantz, 2007). 

2.2.1 The relationship of transformational leadership with P-J fit. 

Transformational leaders influence the way employees perform and feel in many ways. They may 

stimulate their employees to take more initiative (Den Hartog & Belschak, 2012), increase employee 

creativity (Jyoti, 2015) or increase their feeling of empowerment, making employees less likely to 

quit their job (Avey, Hughes, Norman, & Luthans, 2008). Because of the major impact 

transformational leaders have on employees and organizations, it is expected that transformational 

leadership also has an influence on the job fit of employees. The four i’s of transformational 

leadership of Bass and Avolio (1994) explain the role transformational leadership may have on P-J fit. 

Transformational leadership behaviors included: recognizing needs of followers (individual 

consideration) and increasing the confidence of employees (inspirational motivation) (Bono & Judge, 

2004). This is supported by the research of Chi and Pan (2012), who acknowledged that these 

transformational leadership behaviors influence the perceived P-J fit. Their findings showed that 

followers are more likely to perceive their jobs as a good match for their needs, and also feel more 

confident that they have the right SKA’s to fulfill their job when their leaders showed 

transformational behavior. Transformational leaders understand the needs/abilities of their 

employees (individualized consideration) and are able to influence followers individually when their 

needs/abilities may need improvement. Therefore the following hypothesis is proposed:  

H1: Transformational leadership is positively related to person-job (P-J)  fit. 
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2.3 Person-Organization (P-O) fit 

“P-O fit is the compatibility between people and organizations that occurs when at least one entity 

provides what the other needs or they share similar fundamental characteristics or both” (Kristof, 

1996). Researchers tried to conceptualize P-O fit by studying personality-climate congruence, value 

congruence or (the lesser used) P-O goal congruence. Of these conceptualizations the most used and 

accepted operationalization of P-O fit became value congruence (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005). This is 

supported by the definition of Cable and Judge (1996) who state that P-O fit is predicted by the 

congruence between the employees values and their perceptions of organizational values. 

P-O fit seems comparable with P-J fit. They are, however, two different constructs. P-O fit should be 

measured relative to the organization where the individual is employed not to his/her specific job 

(Kristof, 1996). So P-J fit describes to what level an employee fits a particular job/task. P-O fit 

describes how well the values of the organization match the values of the employee. Several studies 

found different predictors and effects of these two types of fit (Lauver & Kristof-Brown, as cited in 

Resick et al., 2007; Saks & Ashforth, 1997). Saks & Ashforth (1997) concluded that, although related, 

P-J fit and P-O fit are distinct constructs. Their research showed that only P-J fit was related to job 

satisfaction, organizational commitment, organizational identification and stress symptoms. Where 

P-O fit was only related to actual turnover. This supports the difference between P-O fit and P-J fit. 

Also Kristof-Brown et al. (2005) stated that four types of fit (P-J, P-O, person-group, and person-

supervisor fit) were only moderately related to each other and that “individuals are able to discern 

among aspects of their work environment when assessing fit.”  

2.3.1 The relationship of transformational leadership with P-O fit. 

Chi and Pan (2011) gave two suggestions why transformational leaders may influence the P-O fit of 

employees. They mentioned two behaviors associated with transformational leadership: role 

modeling and frame alignment. With role modeling, transformational leaders show their own 

behavior to their followers. Employees notice this behavior and use it to observe what values are 

acceptable and important for an organization. With leaders showing the importance of certain 

values, followers tend to view these issues as important. This will result in a higher perceived P-O fit 

(Chi & Pan, 2011).  

With frame alignment transformational leaders use clear communication about the values and 

advantages of an organization’s mission. They emphasize the values of the organization and link 

these with the followers values through communication. In this way the employees better 

understand the organizations values and can place them in their own value system, benefiting P-O fit 

(Chi & Pan, 2011; Shamir, House, & Arthur, as cited in Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006).  

Also Sökmen, Bitmis, & Üner (2015) concluded that transformational leadership promotes the fit of 

the employee. This is because when managers provide support and create a friendly work 

environment, this will probably increase subordinates' self-confidence and motivate them to think 

that they fit better in the organization. Huang, Cheng, & Chou (2005) stated that transformational 

leaders are able to shape and change both their followers and the organizations culture. These 

behaviors can shape values of organizations in such a way that it improves employees P-O fit (Huang 

et al., 2005). So, transformational leadership may influence the way employees perceive their values, 

emphasize the importance of the organizations values, their confidence in the followers own efficacy 
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and are able to shape the values of the organization and employees, improving the P-O fit. This leads 

to the following hypothesis:  

H2: Transformational leadership is positively related to person-organization (P-O) fit. 

2.4 Sustainable employability 

Currently, there are many definitions of employability. Employability is conceptualized as “a form of 

work specific active adaptability that enables workers to identify and realize career opportunities” 

(Fugate, Kinicki, & Ashfort, 2004). Or as Van der Heijde & van der Heijden (2006) put it: “the ability to 

get a job, keep a good position in the labor market and, when necessary, fulfil a different function.” 

McQuaid and Lindsay (2005) stated that employability includes all the factors that affect an 

individual’s position in the labor market. Most of the definitions agree on the following: it is the 

ability of an individual to get a job and to keep that job. Sustainable employability is the capacity to 

keep this employability over a longer period of time. This means that employees will have the 

abilities to keep functioning in their current or future jobs and are motivated to do so, without it 

harming their heath or well-being (Van der Klink, et al., 2010). Based on many studies it is concluded 

that sustainable employability has four determinants: work, values, competences and health 

(Robroek et al., 2011). Those are combined in ‘the house of workability’, designed by Ilmarinen et al. 

(2005). The house of work ability (Figure 1) consists of four floors, each floor representing one 

determinant. The first floor is health, which relates to the physical and the mental capacity of 

employees. The second floor is about competences. What are the abilities of the employee, or in 

other words, the skills and knowledge? The next floor is called values: the attitudes and motivation 

needed for work ability. The fourth and last floor is called work, which contains working 

environment, work content, work demands and the organization. A strong work ability will occur 

when these four floors are well-balanced and interlinked. This study focuses on the will component. 

In the house of work ability represented by the ‘values floor’. The will component is in this study 

operationalized with two constructs: work engagement and adaptability. Engagement is described as 

engaging the right resources to benefit both employer and the economy (Colley, 2003) and therefore 

engaging the right resources to stay employable, suggesting an important role in sustainable 

employability. Work engagement is furthermore very relevant for the employees well-being 

(Sonnentag, 2003) and could therefore also play an important role in sustainable employability. 

Adaptability is strongly linked to sustainable employability too. Fugate et al. (2004) already described 

sustainable employability as a “work specific active adaptability”. Also Van der Heijde & van der 

Heijden (2006) see adaptability as one of the most important dimension of sustainable employability. 

 

 

Figure 1: House of work ability 
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2.4.1 Work engagement 

The mostly used definition of engagement is the definition of Kahn (1990) who described 

engagement as the investment of physical, cognitive, and emotional energy to work role 

performances. Employees with high levels of work engagement display high levels of work 

motivation. Schaufeli et al. (2002) described work engagement as an affective-motivational construct 

with three dimensions: vigor, dedication, and absorption. Vigor is characterized by the willingness of 

employees to invest energy in their job and to do so even when faced with difficulties. Employees are 

dedicated if they feel strongly connected to their work and feel proud and enthusiastic about their 

job. Absorption is characterized by employees being fully concentrated, they enjoy what they and 

one has difficulties with detaching oneself from work (Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006). 

Sonnentag (2003) named four reasons why work engagement is relevant for employee well-being 

and therefore might also benefit the sustainable employability. First, engagement is a positive 

experience itself as employees perceive their work as fulfilling (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Second, it is 

related to good health (fourth floor in the house of work ability). This is supported by Schaufeli et al. 

(2006), who called work engagement the positive antipode of burnout. Third, it helps employees to 

not only experience to negative side of stressful work but also to derive benefits from it. Engaged 

employees perceive their work as valuable during stress, which results in deriving the mentioned 

benefits (Britt, Adler, & Bartone, 2001). Fourth, work engagement is positively related to 

organizational commitment. This results in employees being a part of the organization for a longer 

period of time.  

2.4.2 Adaptability  

The second aspect of sustainable employability that was used in this research is adaptability. 

Nowadays, organizations are characterized by changing, dynamic environments. Therefore workers 

need to be more and more adaptable, flexible and able to cope with uncertainty (Pulakos et al., 

2000). Adaptability is about how well employees handle changes in their work environment by 

changing themselves. Adaptability is characterized by being able to fit to new environments or to 

changes in old environments (Savickas, 1997). The concept adaptability is also an important part of 

sustainable employability (see the definitions of Fugate et al. (2004) and Van der Heijde & van der 

Heijden (2006)). Fugate et al. (2004) defined employability by three dimensions, with adaptability 

being one of those three (the other two are career identity and human and social capital). Pulakos et 

al. (2000) developed a taxonomy for adaptability. This model has eight dimensions: handling 

emergencies or crisis situations, handling work stress, solving problems creatively, dealing with 

uncertain and unpredictable work situations, learning work tasks, technologies and procedures, 

demonstrating interpersonal adaptability, demonstrating cultural adaptability and demonstrating 

physically oriented adaptability. Adaptable employees are prepared (and willing) to adjust and 

change their behavior so it fits to new values and rules (Pulakos et al., 2000) and is therefore related 

to the ‘will’ component of sustainably employability.  

2.5 The relationship of P-J fit with sustainable employability 

Van der Klink et al. (2010) stated that sustainable employability is not just a characteristic of an 

individual, but of the interaction between the individual and the work context. In other words, the fit 

of the person in the context: the P-E fit. So P-E fit is likely to have an influence on sustainable 

employability. Because P-J fit is a form of P-E fit, this suggests that P-J fit effects sustainable 

employability. A decrease in employees’ health is furthermore mostly the result of job demands (part 
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of the P-J fit) (Demerouti, Bakker, de Jonge, Janssen, & Schaufeli, 2001) and therefore might also 

affect the sustainable employability.  

2.5.1 P-J fit and work engagement 

P-J fit has two dimensions: needs-supply fit and demand-ability fit. It is expected that both the need-

supplies fit and the demand-abilities fit have a positive relationship with adaptability and work 

engagement. Multiple studies supported the link between P-J fit and work engagement (Spence 

Laschinger, Wong, & Greco, 2006; Maslach & Leiter, 2008; Chen, Yen, & Tsai, 2014). In the research 

of Ünal And Turgut (2015) it was acknowledged that both need-supplies fit and demand-abilities play 

a role in employee engagement. A better fit contributed positively to both work and organizational 

engagement. This is explained by Lewin’s field theory, which argues that the behavior of persons is 

determined by their environment (the field). So a good fit may encourage positive behavior, making 

employees more likely to put in high levels of energy in their work. 

Another theory that could also explain the relationship between P-J fit and engagement is the 

conservation of resources (COR) theory. The COR theory assumes that employees want to acquire 

new resources and therefore increase their resource pool. On top of that, an increased resource pool 

will make it more likely that even more resources will be acquired (Llorens et al., 2007). Llorens et al. 

stated that task resources predict future engagement, and engagement predicts future task 

resources.  

Resources are strongly related to P-J fit. A level of demands that cannot be met by the abilities of the 

employee will decrease the resources in the resource pool (Kristof-Brown et al., 2005) and resources 

are needed to both meet the demands of a job and the needs of an employee. On the other hand, an 

increase in resources will lead to a better P-J fit, and in turn to more engagement. When employees 

perceive that enough organizational resources are available to overcome possible obstacles and 

problems at work, they will feel more engaged (Salanova et al., 2005). This suggests that the right 

amount of supplies results in more engaged employees. This is supported by Demerouti et al. (2001): 

“excessive job-demands (low demand-ability fit) are primarily related to negative stress reactions, 

whereas job resources (high need-supply fit) are mainly related to motivational outcomes, like 

engagement”. Moreover, these relationship seems to be reciprocal as Lu et al. (2014) concluded that 

work engagement is positively related to changes in demands-abilities fit through changes in physical 

job crafting and positively related to changes in needs-supplies fit through changes in relational job 

crafting. Engaged employees are more likely to make modifications to their work, creating a better P-

J fit. Using the dynamic relationship explained by the COR theory in the previous paragraph, this 

indicates that employees with higher levels of work engagement will also experience a better P-J fit. 

Therefore the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H3a: Person-Job (P-J) fit is positively related to work engagement. 

2.5.2 P-J fit and adaptability 

That P-J fit and adaptability are connected to each other seems clear. Adaptability is about the skill to 

fit in a job or organization. Adaptability represents the ability to change or fit different task, social 

and environmental features (Ployhart & Bliese, 2006). Adaptation emphasizes the interaction 

between the individual and the environment (Savickas, 1997). It is expected that there is a dynamic 

relation between P-J fit and adaptability. So adaptability positively affects P-J fit and P-J fit positively 
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affects adaptability. The first relationship has thoroughly been studied (e.g. Wessel, Ryan, & Oswald, 

2008; Wang et al., 2011). Wessel et al. (2008) reasoned that employees with higher levels of 

adaptability will work harder to maintain their fit with the environment. Wang et al. (2011) stated 

that employees with higher level of adaptability are more likely to improve their (SKA’s) in the new 

work environment, benefiting P-J fit. According to Salanova, Llorens, & Schaufeli (2011) the existence 

of reciprocal causation between motivational constructs (such as adaptability) and self-beliefs (such 

as P-J fit) is plausible. Therefore, using the gain spirals (COR theory) as described in the previous 

chapter, we propose that P-J fit also positively affects adaptability, leading to the following 

hypothesis: 

H3b: Person-Job (P-J) fit is positively related to adaptability.  

2.6 The relationship of P-O fit with sustainable employability 

Just like P-J fit, P-O fit may be related to employee outcomes. Previous studies found a relationship 

between P-O fit and employee engagement, job satisfaction and turnover intentions. Ünal and 

Turgut (2015) concluded that P-O fit has a positive relationship with both work engagement and 

organizational engagement.  Furthermore Sökmen et al. (2015) concluded that P-O fit has a positive 

mediating role between supportive leadership and job satisfaction and turnover intentions. If 

employees feel that they have no congruence with their environment, they will probably experience 

negative feelings of insecurity and low morale. On the other hand, when their perceived fit to the 

organization becomes higher, they will experience more positive effects. So it can be assumed that P-

O fit has a positive influence on sustainable employability.  

2.6.1 P-O fit and work engagement 

Multiple studies show the positive effect that P-O fit has on commitment (Salanova et al., 2005; 

O'Reilly III, Chatman, & Caldwell, 1991; Kristof, 1996; Cable & Judge, 1996). With commitment being 

related to work engagement, this strongly suggests that P-O fit is positively related to work 

engagement too. Rich, Lepine, & Crawford (2010) clearly describe how P-O fit is related to Kahn’s 

(1990) definition of engagement. They conclude that when employees have a good fit with the 

organization, they perceive that the behavior expected by their organizations matches with their 

own preferred behavior. This will help them to find more meaningfulness in their work. An important 

effect of meaningfulness is the fit between the expected behaviors by the organizations and the 

behaviors employees see as their own (Kahn, 1990), making them more likely to show more work 

engagement. This leads to the following hypothesis: 

H4a: Person-Organization (P-O) fit is positively related to work engagement. 

2.6.2 P-O fit and adaptability 

As mentioned before, adaptation emphasizes the interaction between the individual and the 

environment (Savickas, 1997), and adaptability represents the ability to change or fit different task, 

social and environmental features (Ployhart & Bliese, 2006). So just like P-J fit, P-O fit may influence 

the adaptability of employees. The studies that addressed the relationship between P-J fit and 

adaptability also focused on P-O fit and adaptability. Wessel et al. (2008) describe adaptable 

employees as people who: “continously negotiate and maintain an effective balance between 

personal goals and the environment.” While Wang et al. (2011) define adaptable employees as 

individuals who are able to find the right information about their organizations culture with the goal 
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to adjust their own behavior to this culture. So the positive effect adaptability has on P-O fit seems 

clear. The reciprocal causation defined by Salanova et al. (2011) is used to also support the positive 

relationship between P-O fit and adaptability. As explained before, according to them, a reciprocal 

relationship between motivational constructs (adaptability) and self-beliefs (here P-O fit) exists. 

Because of this relationship it is proposed that P-O fit has a positive effect on adaptability, resulting 

in the following hypothesis: 

 

H4b: Person-Organization (P-O) fit is positively related to adaptability.  

2.7 Job performance 

Both organizations and individuals experience positive effects when job performance of employees is 

higher. Organizations need highly performing individuals in order to meet their goals. On the other 

hand, the pride and confidence of individuals will grow when they achieve their goals and accomplish 

their tasks (Sonnentag & Frese, 2002). Borman & Motowidlo (1993) made a distinction between two 

types of performance: task performance and contextual performance. This distinction was also used 

in this research. Task performance refers to the performance/activities strictly required on the job. 

Contextual performance refers to activities that will help the organization, not the person itself or 

his/her task specifically (Bakker et al., 2004). An example of contextual performance is helping a 

colleague with a high workload. 

2.8 The relationship of sustainable employability with job performance 

2.8.1 Work engagement and job performance 

That more engaged employees perform better is commonly known. There is both strong theoretical 

and empirical suggestion for the positive relationship between work engagement and performance 

(Idris, Dollar & Tuckey, 2015). The earlier mentioned definition of engagement of Kahn (1990) gives a 

first suggestion about the relationship between engagement and job performance: “engagement is 

the investment of physical, cognitive, and emotional energy to work role performances.” Other 

studies also suggest the positive effect engagement has on performance. Macey and Schneider 

(2008) concluded that engaged employees show higher individual performance. Also organizational 

performance is improved, as companies with engaged employees perform substantially better than 

companies with less engaged employees (Carter, 2010). Also studies on the effect of work 

engagement has shown that work engagement is related to positive outcomes as job satisfaction, 

high commitment, low turnover and better performance. (Salanova et al., 2005).  

There is evidence for both the positive relationship between engagement and task performance and 

the positive relationship between engagement and contextual performance. Christian, Garza, & Jerel 

(2011) found strong evidence that work engagement is related to task performance. More engaged 

employees feel more connected with their work tasks. The goals of their tasks match with their own 

personal goals, therefore resulting in higher levels of task performance. As mentioned, engaged 

employees invest their physical, cognitive and emotional energies in their work roles (Kahn, 1990). 

This should result in better task performance as they work with greater intensity on their tasks, are 

more emotionally connected to the task and are more focused on responsibilities (Rich et al., 2010). 

Engaged employees are also able to create their own resources, use them to achieve their goals and 

are therefore more likely to reach those goals. (Bakker & Bal, 2010).  
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Rich et al. (2010) also supported the positive relationship between engagement and contextual 

performance: more engaged employees see more type of tasks as part of the job. They see less 

difference in tasks explicitly related to their job and tasks other employees might perceive as 

contextual. They will therefore spend more resources on other activities, benefitting overall 

contextual performance. Christian et al. (2011) address contextual performance as well. They 

postulated that engaged employees acquire and save more resources by working efficiently and 

achieving more goals. This is line with the in the previous part mentioned research of Bakker and Bal 

(2010), who also stated that engaged employees are able to create extra resources. This will make it 

possible to invest these extra resources in contextual tasks. Engaged employees can efficiently finish 

their task goals, making them confident that they can also perform on contextual tasks and will 

furthermore have the resources left to do these tasks. (Christian et al, 2011).  This results in the 

following hypotheses: 

H5a: Work engagement is positively related to task performance 

H5b: Work engagement is positively related to contextual performance 

2.8.2 Adaptability and job performance 

Employees with higher adaptability are expected to have a better job performance, especially in 

workplaces constantly undergoing changes (Heslin, Carson, & VandeWalle, 2009). Adaptable 

employees are better at assessing new situations and choosing the right approach, suitable for this 

new environment. (Lovett & Schunn, 1990). This will help them to change their behavior in line with 

the new goals they need to achieve. This in turn results in acquiring extra knowledge about 

performance and learning how behavior and environment are related, leading to even better 

performance (Ployhart & Bliese, 2006).  

Multiple studies support the positive relationship between adaptability and performance. Most of 

them do not make a clear distinction between task and contextual performance. “It is unclear 

whether research conducted to date is specific to task performance or if it includes multiple 

dimensions of performance” (Ployhart & Bliese, 2006). The positive relationship between 

adaptability and task performance seems, however, clear. Ployhart & Bliese (2006) did find a strong 

positive relationship between adaptability and task performance, supported by the Big Five model. 

This model explains that job performance can be predicted by five personality dimensions (Barrick & 

Mount, 1991). One of the five personality dimensions is openness to experience. People scoring high 

on openness are “prepared to entertain new ethical, social and political ideas and are willing to 

entertain novel ideas and unconventional values” (Rothmann & Coetzer, 2003). Adaptability is 

characterized by being able to fit to new environments or to changes in old environments (Savickas, 

1997). So adaptable employees are also prepared to embrace new ideas, making it a predictor for 

task performance according to the Big Five model. LePine, Colquitt, & Erez (2000) also made the 

connection between openness, performance and adaptability. Open employees are more likely to 

use self-criticism and self-assessment necessary for learning and performing in changing 

environments. The model of Pulakos et al. (2000) too suggests that adaptability might influence job 

performance. One of the dimensions in their model of adaptability is solving problems creatively. A 

problem has four components, with one of them being the goal state (Dunbar, 1998). Employees 

with better problem solving abilities will reach the goal state faster, and therefore their targets, 

resulting in better job performance. While reaching targets is associated with task performance, it 

does not exclude contextual performance.  
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So multiple studies seem to support the positive relationship between adaptability and various forms 

of performance. Besides the empirical proof for the positive relationship between adaptability and 

task performance, Ployhart & Bliese (2006) suggest a positive relationship between adaptability and 

contextual performance. Volunteering to help coworkers, for example (an aspect of contextual 

performance), might require one to adapt their behavior to make it fit with the coworkers behavior. 

Therefore the following hypotheses are proposed: 

H5c: Adaptability is positively related to task performance 

H5d: Adaptability is positively related to contextual performance 

2.9 Organizational change 

Weick & Quinn (1999) stated that organizational change is not an on-off phenomenon. It should 

therefore be assumed that organizational change is always present in some degree and must 

therefore not be ignored. Organizational change is often driven by the environment. Organizations 

adapt to uncertain, changing environments (Hannan & Freeman, 1984) and are mostly a result when 

achievements of organizations did not meet their goals (Avey, Wernsing, & Luthans, 2008). Two 

important distinctions can be made regarding organizational change: convergent versus radical 

change and revolutionary versus evolutionary change (Greenwood & Hinings, 1996). Whereas 

convergent change involves small modifications to organizations. Radical change involves letting go 

must of the old ways and procedures, which could result in organizations with a whole new culture. 

Revolutionary and evolutionary change address the pace in which change occurs. Evolutionary 

change occurs slowly and gradually, revolutionary change happens swiftly. It seems logical that 

different types of organizational change affect employees in different ways. Where it can be 

assumed that revolutionary, radical change has a bigger impact on employees than convergent, 

evolutionary change. It seems however obvious that change does influence the employees wellbeing, 

both negatively and positively. Personal reactions to organizational change are resistance, cynicism 

and stress, but also receptivity and commitment (Vakola & Nikolaou, 2005).  

2.10 The relationship of organizational change with job performance  

Ployhart & Bliese (2006) stated that a dynamic environment (associated with organizational change) 

has a direct effect on performance. As concluded before, nowadays change is more a constant in the 

work environment than a single event. Performance therefore may constantly be affected. This is 

supported by multiple studies. Cullen et al. (2014) concluded that a negative relationship between 

change-related uncertainty and job performance exists. This was because the uncertainty associated 

with change may have negative effects on employees’ work experience, including their attitudes and 

performance. Furthermore, Noble (2000) stated that companies that conduct a policy of constantly 

making significant changes might face lower outcomes. Niessen, Swarowsky, & Leiz (2010) concluded 

that age was not related to fit and performance before, but was negatively related to fit and 

performance after organizational change. So the age of employees did not have influence on the 

performance of employees before, but it did after an organizational change. This is because older 

employees are less willing to change their behavior and trainings have a lesser impact on older 

employees. This indicates that organizational change does influence the performance of specific 

groups of employees  in some way.  
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Organizational change takes effort. This is because new structures or systems need to be developed, 

or existing structures or systems need to modified. This uses up resources. Less resources are 

therefore left for normal operations, which leads to lessened performance (Haveman, 1992). 

Therefore the following hypotheses are proposed: 

H6a: Organizational change is negatively related to task performance 

H6b: Organizational change is negatively related to contextual performance 

2.11 The moderating role of sustainable employability on the change-

performance relationship 

Hypothesis six suggests that organizational change has a negative influence on employees’ 

performance. Sustainable employability may reduce this negative influence or might even turn this 

relationship into a positive one.  

2.11.1 The moderating role of work engagement 

It was mentioned that engaged employees are able to free-up resources by accomplishing goals and 

working more efficiently. Because organizational change may decrease the resource pool (Kraatz & 

Zajac, 2001), more engaged people (with more resources in their resource pool) are more likely to 

deal better with organizational change. Engaged people might feel less damage to existing resources, 

and therefore show less performance decrements.  

As mentioned earlier in this chapter, work engagement is characterized by vigor, dedication and 

absorption (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Especially vigor and dedication are two characteristics that are 

useful when dealing with the uncertainty and difficulties associated with organizational change. Vigor 

refers to high levels of energy and mental resilience while working, the willingness to invest effort in 

ones work and maybe the most important: persistence, even in the face of difficulties (Salanova et 

al., 2005). Engaged employees are more prepared to invest more resources in their work. Problems 

that arise when performing new tasks are more likely to be tackled effectively by more engaged 

employees. Salanova et al. (2005) described dedication as “a sense of significance, enthusiasm, 

inspiration, pride and challenge at work”. Resistance and cynicism, on the other hand, are personal 

reactions considered with organizational change (Vakola & Nikolaou, 2005). It is very likely that the 

enthusiasm and inspiration of engaged employees will decrease these negative reactions or even 

make them disappear, just like the happiness that engaged employees experience when doing their 

work (absorption). The dedication of engaged employees may furthermore result in investing enough 

resources to deal with the uncertainty associated with organizational change. Another characteristic 

associated with engagement is proactive behavior. Proactive behavior is taking initiative in improving 

current circumstances or creating new ones (Sonnentag, 2003). Sonnentag stated that proactive 

behavior is crucial in modern organizations characterized by fast changes. Therefore the following 

hypotheses are proposed: 

H7a: Work engagement moderates the negative relationship between organizational change and 

task performance, so that this relationship is weaker for more engaged employees than for less 

engaged employees. 



15 
 

H7b: Work engagement moderates the negative relationship between organizational change and 

contextual performance, so that this relationship is weaker for more engaged employees than for less 

engaged employees. 

2.11.2 The moderating role of adaptability 

To deal with new situations at work, adaptability is needed (Ployhart & Bliese, 2006). So absence of 

adaptability will result in negative effects on performance when organizational changes occur. The 

theory of Ployhart and Bliese (2006) also explains the effect of presence of adaptability, shown in 

Figure 2. From this figure, it can be concluded that in a dynamic 

environment, performance is higher when the level of 

adaptability of employees is higher.  

In a changing environment, employees experience additional 

demands. They must relearn how to do tasks in the new 

situation and gain experience to not trust on old knowledge 

concerning procedures (Le Pine et al., 2000). These additional 

demands make individual differences in adaptability an even 

more critical determinant of performance, because relearning 

and unlearning is one of the aspects of adaptability (Le Pine et 

al., 2000). Adaptability therefore becomes a necessity to 

perform in a dynamic environment. Companies that experience changes in performance 

requirements and workplace innovations are more able to adapt when their employees show high 

levels of adaptability (Cullen et al., 2013). So organizations undergoing changes and innovations 

prefer more adaptable employees, as they do believe too that this will reduce the negative influence 

of organizational change on performance. Also using a commonly known reaction resulting from 

organizational change, stress, helps explain why adaptability might weaken the negative relationship 

between organizational change and job performance. It is commonly known that stress is negatively 

related to performance (e.g. Sanders, 1983). Adaptable employees handle stress better, so it is less 

likely that stress will affect their performance. Furthermore, uncertainty (resulting from 

organizational change) is a key predictor for stress (Monat, Averill, & Lazarus, 1972). Because 

adaptable employees handle uncertainty better, uncertainty will less likely cause stress and therefore 

not harm their performance. This results in the following hypothesis: 

H7c: Adaptability moderates the negative relationship between organizational change and task 

performance, so that this relationship is weaker for more adaptable employees than for less 

adaptable employees. 

H7b: Adaptability moderates the negative relationship between organizational change and 

contextual performance, so that this relationship is weaker for more adaptable employees than for 

less adaptable employees. 

Figure 2: effect of adaptability on 
performance 
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2.12 Research model 

The research model, based on the hypotheses described in this review, is depicted in Figure 3. This 

model shows the study variables and the hypotheses on their interrelationships.   

Transformational 
Leadership

Person-Job fit

Work Engagement
Adaptability

Person-Organization Fit

Task Performance
Contextual 

Performance

Organizational 
Change

H2 (+)

H1 (+)

H4 (+)

H3 (+)

H5 (+)

H7 (-)
H6 (-)

 

Figure 3: The research model 

 

 

  



17 
 

3 Method 
This chapter explains the methodology of the research. To test the hypotheses a quantitative method 

is used based on a questionnaire. First, this chapter describes the procedure of data collection. 

Second, the measures are described.   

3.1 Participants and procedure 

Data was collected by means of a questionnaire. To distribute the questionnaire the company where 

I am employed was contacted. After both management and human resources of the company gave 

their approval, the several team leaders of the company were instructed. They were told about the 

research and the questionnaire, the purpose of the research and how it will benefit both the teams 

and the company. They furthermore got the request to instruct their employees about the 

importance of the research and to prepare them for the questionnaire. 

For the design of the questionnaire, SurveyMonkey was used. It is user-friendly (for both 

respondents and designer) and allows for a good and recognizable interface.  The first page of the 

questionnaire showed an introduction, telling the respondents that the questionnaire will take 

approximately ten minutes to answer and asking them to answer every question. The introduction 

concluded with demographic questions concerning topics like gender, age, and work experience. The 

full questionnaire is shown in the appendix (Chapter 7). 

Along with the questionnaire an explanation letter was given, assuring the employees that their 

answers were anonymous and could not be led back to them. The employees also got a deadline for 

answering the questionnaire to make sure that results came in on time. To increase the response 

rate, the respondents were giving the chance to win a voucher for the cinema. Furthermore, a 

reminder was sent after the deadline passed to give the employees one last opportunity to fill in the 

questionnaire. Every step of the distribution was done in consultation and in cooperation with the 

human resources department.  

The questionnaire was distributed both by sending e-mails and handing out hardcopy’s. Distributing 

questionnaires via e-mail is the most efficient way to reach large groups of people. Some employees 

from the production department, however, did not have permanent access to a computer or have a 

company email address, so distributing their questionnaires as hardcopies was necessary. The online 

distribution was done by sending the link of the questionnaire to the company email of the 

employees. The hard copy was given to the management of the production department, who 

distributed it among the production employees. A closed box was placed at the department where 

the employees could hand in the filled in questionnaires.  

The questionnaire was distributed to a total of 168 employees. From this sample 108 responses were 

gathered resulting in a response rate of 64.29%. Of the 108 respondents 18 employees failed to 

answer all the items of some of the constructs or even all of the constructs. As those 18 employees 

skipped all the items of at least one construct, the data of these respondents were unreliable. It was 

therefore decided to use listwise deletion for these items. This resulted in a final sample size of N = 

90. After deletion of these respondents from the data still some missing values existed. To test if this 

data was missing completely at random (MCAR), Little’s MCAR test was used (Little, 1988). This test 

showed that the missing values were MCAR (sign. = 0.002), so it was not possible to use imputations 
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techniques (Donders et al., 2006). Excluding these cases listwise would furthermore decrease the 

sample size. It was therefore chosen to exclude these cases pairwise.  

The data also contained some data that were not feasible. The data for the years in current function 

showed four outliers. Of those four, one of them was plausible (a man of 54 with 32 years of work 

experience had been in his function for 28 years.) The three other cases were not possible however. 

One case, showed for example, a man of 34 with 10 years of work experience who said he had his 

current job for 25 years. It was therefore decided to treat this data as missing data. 

Of the remaining 90 respondents, 68 were male (75.56%) and 22 female (24.44%). As seen in Figure 

4, age was evenly distributed (M = 39.34, SD = 11.97). Twenty-one respondents were in there 

twenties (23.33%), 23 respondents in there thirties (25.56%), 20 in their forties (22.22%) and 19 in 

their fifties (21.11%). One respondent was 19, three were 63 and four respondents did not fill in their 

age. The work experience (M = 18.44, SD = 13.43) was evenly distributed between 0 years of 

experience and 40 years of experience. Five respondents had over 40 years of experience (5.55%, 

maximum years = 55 years). The variable ‘years in current function’ showed more deviation. Most of 

the respondents had their current function for less than 10 years (N = 65, 72.22%). Furthermore, 20 

respondents said they had a supervising function (22.22%). Sixty-eight respondents (75.56%) worked 

fulltime, 15 respondents (16.67%) worked part-time and 7 respondents (7.78%) had a different 

schedule (like payrolling or temporary employees). 

 
Figure 4: Distribution of age, work experience and years current function 

3.2 Measures 

As described in Chapter two, the research model contains six variables, where P-E fit, sustainable 

employability and job performance consist of two sub constructs. All measures of the present study 

were (derived from) validated scales. 

3.2.1 Transformational leadership 

To asses transformational leadership, 10 items derived from the CLIO (Charismatic Leadership in 

Organizations) questionnaire developed by De Hoogh, Den Hartog and Koopman (2004) were used. A 

sample item included “Stimulates employees to find new ways to think about problems.” All of the 

items were responded to on a seven point scale, with anchors ranging from totally disagree (1) to 

totally agree (7). 

3.2.2 P-J fit 

For P-J fit, a six item scale developed by Cable and DeRue (2002) was used. Both the demand-abilities 

fit and need-supplies were assessed. Three items measured demand-abilities fit and 3 items 

measured need-supplies fit. An example of an item for demand-abilities fit is “My abilities and 
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training are a good fit with the requirements of my job.” An example of an item for need-supplies fit 

is “There is a good fit between what my job offers me and what I am looking for in a job.” 

Participants responded along a seven point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 

(strongly agree). 

3.2.3 P-O fit 

P-O fit was measured with a three item scale developed by Cable and DeRue (2002). A sample item is 

“My organization’s values and culture provide a good fit with the things that I value in life.” For P-O 

fit, participants responded to a seven point scale ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree). 

3.2.4 Work engagement 

Work engagement was measured using the UWES-9, a nine item scale developed by Schaufeli and 

Bakker (2001). A sample item is “I feel a lot of energy while working.” All of the items were 

responded to on a seven point scale, ranging from never (1) to always (7). 

3.2.5 Adaptability 

To measure adaptability, nine items were used, derived from a scale developed by Holt, Armenakis, 

Feild, and Harris (2007). This scale measures employees’ adaptability to a specific organizational 

change. The items from this scale were slightly modified to make them applicable to measure 

adaptability in general. An example of an item is “My past experiences make me confident I will be 

able to perform successfully after an organizational change.” All of the items were responded to on a 

seven point scale, with anchors ranging from totally disagree (1) to totally agree (7). 

3.2.6 Organizational change 

For measuring organizational change, the ten item scale developed by Tsutsumi et al. (2002) was 

used. Each item described a possible change common in organizational environments. For each item 

participants responded by stating if they experienced this event the previous year or not. This 

resulted in scores ranging from no changes experienced in the last year (0) to ten changes 

experienced in the last year (10). An example of an item is “Transfer to other department”. 

3.2.7 Job performance 

Performance was assessed using eight items derived from a 16 item scale developed by Goodman 

and Svyantek (1999). Four items of this scale were used for assessing task performance, four items 

were used for assessing contextual performance. An example of an item for task performance is “I 

take the responsibilities consistent with my job.” An example for contextual performance is “I help 

collagues who have been away.” All of the items were responded to on a five point scale, with 

anchors ranging from totally disagree (1) to totally agree (5). 

3.3 Construct reliability 

The internal consistency was assessed, to make sure that the scale items did measure the construct 

in a reliable way. A commonly known coefficient to do this is Cronbach’s Alpha (Bland & Altman, 

1997). A minimum level of Cronbach’s Alpha (CA) of 0.70 is seen as sufficient. As seen in table 3-1, 

one construct does not meet this treshold: contextual performance (CA = 0.66). Despite this result, it 

was decided to not exclude this construct from the study. Furthermore, change is not included in this 
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analysis as this construct was not measured using a scale; it was a summation of organizational 

changes experienced by employees. 

Table 3-1: Cronbach’s Apha 

Construct Cronbach’s Alpha 

Transformational leadership .94 

P-J fit .88 

P-O fit .93 

Engagement .93 

Adaptability .89 

Task Performance .76 

Contextual Performance .66 

 

3.4 Analyses 

Based on the research model two types of relationships were tested: interactional and moderating 

relationships. Furthermore, the research model indicate that P-J fit and P-O fit might mediate the 

effect of transformational leadership on sustainable employability. The model also suggests that 

sustainable employability mediated the effect of P-E fit on performance. To test all the above 

mentioned relationships linear regression analysis was used.  

In every model in this study three control variables were included. These variables were chosen to 

exclude effects on the independent variables caused by demographic characteristics. Three were 

included based on the proven relationship they have on the most important dependent variables 

sustainable employability and performance, according to the literature. The control variables used in 

this study were work experience, gender and age.  

Meta-analyses of Schmidt et al. (1986) and of Quinones et al., (1995) showed that a relationship 

between work experience and performance exists, wherefore work experience was included as 

control variable. Multiple studies also indicated that gender cannot be ignored when studying 

performance, as different genders influence job performance differently (Shirom et al, 2008; Gneezy 

et al., 2003; Greenhaus & Parasuraman, 1993). These studies describe that different environments 

have different effects on performance of men on the one hand and performance of woman on the 

other. Furthermore, although not all studies agree on the type of relationship, multiple studies 

(including meta-analyses) showed evidence that age is correlated with performance (Waldman & 

Avolio, 1986; Ng & Feldman, 2008; Avolio, Waldman, & McDaniel, 1990; Glenn & Wayne, 1989).  

When concerning adaptability and work engagement, the literature also showed evidence that the 

effect of the three control variables could not be ignored. Research of e.g. Zacher and Griffin (2015) 

and Derek et al. (2007) indicated that older employees showed different levels of adaptability than 

younger employees. Also the levels of work engagement of employees are affected by their age 

(Guglielmi et al., 2016; Ramos, Jenny, & Bauer, 2016). The same goes for work experience, which 

should be considered when examining adaptability and work engagement (e.g. Laschinger et al., 

2009; Monteiro & Almeide, 2015). Finally, also gender plays a role in both work engagement 

(Menzies & Newson, 2008; Geldenhuys & Williamson, 2012) and adaptability (Han & Rojewski, 2015; 

Rocha, 2012). 
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To test the interactional effects, normal linear regression models were used. Evidence for an 

interactional effect was found when the coefficient of the independent variable had a p-value below 

0.05. 

For the moderation models (with X as the independent variable, Y as the dependent variable and M 

as the moderator), first the predictor variables X and M were centred. Centring was done to decrease 

the effect of multicollinearity resulting from using interaction effects (Leona & Stephen, 1991). Next 

for the moderation analysis, the interaction effect of X and M was calculated by multiplying these 

two variables (Jeffrey & Lambert, 2007). Regression models were built with the interaction effect as 

the independent variably and Y as the dependent variable. For M to moderate the relationship 

between X and Y, the P-value of the coefficient of the interaction variable had to be below 0.05. 

To test the mediating relationships, the method recommended by Baron and Kenny (1986) was used. 

This method consist of four steps. With a model with X as the independent variable, Y as the 

dependent variable and M as the mediator, the four steps/criteria are: 

1. Show that X is correlated with Y. 

2. Show that X is correlated with M. 

3. Show that M is correlated with Y 

4. In a model with X and M as dependent variables and Y as independent variable, show that X 

no longer has a significant effect on Y where X still has a significant effect on Y.  

When all the criteria are met, M fully mediates the effect of X on Y. If only criteria 1, 2 and 3 are met, 

M partially mediates the effect of X on Y. 
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4 Results 

4.1 Descriptive statistics and correlations 

Table 4-1 shows the means and the standard deviations of the constructs as well as the correlation 

coefficients. Also the control variables were included. From the table can be seen that the 

respondents scored relatively high on the different variables. The employees perceived the 

transformational behaviour of their supervisors to be 5.23, on a scale from 1 to 7. Also P-J fit, 

adaptability and engagement had a score higher than 5.0, where all were rated on a scale from 1 to 

7. This suggests that the respondents perceived themselves to be very adaptable and engaged. They 

also considered their job to be a good fit with themselves. The average perceived P-O fit was 4.88. 

Although not as good as the fit between the employees and their jobs, this still suggested that 

employees fit well with the organization and vice versa. The means for task performance and 

contextual performance were 4.23 and 4.08 respectively. As both types of performance were 

measured on a scale from 1 to 5, this score could be also considered to be high. The results also 

showed that the respondents experienced on average 2.81 significant changes in the previous year. 

From the table could be furthermore concluded that transformational leadership correlated 

significantly and positively with P-E fit, adaptability and engagement. The two types of P-E fit 

correlated positively with each other. Furthermore, P-O fit correlated positively with both 

engagement and adaptability, where P-J fit only correlated positively with adaptability. The two 

aspects of sustainable employability, adaptability and work engagement, are positively correlated 

with the two types of performance. All the significant correlations were positive, except for the 

correlation between transformational leadership and gender. As for the construct organizational 

change: this variable had no significant correlation with any of the constructs (only with the control 

variable gender). 
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Table 4-1: Means (M), Standard deviation (SD) and correlations 

 Construct M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. Gendera 0.76 0.432 -           

2. Age 39.34 11.97 .12 -          

3. Experience 18.44 13.43 .19 .84** -         

4. TFL 5.23 1.09 -.32** -.02 -.04 -        

5. P-J fit 5.32 1.01 .04 .35** .31** .44* -       

6. P-O fit 4.88 1.15 -.10 -.03 -.04 .48** .37** -      

7. Adaptability 5.55 0.85 -.19 -.17 -.15 .34** .20 .45** -     

8. Engagement 5.26 0.80 -.07 .24* .23* .38** .54** .48** .39** -    

9. Change 2.81 2.29 .25* -.06 -.05 -.10 -.03 -.14 .05 .04 -   

10. TP 4.23 0.42 -.09 .05 .12 .05 .15 .09 .39** .32** .11 -  

11. CP 4.08 0.48 -.15 .06 .04 .06 -.04 .05 .26* .25* .14 .54** - 

N = 90.  
a
=gender is coded 1 = male, 0 = female. *=p  < 0.05. **=p < 0.01 
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4.2 Regression analyses 

To test the hypotheses, linear regression analyses were performed. This chapter includes the linear 

regression models for each of the relationships as described in the research model. This chapter 

furthermore describes the linear regression analyses to test if the constructs P-J fit and P-O fit acted 

as a mediator on the relationship between transformational leadership and engagement and 

adaptability and describes if sustainable employability acted as a mediator on the relationship 

between P-E fit and performance. Also the moderating effect of sustainable employability on the 

relationship between organizational change and job performance was tested.  

4.2.1 Transformational leadership and P-J fit 

Table 4-2 shows the regression analysis of the relationship between transformational leadership and 

P-J fit. The first model shows the part of the model explained by the control variables. In model 2 the 

independent variable transformational leadership was added to the model. As can be seen in Table 

4-2, transformational leadership has a positive, significant effect on P-J fit (B = 0.46, p-value < 0.01). 

Hypothesis 1, transformational leadership is positively related to P-J fit, was therefore supported.  

Table 4-2: Linear regression analysis of transformational leadership and P-J fit 

 R2 Adj. R2 B R2 Adj. R2 B 

 0.12 0.09  0.34 0.31  

Constant   4.31**   1.64* 

Gendera   -0.32   0.35 

Age   0.02   0.02 

Experience   0.01   0.01 

Model 2       

TFL      0.46** 

Model F   F(3,82) = 

3.76* 

  F(4,81) = 

10.46** 

N = 90.  
a
=gender is coded 1 = male, 0 = female. *=p  < 0.05. **=p < 0.01 

4.2.2 Transformational leadership and P-O fit 

In Table 4-3 the results for the regression analysis of the relationship between transformational 

leadership and P-O fit are shown. Again, the independent variable (transformational leadership) had 

a positive, significant effect on P-O fit (B = 0.52, p < 0.01). Hypothesis 2 was supported. 
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Table 4-3: Linear regression analysis of transformational leadership and P-O fit 

 R2 Adj. R2 B R2 Adj. R2 B 

 0.10 -0.03  0.23 0.19  

Constant   4.96**   1.90* 

Gendera   -0.24   0.19 

Age   0.00   0.00 

Experience   -0.00   -0.01 

Model 2       

TFL      0.52** 

Model F   F(3,82)=0.28   F(4,81)=6.09** 

N = 90.  
a
=gender is coded 1 = male, 0 = female. *=p  < 0.05. **=p < 0.01 

4.2.3 P-J fit and sustainable employability 

Next the relationship between P-J fit and the two constructs of sustainable employability was tested. 

From Table 4-4 and Table 4-5 can be seen that P-J fit had a positive, significant effect on both of the 

constructs (B = 0.41, p < 0.01 on engagement, B = 0.24, p < 0.05 on adaptability). Hypotheses 3a and 

3b were therefore supported. 

Table 4-4: Linear regression analysis of P-J fit and engagement 

 R2 Adj. R2 B R2 Adj. R2 B 

 0.07 0.04  0.31 0.28  

Constant   4.93**   3.16** 

Gendera   -0.21   -0.20 

Age   0.01   -0.00 

Experience   0.01   0.01 

Model 2       

P-J fit      0.41** 

Model F   F(3,82)=2.14   F(4,81)=9.13** 

N = 90.  
a
=gender is coded 1 = male, 0 = female. *=p  < 0.05. **=p < 0.01 

Table 4-5: Linear regression analysis of P-J fit and adaptability 

 R2 Adj. R2 B R2 Adj. R2 B 

 0.06 0.02  0.13 0.09  

Constant   6.26**   5.22** 

Gendera   -0.34   -0.33 

Age   -0.01   -0.02 

Experience   0.00   0.00 

Model 2       

P-J fit      0.24* 

Model F   F(3,82)=1.67   F(4,81)=3.04* 

N = 90.  
a
=gender is coded 1 = male, 0 = female. *=p  < 0.05. **=p < 0.01 
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4.2.4 P-O fit and sustainable employability 

Also hypothesis 4a and 4b were supported by regression analyses. Table 4-6 and Table 4-7 show that 

P-O fit had a significant, positive effect on both engagement and adaptability (B = 0.34, p < 0.01 on 

engagement, B = 0.32, p < 0.01 on adaptability). 

Table 4-6: Linear regression analysis of P-O fit and engagement 

 R2 Adj. R2 B R2 Adj. R2 B 

 0.07 0.04  0.31 0.73  

Constant   4.93**   3.26** 

Gendera   -0.21   -0.31 

Age   0.01   0.01 

Experience   0.01   0.01 

Model 2       

P-O fit      0.34** 

Model F   F(3,82)=2.14   F(4,81)=8.92** 

N = 90.  
a
=gender is coded 1 = male, 0 = female. *=p  < 0.05. **=p < 0.01 

Table 4-7: Linear regression analysis of P-O fit and adaptability 

 R2 Adj. R2 B R2 Adj. R2 B 

 0.06 0.02  0.24 0.203  

Constant   6.26**   4.69** 

Gendera   -0.34   -0.26 

Age   -0.1   -0.01 

Experience   0.00   0.00 

Model 2       

P-O fit      0.32** 

Model F   F(3,82)=1.67   F(4,81)=6.40** 

N = 90.  
a
=gender is coded 1 = male, 0 = female. *=p  < 0.05. **=p < 0.01 

4.2.5 Work engagement and job performance 

Table 4-8 shows the regression model with engagement as independent variable and task 

performance as dependent variable. As seen in the table, engagement had a significant, positive 

effect on task performance (B = 0.16, p < 0.01). Hypothesis 5a was supported. 

Table 4-9 shows a similar model, now with contextual performance as dependent variable. Again, 

engagement had a positive, significant effect on the dependent variable (B = 0.14, p < 0.05). The F-

test, however, showed an insignificant result (F(4,81) = 1.81, p > 0.05). This suggests that the 

coefficients in this model were not significantly different from zero, which indicates that the overall 

regression model 2 as shown in Table 4-9 was not significant. Hypothesis 5b is therefore not 

supported. 
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Table 4-8: Linear regression analysis of engagement and task performance 

 R2 Adj. R2 B R2 Adj. R2 B 

 0.04 -0.04  0.13 0.08  

Constant   4.47**   3.68** 

Gendera   -0.12   -0.08 

Age   0.01   0.01 

Experience   0.01   0.01 

Model 2       

Engagement      0.16** 

Model F   F(3,82)=1.05   F(4,81)=2.89* 

N = 90.  
a
=gender is coded 1 = male, 0 = female. *=p  < 0.05. **=p < 0.01 

Table 4-9: Linear regression analysis of engagement and contextual performance 

 R2 Adj. R2 B R2 Adj. R2 B 

 0.03 -0.01  0.08 0.04  

Constant   4.11**   3.41** 

Gendera   -0.18   -0.15 

Age   0.00   0.00 

Experience   0.00   0.00 

Model 2       

Engagement      0.14* 

Model F   F(3,82)=0.79   F(4,81)=1.80 

N = 90.  
a
=gender is coded 1 = male, 0 = female. *=p  < 0.05. **=p < 0.01 

4.2.6 Adaptability and job performance 

The regression analysis for adaptability and performance showed results that were similar to the 

analysis of the regression analysis of engagement and performance. Adaptability had a significant, 

positive effect on the two types of performance (B = 0.20, p < 0.01 on task performance, B = 0.15, p < 

0.05 on contextual performance). The F-test for the model with contextual performance suggested 

however, that the coefficients of the model did not significantly differ from zero (F(4,81) = 2.01, p > 

0.05), making the overall model not significant.. Hypothesis 5d, the positive relationship between 

adaptability and contextual performance, was therefore not supported. Hypothesis 5c, however, was 

supported. 

Table 4-10: Linear regression analysis of adaptability and task performance 

 R2 Adj. R2 B R2 Adj. R2 B 

 0.04 0.00  0.91 0.15  

Constant   4.48**   3.23** 

Gendera   -0.12   -0.05 

Age   -0.01   -0.00 

Experience   0.01   0.01 

Model 2       

Adaptability      0.20** 

Model F   F(3,82)=1.08   F(4,81)=4.77** 

N = 90.  
a
=gender is coded 1 = male, 0 = female. *=p  < 0.05. **=p < 0.01 
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Table 4-11: Linear regression analysis of adaptability and contextual performance 

 R2 Adj. R2 B R2 Adj. R2 B 

 0.03 -0.01  0.10 0.05  

Constant   4.11**   3.21** 

Gendera   -0.18   -0.13 

Age   -0.00   -0.00 

Experience   0.00   -0.00 

Model 2       

Adaptability      0.15* 

Model F   F(3,82)=0.79   F(4,81)=2.01 

N = 90.  
a
=gender is coded 1 = male, 0 = female. *=p  < 0.05. **=p < 0.01 

4.2.7 Organizational change and job performance 

Hypothesis 6a and 6b described the negative relationship of organizational change with 

performance. Regression analysis did not support these two hypotheses. Table 4-12 and Table 4-13 

show the model with task performance as dependent variable and the model with contextual 

performance as dependent variable. Both models had no variables with significant coefficients. H6a 

and H6b were therefore not supported. 

Table 4-12: Linear regression analysis of change and task performance 

 R2 Adj. R2 B R2 Adj. R2 B 

 0.04 0.00  0.06 0.01  

Constant   4.47**   4.41** 

Gendera   -0.12   -0.16 

Age   -0.01   -0.01 

Experience   0.01   -0.01 

Model 2       

Change      0.03 

Model F   F(3,82)=1.08   F(4,81)=1.27 

N = 90.  
a
=gender is coded 1 = male, 0 = female. *=p  < 0.05. **=p < 0.01 

Table 4-13: Linear regression analysis of change and contextual performance 

 R2 Adj. R2 B R2 Adj. R2 B 

 0.03 -0.01  0.07 0.02  

Constant   4.11**   4.03** 

Gendera   -0.18   -0.24 

Age   0.00   0.00 

Experience   0.00   0.00 

Model 2       

Change      0.04 

Model F   F(3,82)=0.79   F(4,81)=1.40 

N = 90.  
a
=gender is coded 1 = male, 0 = female. *=p  < 0.05. **=p < 0.01 
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4.3 Moderation 

4.3.1 Work engagement as moderator on the relationship between organizational 

change and job performance 

Hypotheses 7a and 7b described the moderating effect of engagement on the relationship between 

organizational change and performance. The hypotheses stated that the negative relationship 

between change and job performance becomes weaker when engagement is higher. The results of 

the moderation analysis are shown in Table 4-14 and Table 4-15. As seen, in both analyses the 

interaction variables did not have a significant effect on performance (B = -0.02, p > 0.05 and B = 

0.01, p > 0.05 respectively). Hypotheses 7a and 7b were therefore not supported. 

Table 4-14: Moderation analysis engagement, change and task performance 

 R2 Adj. 

R2 

B R2 Adj. 

R2 

B R2 Adj. 

R2 

B 

 0.04 0.00  0.14 0.09  0.15 0.08  

Constant   4.47**   4.54**   4.55** 

Gendera   -0.12   -0.12   -0.13 

Age   -0.01   -0.01   -0.01 

Experience   0.01   0.01   0.01 

Model 2          

Engagement      0.15**   0.16** 

Change      0.02   0.03 

Model 3          

Interaction         -0.02 

Model F   F(3,82)=1.08   F(5,80)=2.59*   F(6,79)=2.25* 

N = 90.  
a
=gender is coded 1 = male, 0 = female. *=p  < 0.05. **=p < 0.01 

Table 4-15: Moderation analysis engagement, change and contextual performance 

 R2 Adj. 

R2 

B R2 Adj. 

R2 

B R2 Adj. 

R2 

B 

 0.03 -

0.01 

 0.11 0.06  0.11 0.05  

Constant   4.11**   4.18**   4.17** 

Gendera   -0.18   -0.20   -0.20 

Age   0.00   0.00   0.00 

Experience   0.00   0.00   0.00 

Model 2          

Engagement      0.13*   0.13* 

Change      0.04   0.04 

Model 3          

Interaction         0.01 

Model F   F(3,82)=0.79   F(5,80)=2.00   F(6,79)=1.67 

N = 90.  
a
=gender is coded 1 = male, 0 = female. *=p  < 0.05. **=p < 0.01 
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4.3.2 Adaptability as moderator on the relationship between organizational change and 

job performance. 

To test hypotheses 7c and 7d (adaptability as moderator) the same analyses were done as for 

hypotheses 7a and 7b. Table 4-16 and Table 4-17 show the regression models with the interaction 

variable (adaptability x change). The results of the regression analysis show that the interaction 

variables in both models had no significant effect (B = -0.01, p > 0.05, B = 0.03, p > 0.05 respectively). 

Hypotheses 7c and 7d were therefore not supported. 

Table 4-16: Moderation analysis adaptability, change and task performance 

 R2 Adj. 

R2 

B R2 Adj. 

R2 

B R2 Adj. 

R2 

B 

 0.0

4 

0.0

0 

 0.2

0 

0.1

5 

 0.2

0 

0.1

4 

 

Constant   4.47**   4.35**   1.35** 

Gendera   -0.12   -0.08   -0.08 

Age   -0.01   -0.00   -0.01 

Experience   0.01   0.01   0.01 

Model 2          

Adapatabilit

y 

     0.19**   0.19** 

Change      0.02   0.02 

Model 3          

Interaction         -0.01 

Model F   F(3,82)=1.0

8 

  F(5,80)=4.07*

* 

  F(6,79)=3.38*

* 

N = 90.  
a
=gender is coded 1 = male, 0 = female. *=p  < 0.05. **=p < 0.01 

Table 4-17: Moderation analysis adaptability, change and contextual performance 

 R2 Adj. 

R2 

B R2 Adj. 

R2 

B R2 Adj. 

R2 

B 

 0.03 -

0.01 

 0.12 0.06  0.13 0.07  

Constant   4.11**   4.04**   4.03** 

Gendera   -0.18   -0.18   -0.20 

Age   0.00   0.00   0.01 

Experience   0.00   0.00   0.00 

Model 2          

Adaptability      0.14*   0.13* 

Change      0.04   0.04 

Model 3          

Interaction         0.03 

Model F   F(3,82)=0.79   F(5,80)=2.16   F(6,79)=1.99 

N = 90.  
a
=gender is coded 1 = male, 0 = female. *=p  < 0.05. **=p < 0.01 
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4.4 Mediation 

The research model also indicated multiple mediating relationships. It was suggested that P-E fit 

might mediated the relationship between transformational leadership on sustainable employability. 

The research model furthermore suggested that sustainable employability might mediated the 

relationship between sustainable employability with job performance. 

Tables 4-18, 4-19, 4-20 and 4-21 contain the results of the mediation analysis for the four possible 

models with P-E fit as mediator and sustainable employability as dependent variable. The results of 

the four steps of the model of Baron and Kenny (1986) mentioned in Chapter 3 were: 

1. All the models met criterion one. Transformational leadership had a positive, significant 

effect on both engagement and work adaptability (B = 0.29, P < 0.01 and B = 0.24, P < 

0.01 respectively).  

2. Criterion two was met too, as seen in the hypothesis testing earlier in this chapter. 

Transformational leadership had a positive effect on P-J fit and P-O fit (B = 0.46, P < 0.01 

and B = 0.52, P < 0.01 respectively).  

3. Criterion three was tested earlier in this chapter too. All the models met this criterion: P-

J fit had a positive effect on engagement and adaptability (B = 0.41, P < 0.01 and B = 0.24, 

P < 0.05 respectively). Engagement and adaptability were also both positively affected by 

P-O fit (B = 0.34, P < 0.01 and B = 0.32, P < 0.01 respectively).   

4. Three models met the fourth criterion too. In all these three models transformational 

leadership no longer had a significant effect on the dependent variable (work 

engagement or adaptability), where the mediator still had a significant effect on the 

dependent variable. This indicates that P-J fit fully mediated the effect of 

transformational leadership on engagement and P-O fit fully mediated the effect of 

transformational leadership on both engagement and adaptability.  The model with P-J 

fit and adaptability did not meet criterion four, indicating that P-J fit partially mediated 

the effect of transformational leadership on adaptability.  

Table 4-18: Mediation analysis of transformational leadership, P-J fit and engagement 

 R2 Adj. 

R2 

B R2 Adj. 

R2 

B R2 Adj. 

R2 

B 

 0.07 0.04  0.21 0.18  0.33 0.29  

Constant   4.93**   3.26**   2.70** 

Gendera   -0.21   0.03   -0.09 

Age   0.01   0.01   0.00 

Experience   0.01   0.01   0.01 

Model 2          

TFL      0.29**   0.13 

Model 3          

P-J fit         0.34** 

Model F   F(3,82)= 

2.14 

  F 

F(4,81)=5.40** 

  F(5,80)=7.96** 

N = 90.  
a
=gender is coded 1 = male, 0 = female. *=p  < 0.05. **=p < 0.01 
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Table 4-19: Mediation analysis of transformational leadership, P-J fit and adaptability 

 R2 Adj. 

R2 

B R2 Adj. 

R2 

B R2 Adj. 

R2 

B 

 0.06 0.02  0.14 0.10  0.16 0.11  

Constant   6.26**   4.85**   4.61** 

Gendera   -0.34   -0.14   -0.20 

Age   -0.01   -0.01   -0.02 

Experience   0.00   0.00   0.00 

Model 2          

TFL      0.24**   0.17 

Model 3          

P-J fit         0.15 

Model F   F(3,82)=1.67   F(4,81)=3.42*   F(5,80)=3.15* 

N = 90.  
a
=gender is coded 1 = male, 0 = female. *=p  < 0.05. **=p < 0.01 

Table 4-20: Mediation analysis of transformational leadership, P-O fit and engagement 

 R2 Adj. 

R2 

B R2 Adj. 

R2 

B R2 Adj. 

R2 

B 

 0.07 0.04  0.21 0.17  0.33 0.29  

Constant   4.93**   3.26**   2.733** 

Gendera   -0.21   0.03   -0.03 

Age   0.01   0.01   0.01 

Experience   0.01   0.01   0.001 

Model 2          

TFL      0.29**   0.14 

Model 3          

P-O fit         0.28** 

Model F   F(3,82) 

=2.14 

  F(4,81)=5.40**   F(5,80)=8.00** 

N = 90.  
a
=gender is coded 1 = male, 0 = female. *=p  < 0.05. **=p < 0.01 

Table 4-21: Mediation analysis of transformational leadership, P-O fit and adaptability 

 R2 Adj. 

R2 

B R2 Adj. 

R2 

B R2 Adj. 

R2 

B 

 0.06 0.02  0.14 0.10  0.25 0.20  

Constant   6.26**   4.85**   4.33** 

Gendera   -0.34   -0.14   -0.19 

Age   -0.01   -0.01   -0.01 

Experience   0.00   0.00   0.00 

Model 2          

TFL      0.24**   0.10 

Model 3          

P-O fit         0.27** 

Model F   F(3,82)=1.67   F(4,81)=3.41*   F(5,80)=5.37** 

N = 90.  
a
=gender is coded 1 = male, 0 = female. *=p  < 0.05. **=p < 0.01 
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As mentioned earlier in this chapter, the research model also suggested that sustainable 

employability mediated the effect of P-E fit on performance. Step one of the mediation analysis, 

however, already showed that this mediation effect did not existed. Both P-J fit and P-O fit did not 

correlate with task and contextual performance, as seen in Table 4-22. 

Table 4-22: Correlation between P-E fit and job performance 

Relationship Effect P-Value Conclusion 

P-J fit  Task performance 0.06 0.23 No correlation 

P-O fit  Task performance 0.03 0.41 No correlation 

P-J fit  Contextual performance -0.03 0.58 No correlation 

P-O fit  Contextual performance 0.02 0.71 No correlation 
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5 Discussion 
This study aimed at uncovering the processes relating transformational leadership, person-

environment fit (P-E fit), sustainable employability and job performance. This chapter gives a 

summary of the results and their theoretical and practical implications. It furthermore describes the 

limitations of this study and directions for future research. 

5.1 General discussion 

The first main focus of this study was to uncover the underlying process in the relationship of 

transformational leadership with sustainable employability. To understand this relationship, the role 

of P-E fit was examined. The literature research indicated that transformational leadership positively 

influenced the concepts P-J fit and P-O fit. From the regression analysis could be concluded that 

transformational leaders had a very strong effect on how employees perceive their fit to their job 

(H1). Also employees P-O fit was, although not as strong as P-J fit, positively affected by 

transformational leadership (H2).  

To assess the ‘will’ component of sustainable employability, two constructs were used in this study: 

adaptability and work engagement. It was expected that both types of P-E fit positively affected the 

constructs of sustainable employability. Results showed that P-J fit was positively related to both 

work engagement and adaptability (H3a and H3b). The study furthermore indicated that P-O fit was 

also positively related to these constructs (H4a and H4b). 

It was therefore concluded that transformational leadership was positively related to P-E fit, which in 

turn was positively related to the aspects of sustainable employability. This suggested that P-E fit 

mediated the effect of transformational leadership on the two aspects of sustainable employability. 

From the mediation analysis could be concluded that P-O fit fully mediated the effect of 

transformational leadership on adaptability and work engagement, where P-J fit fully mediated the 

effect of transformational leadership on work engagement. P-J fit partially mediated the relationship 

between transformational leadership and adaptability.  

The second main focus of this study was job performance of employees. A distinction was made 

between task performance and contextual performance. Also the role of organizational change was 

studied. It was expected that the two constructs of sustainable employability would be positively 

related to the two types of performance. The analysis supported that the two constructs of 

sustainable employability were positively related to task performance (H5a and H6a). The results of 

the analysis of the relationship between the two constructs of sustainable employability and 

contextual performance were not strong enough to fully support H5b and H6b. The regression model 

found a significant effect between sustainable employability and contextual performance. However, 

a F-test showed that the overall regression models for these constructs were not reliable enough. 

These hypotheses were therefore not supported. These models did, however, give an indication that 

work engagement and adaptability might have a positive influence on contextual performance.  

It was expected that organizational change was negatively related to performance. The study results 

showed that organizational change did not have an effect on the two types of job performance (H6a 

and H6b). We also hypothesized that employees with higher levels of sustainable employability show 

less decrease in performance when organizational change occurs than employees with lower levels 

of sustainable employability. The results did not support this premise (H7a and H7b). 
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Table 5-1: Overview results 

Hypothesis Expected Relationship Moderator Effect Conclusion 

1 TFL  P-J fit  0.46** Supported 

2 TFL  P-O fit  0.52** Supported 

3a P-J fit  Work Engagement  0.41** Supported 

3b P-J fit  Adaptability  0.24* Supported 

4a P-O fit  Work engagement  0.34** Supported 

4b P-O fit  Adaptability  0.32** Supported 

5a Work engagement  TP  0.16** Supported 

5b Work engagement  CP  0.14* Not supported 

5c Adaptability  TP  0.20** Supported 

5d Adaptability  CP  0.15* Not supported 

6a Change  TP  0.03 Not supported 

6b Change  CP  0.04 Not supported 

7a Change  TP Work engagement -0.02 Not supported 

7b Change  CP Work engagement 0.01 Not supported 

7c Change  TP Adaptability -0.01 Not supported 

7d Change  CP Adaptability 0.03 Not Supported 

*=p  < 0.05. **=p < 0.01. All expected relationships were positive, except for H6a and H6b.  The 
values for effect for hypothesis 7 are the B - values of the interaction variable of the moderator and the independent 
variable. 

Table 5-2: Overview of the mediation effects 

Dependent variable Independent 

Variable 

Mediator Conclusion 

TFL Work engagement P-O fit Full mediation 

TFL Adaptability P-O fit Full mediation 

TFL Work engagement P-J fit Full mediation 

TFL Adaptability P-J fit Partial mediation 

P-O fit Task performance Work engagement No mediation 

 

5.2 Implications 

5.2.1 Theoretical implications  

The role of transformational leadership has been studied by multiple researchers (e.g. Den Hartog & 

Belschak, 2012; Jyoti, 2015; Avey et al., 2008; Bass et al., 2003). All found evidence for the positive 

influences transformational leaders have on their followers. The role of P-E fit in this relationship, 

however, is not examined by these studies. The study of Chi and Pan (2011) is one of the few studies 

which examines the role of both transformational leadership and P-E fit. They also made the 

commonly known distinction in P-E fit between P-O fit and P-J fit (Lauver & Kristof-Brown, 2001). 

From the present study it was concluded that transformational leadership positively affects P-J fit, 

which is extra support for the study of Chi and Pan. The present study also found support for the 

positive relationship between transformational leadership and P-O fit, a relationship much less 

studied. Earlier studies found a relationship between supportive leadership and P-O fit (Sökmen et 
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al., 2015) or between charismatic leadership and P-O fit (Huang et al., 2005), two constructs that are 

comparable to transformational leadership. However, the positive relationship between 

transformational leadership and P-O fit as found in this study was never studied before. 

This study also focused on sustainable employability. As the workforce is ageing and workers need to 

work longer, sustainable employability is a much discussed, but also a relatively new topic. Multiple 

researchers tried to grab and define the concept of sustainable employability (Fugate et al., 2004; 

Van der Heijde & van der Heijden, 2006). However, and this could be due to the fact that sustainable 

employability is a relatively new topic, the role that sustainable employability plays in a company and 

how sustainable employability is improved is not much studied yet. Only a few studies examined 

specific relationships between aspects of sustainable employability and work-related factors as in 

this study. One of those few examples is the study of Van Scheppingen et al. (2015), who concluded 

that vitality, having autonomy and a balanced work style were positively related to sustainable 

employability.  Other studies examining relationships between sustainable employability and work 

related concepts are scarce in the literature. This study did link sustainable employability with other 

work related concepts (transformational leadership, P-E fit and performance), making it a relevant 

contribution to the literature. 

Multiple researchers furthermore already tried to define sustainable employability by trying to 

discern different aspects. Van der Heijden and van Ooijen (2008) named expertise, anticipation and 

optimisation, personal flexibility, adaptability and balance as the five dimensions of sustainable 

employability. Whereas Ilmarinen et al. (2005) define sustainable employability by the dimensions 

work, values, competencies and health. Van Vuuren (2012) defined vitality, employability and 

working capacity as the corner stones of sustainable employability. This study used a different 

conceptualization with adaptability and work engagement as concepts of sustainable employability. 

This conceptualization is an addition to other mentioned definitions in the literature, not a 

replacement. By showing that sustainable employability can also be described using these concepts, 

more understanding is created about the functionalities of sustainable employability.  

With this conceptualization this study examined relationships between these two constructs and P-E 

fit and performance. The relationship between P-E fit and engagement has been thoroughly studied. 

The conclusion that P-J fit is positively related to work engagement is in line with the results of 

multiple previous studies (Laschinger et al., 2006; Chen et al., 2014). For P-O fit, less evidence 

existed. Most studies examined the effect of P-O fit on commitment (Salanova et al., 2005; Kristof, 

1996; Cable & Judge, 1996). This study is one of the few studies (Ünal and Turgut, 2015) to explicitly 

link P-O fit to work engagement, resulting in new implications for the literature. It implies that not 

only P-J fit is related to work engagement, but that P-O fit also predict work engagement.  

For the relationship  between P-E fit and adaptability little evidence existed. Only evidence existed 

that adaptability positively affects P-E fit. Ployhart and Bliese (2006) and Savickas (1997) stated that 

an interaction between adaptability and the environment of employees existed. So, the fact that 

adaptability positively effects P-E fit seems clear, as adaptable employees are able to increase their 

fit with the environment (Wessel et al., 2008; Wan et al., 2011). There was however no indication in 

the literature that P-E might also positively affect adaptability. This study found evidence that 

adaptability is increased by an increase in P-E fit. A conclusion thus far not made in the literature. 
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This implicates that the gain cycles as described in Chapter 2 are also applicable on the relationship 

between P-E fit and adaptability. 

The results furthermore indicated the presence of mediation in the relationships between 

transformational leadership and the aspects of sustainable employability. This in line with studies of 

Chi and Pan (2011), Wang et al. (2011) and Kim (2012) who all concluded that P-E fit acted as a 

mediator between one or more constructs from this research model (e.g. between transformational 

leadership and performance, between adaptability and work outcomes and between motivation and 

work attitudes). Also the study of Huang, Cheng & Chou (2005) showed similar results, indicating that 

P-O fit mediates the effect of charismatic leaders on employee outcomes. So, although all three 

constructs have been studied before, no knowledge was yet available of all those three constructs 

combined in one model. This study is the first to combine transformational leadership, P-O fit, P-J fit, 

adaptability and work engagement all in one study. This resulted not only in evidence for the 

relationships between those constructs, but also on how these relationships work: transformational 

leadership had a positive effect on the two aspects of sustainable employability through the different 

types of P-E fit. The relationship between P-J fit and adaptability was only partly explained by P-J fit.  

The next construct included in the research model was job performance. As job performance is one 

of the most important organizational outcomes (Bakker et al., 2004), numerous studies tried to 

predict performance and how it is affected in organizations. This study connected performance with 

engagement, adaptability and organizational change. The positive relationship between engagement 

with job performance is commonly known and demonstrated in multiple studies (e.g. Salanova et al., 

2005; Rich et al., 2010; Christian et al., 2011; Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2008). The literature also 

showed evidence for the positive relationship between adaptability and job performance, although 

the support is less convincing (Ohme & Zacher, 2015; Cullen et al., 2014). Most of these studies, 

however, did not make the distinction between task performance and contextual performance. The 

results for task performance were in line with the picture thus far: engagement and adaptability are 

both positively related to performance. The evidence, however, was not sufficient to conclude that 

contextual performance is related to one of the aspect of sustainable employability. This indicates 

that the distinction between task and contextual performance cannot be easily ignored. Although the 

evidence was not strong enough to make the conclusion that no relationship between contextual 

performance and sustainable employability existed, this implicates that the distinction between task 

performance and contextual performance should always be considered.  

So, multiple relationships involving adaptability and engagement have been examined in this study. 

As seen in the previous paragraphs both these concepts have been studied before and how they 

affect or are affected by concepts like performance and P-E fit. (e.g Ohme & Zacher, 2015; Salanova 

et al., 2005; Ünal & Turgut, 2015). This study is the first, however, to put these relationships in a 

framework with sustainable employability. This study therefore not only examined how engagement 

and adaptability are related to the other constructs in this study. It also examines what the 

implications of these constructs are in relation with sustainable employability. 

5.2.2 Practical implications   

Besides the theoretical implications, this study also offers recommendations for practice. First, this 

study indicated the importance of the presence of transformational leaders in a company. Leaders 

who show transformational behaviour will (indirectly) positively affect their employees perceived P-E 
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fit, their sustainable employability and their (task) performance. Organizations should therefore 

focus on increasing the transformational characteristics of their managers/supervisors. This should 

be considered when selecting, promoting or transferring people into management positions. It is 

possible to identify factors of transformational leadership (Bass, 1990). Organizations should focus 

on the characteristics defining transformational leadership when looking for new managers. This 

could be for example charisma, which can be identified by energy, self-confidence, determination, 

intellect, verbal skills and strong ego ideals (Bass, 1990). When selecting new managers, 

organizations should focus on recognizing these characteristics. Other factors of transformational 

leadership which can be recognized are inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation and 

individualized consideration (Bass & Avolio, 1994). Recognizing transformational leaders is also 

possible by letting colleagues or supervisors assess other colleagues characteristics, using tools like 

the multifactor leadership questionnaire (Bass, 1990). So when it is considered to select new 

managers from within the organization, the results of this assessments can be taken into 

consideration. In this way, a transformational leader can be recognized from within the organisation 

even before there are selected to be a manager. Furthermore, transformational behaviours should 

be included in trainings new managers often have to take when selected (Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006). 

Besides focusing on their characteristics when selecting new managers, organizations should use 

human resources practices to increase the transformational behaviour of the current managers. This 

costs less effort, as it does not require to replace managers. It is possible to increase 

transformational leadership by training. Courses with theoretical studies or role playing activities are 

known to improve the transformational skills of managers (Barling, Weber, & Kelloway, 1996; 

Duygulu & Gulumser, 2011). Barling et al. (1996) developed a training which was proven in their 

study to increase transformational leadership. This training consists of two session: one group-based 

program and one program with individual booster session. The purpose of the training is to help 

leaders identify transformational characteristics and to develop action plans to implement these 

transformational characteristics. Duygule and Gulumser (2011) developed a theoretical training 

program consisting of 2 studies of 14 hours. This could be a less costly and less time-consuming 

option to increase the transformational characteristics of the organizations leaders. Transformational 

behaviours could also be implemented in yearly developments assessments like managerial skills 

surveys and 360-degree feedback instruments (Piccolo & Colquitt, 2006). 

This study also showed that another way for organization to increase sustainable employability of 

their employees and therefore their task performance is to increase their fit with the environment. 

Organizations should therefore frequently monitor how employees perceive their fit with their 

organization and their job. Tools are available to assess the fit of the employee with the 

environment. O’Reilly et al. (1991) developed a four step model to measure the P-E fit of employees. 

Also Chatman (1989) described tools to measure employees P-E fit. Examples of these tools are the 

Q-sort method and the Organizational Culture Profile. When employees do not perceive that they 

are a fit with the environment, organizations must take initiatives to increase the demand-abilities 

fit, need-supplies fit and P-O fit. This study already indicated that the presence of transformational 

leaders will increase the P-E fit of employees. So focusing on transformational leadership in the 

organization will also benefit the P-E fit of employees. Increasing the fit of employees may 

furthermore be done by either changing the person or the environment. There is no clear preference 

for either one of them, so organizations should consider both (Caplan, 1987). Experts in training or 

selection could, for example, change ‘the person’ by improving their abilities to make them fit with 
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the organization. Managers on the other hand could alter the resources provided by the organization 

to match them with the needs of the employees. Selecting new employees is also a tool to improve 

the P-E fit. This is because people are not randomly selected in organizations. New employees will 

therefore already have a certain level of P-E fit (van Vianen & Prins, 1997). 

5.3 Limitations and future research 

This study had several limitations which should be considered when interpreting the results. The first 

limitation of this research was the scope. Because of time restrictions and the willingness of 

companies to invest time of their employees in this study, data collection was done within a small 

period of time within just one company. Generalization of the results of this study should therefore 

be done with caution. It is possible that the conclusions drawn from this study are only applicable in 

the branch where NTS Mechatronics is active. Future research should prove if these results are also 

applicable in other branches. Doing the same research as in this study within other types of 

companies is one of the options to examine this. This also goes for the timing of the survey. Because 

of the small time scope, the results of the survey are just a snapshot. Future research stretched out 

over a longer period of time or in another time period in the year (using for example a longitudinal 

survey) will show more accurate results. Another limitation is the small sample size.  A sample size of 

90 is relatively small, making the results less reliable. 

Second, for this study it was chosen to use perceived fit as measurement for the P-E fit, where actual 

fit might also be an option. This means that the results of the survey for the different fits did not 

measure the actual fit of the employees, but measured to what extend employees felt they fitted to 

their environment. Although one could argue about which fit is more relevant, research does indicate 

that there is a significant difference between these two types of fit  (Kristof-Brown, 2000; van Vuuren 

et al., 2007). Future research could also include the role of actual fit, besides the perceived fit. This 

could be done, for P-O fit for example, by independently measuring the values of employees and the 

values of the organization (van Vuuren et al., 2007). 

As seen in Chapter four, a distinction could be made between the results for task performance and 

contextual performance. Whereas task performance was positively related to aspects of sustainable 

employability, the statistical models in this study did not show enough support for the relationship of 

these aspects with contextual performance. Both the regression models with work engagement and 

adaptability were not significant (F(4.81) = 1.18 and F(4.81) = 2.01 respectively, p > 0.05), but they 

showed a clear trend as work engagement and adaptability did have a positive, significant regression 

coefficient  (B = 0.14 and B = 0.15 respectively, p < 0.05). Future research should therefore not ignore 

this effect and study this relationship more closely. Increasing the number of respondents could be 

the first step, as F-tests are more reliable with bigger sample sizes. 

Another cause of this result could be the measurement tool used. As seen in chapter three, the 

Cronbach’s Alpha of the items to measure contextual performance was 0.66. This was below the 

most commonly used treshold of 0.70. Future research could therefore consider to use a different 

tool to measure contextual performance. This might result in more convincing evidence for the 

existence between sustainable employability and contextual performance. 

Another issue future research should focus on, is the measurement tool for organizational change. 

All the hypotheses describing a relationship with organizational change were not supported by this 
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study. Furthermore, organizational change did not correlate significantly with any of the constructs in 

the research model. This is not in line with the literature where studies found relationships between 

organizational change and P-E, transformational leadership, sustainable employability and 

performance. (e.g. Caldwell, Herald, & Fedor, 2004; Meyer et al., 2010; Hill et al., 2012). This could 

indicate that the measurement tool for organizational change used in this study was not suitable or 

accurate enough. The tool only measured the frequency/number of organizational changes and did 

not consider the nature of these changes. In Chapter two it was already discussed that distinctions 

between organizational change do exist: convergent versus radical change and revolutionary versus 

evolutionary change (Greenwood & Hinings, 1996). Radical and revolutionary change are much more 

disruptive than evolutionary and convergent changes (Weick & Quinn, 1999) and may result in 

different reactions from the stakeholders (Tushman & O'Reilly III, 1996). Future research should 

therefore focus not only on the number of changes, but also on how these changes are experienced. 

A final direction for future research is the conceptualization of sustainable employability. This study 

made a distinction between the will to keep working and the ability to keep working and focused on 

the ‘will’ factor, operationalized by work engagement and adaptability. This is, however, not 

necessarily the one and only correct approach. Currently, numerous definitions of sustainable 

employability exist (Heijden & van Ooijen, 2008; Ilmarinen et al., 2005; van Holland, de Boer, & 

Brouwer, 2012). Future research should therefore examine if different conceptualizations of 

sustainable employability yield similar results as in this study. 
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7 Appendix 

7.1 The questionnaire 

7.1.1 Introduction 

1.  Wat is uw geslacht? 

  - Man  

  - Vrouw 

2.  Wat is uw leeftijd? 

3.  Wat is uw hoogst afgeronde opleiding? 

- Mavo/LBO 

- Havo/MBO 

- HBO 

- WO 

4.  Hoeveel jaar werkervaring heeft u? 

5.  Hoeveel jaar bent u werkzaam bij uw huidige werkgever? 

7.1.2 Transformational leadership 

Antwoordmogelijkheden:  

1. Helemaal niet mee eens 

2. Niet mee eens 

3. Meer niet dan wel mee eens 

4. Neutraal 

5. Meer wel dan niet mee eens 

6. Mee eens 

7. Helemaal mee eens 

 

Hieronder vindt u een aantal uitspraken. Geef voor iedere uitspraak aan in hoeverre u het eens bent 

met de uitspraak. De uitspraken gaan over uw directe leidinggevende.  

 

Mijn direct leidinggevende..: 

1. Praat met medewerkers over wat voor hen belangrijk is 

2. Stimuleert medewerkers om op nieuwe manier over problemen na te denken. 

3. Heeft visie en een beeld van de toekomst 

4. Zorgt ervoor dat de randvoorwaarden worden geschapen zodanig dat de medewerkers hun 

werk goed doen. 

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. Geeft medewerkers kans hun talenten zo goed mogelijk te ontwikkelen. 

9. Geeft medewerkers het gevoel aan een belangrijke, gemeenschappelijk missie/opdracht te 

werken. 

10. Laat zien overtuigd te zijn van zijn/haar idealen, opvattingen en waarden.        
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7.1.3 Person-environment fit 

Antwoordmogelijkheden:  

1. Helemaal niet mee eens 

2. Niet mee eens 

3. Meer niet dan wel mee eens 

4. Neutraal 

5. Meer wel dan niet mee eens 

6. Mee eens 

7. Helemaal mee eens 

 

Hieronder vindt u een aantal uitspraken. Geef voor iedere uitspraak aan in hoeverre u het eens bent 

met de uitspraak. 

1.  Er is een goede fit tussen wat mijn baan mij biedt en wat ik zoek in een baan. 
2.  Mijn huidige  baan voldoet aan de eigenschappen die ik zoek in een baan. 
3.  Mijn huidige baan geeft mij alles wat ik wil in een baan. 
4.  Er is een goede fit tussen wat mijn baan van mij vraagt en mijn persoonlijke vaardigheden. 
5.  Mijn capaciteiten en training passen goed bij de eisen van mijn baan.  
6.  Mijn persoonlijke capaciteiten en opleidingen passen goed bij wat mijn baan van mij vraagt. 
 
 
1.  De dingen die ik waardeer in het leven komen erg overeen met de dingen die mijn 

organisatie waardeert. 
2.  Mijn persoonlijke waarden komen overeen met de waarden en cultuur van mijn organisatie. 
3.  De waarden en cultuur van mijn organisatie passen bij de dingen die ik waardeer in het leven.  

7.1.4 Adaptability 

Antwoordmogelijkheden:  

1. Helemaal niet mee eens 

2. Niet mee eens 

3. Meer niet dan wel mee eens 

4. Neutraal 

5. Meer wel dan niet mee eens 

6. Mee eens 

7. Helemaal mee eens 

 

Hieronder vindt u een aantal uitspraken. Geef voor iedere uitspraak aan in hoeverre u het eens bent 

met de uitspraak. 

Wanneer binnen mijn organisatie veranderingen doorgevoerd worden dan… 

1.  heb ik er vertrouwen in dat ik in staat ben om succesvol te blijven presteren. 

2. heb ik er weinig vertrouwen in dat ik de taken die deel uitmaken van deze verandering kan 

uitvoeren. 

3.  heb ik de vaardigheden die nodig zijn om deze verandering te laten slagen. 

4.  kan ik hier gemakkelijk mee omgaan. 

5.  kan ik alles leren dat voor deze verandering nodig is. 
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6.  raak ik ontmoedigd door alle nieuwe taken die ik moet leren. 

7.  verwacht ik geen problemen om  mezelf aan te passen aan nieuwe werkzaamheden. 

8.  heb ik het vertrouwen dat ik nog steeds in staat ben om mijn taken uit te voeren. 

7.1.5 Work engagement 

Antwoordmogelijkheden 

1. Nooit 

2. Bijna nooit 

3. Zelden 

4. Soms 

5. Vaak 

6. Zeer vaak 

7. Altijd 

 

Hieronder staan enkele uitspraken over jouw werkbeleving. Geef bij elk van de volgende uitspraken 

aan in hoeverre deze op je van toepassing is. 

 

1.  Op mijn werk bruis ik van de energie. 

2.  Als ik werk voel ik me sterk en fit. 

3. Ik ben enthousiast over mijn baan. 

4. Mijn werk inspireert mij. 

5. Als ik ’s morgens opsta, heb ik zin om aan het werk te gaan. 

6. Wanneer ik intensief aan het werk ben, voel ik mij gelukkig. 

7. Ik ben trots op het werk dat ik doe. 

8. Ik ga helemaal op in mijn werk. 

9. Mijn werk brengt mij in vervoering. 

7.1.6 Organizational change 

Hieronder staan een aantal organisatorische veranderingen. Geef aan welk van de onderstaande 

veranderingen je in het afgelopen jaar hebt meegemaakt (meerdere antwoorden mogelijk). 

 

Ik heb in het afgelopen jaar de volgende veranderingen meegemaakt. 

- Overplaatsing naar een ander kantoor 

- Overplaatsing naar een andere afdeling 

- Overplaatsing binnen mijn afdeling 

- Detachering 

- Een promotie 

- Wisseling van meerdere/ondergeschikten 

- Fusie/ opheffing van de afdeling 

- Verandering in de inhoud van uw baan 

- Verhoging van werkdruk 

- Verandering in werkprocedures 

- Geen van bovenstaande veranderingen 
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7.1.7 Job performance 

Antwoordmogelijkheden 

1. Geheel mee oneens 

2. Mee oneens 

3. Niet mee eens en niet mee oneens 

4. Mee eens 

5. Geheel mee eens 

 

Hieronder vind je een aantal uitspraken. Geef voor iedere uitspraak aan in hoeverre je het eens bent 

met deze uitspraak. 

1.  Ik volbreng mijn vooropgestelde werkzaamheden op een adequate manier. 

2. Ik neem de verantwoordelijkheden die bij mijn baan horen. 

3. Ik voer de werkzaamheden uit die van mij worden verwacht. 

4.  Ik voldoe aan de formele prestatievereisten van mijn baan. 

5. Ik help collega’s die afwezig zijn geweest. 

6. Ik help collega’s die een zware werkdruk hebben. 

7. Ik maak tijd om naar de problemen en zorgen van mijn collega’s te luisteren. 

8. Ik pas mijn werkzaamheden aan om nieuwe werknemers te kunnen helpen. 

 

 

Figure 5: Example of a question from the questionnaire 


