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Abstract

This study aims to provide a deeper understanding of the influence of work context, i.e., the
situational opportunities and constraints that affect the occurrence and meaning of
organizational behavior as well as functional relationships between variables (Johns, 2006) on
leadership behavior, employee wellbeing and their relationship, by answering the research
question: ‘how does work context influence leadership behavior, employee wellbeing and their
relationship?’ Data from 12 semi-structured interviews with blue- and white-collar workers and
leaders shows how work context influences 1) the behavior that leaders show, 2) what followers
describe as antecedents to their wellbeing and 3) the relationships between different leadership
behaviors and antecedents to follower wellbeing. Delegating and informing leadership
behaviors only emerged in white-collar contexts. White-collar workers described similar
antecedents to wellbeing than blue-collar workers, although the meaning of these antecedents
differs for both groups of workers. Partly, explanations for these differences were found in the
work contexts. Also, leadership behaviors that affect certain wellbeing antecedents in one work
context, were found to not necessarily affect the same antecedents in the other context. Based
on the analysis of qualitative data, two conceptual models are proposed to provide an in-depth
and context-specific proposition of the association between different leadership behaviors and
antecedents to the wellbeing of followers. Descriptions of each leadership behavior and their
context-dependent impact on these antecedents are also included. The implications and

limitations of the study are discussed, as well as some recommendations for future research.



Section 1: Introduction
1.1  Leadership and employee well-being

According to Yukl (2012), leadership aims to influence both individual and collective
efforts to accomplish shared, organizational objectives. Leadership can be seen as a process
(Inceoglu et al., 2018; Lord et al., 1999), i.e., it consists of ongoing interactive influences
between superiors and subordinates (Lord et al., 1999; Silva, 2016). In this study, these actors

are referred to as leaders and followers.

This leadership process involves leader behaviors, subordinate perceptions and resulting
outcomes (Lord et al., 1999). An example of such a resulting outcome is the wellbeing of
followers (Inceoglu et al., 2018; Oc, 2018). Employee wellbeing is a multi-dimensional concept
(Grant et al., 2007) which can be defined as “the overall quality of an employee’s experience
and functioning at work” (Grant et al., 2007, p. 52; Warr, 1987). Inceoglu et al. (2018) add that
wellbeing consists of a physical and a psychological part. This will be elaborated further in the

theoretical framework.

With regard to studies on the relationship between leadership and employee wellbeing,
Inceoglu et al. (2018) note that employee wellbeing is mainly involved in studies that primarily
examine the relationship between leadership and employee performance. In these cases,
employee wellbeing was mostly treated as a secondary outcome (Inceoglu et al., 2018).
However, leadership also impacts employee wellbeing in and of itself (Kuoppala et al., 2008;
Samad, 2015): leadership styles, leader traits and leadership behaviors are found to affect the
wellbeing of followers. For leadership behavior specifically, Pajic et al. (2021) note that
leadership behavior is an important predictor of the wellbeing of employees. This study chooses
to focus on leadership behaviors, since these behaviors are more proximal to follower wellbeing
than e.g., styles and traits (Inceoglu et al., 2018). Leadership behavior then refers to the specific
behaviors of leaders in the leadership process (Yukl, 2012).

Regarding the question of how leadership behavior affects follower wellbeing, the
findings of a study by Van Dierendonck et al. (2004) suggest that leadership behavior and
follower wellbeing are locked in a feedback loop, underlining the notion of a process of ongoing
interactions (Lord et al., 1999). However, this study focusses on the impact of leadership
behavior on follower wellbeing; not vice versa. Because of this, primarily the acknowledgement
that leaders play an important role in both positively and negatively influencing follower

wellbeing (Van Dierendonck et al., 2004) is important.

3



Furthermore, it is important to mention that the impact of leadership behavior on
follower wellbeing also is multidimensional. For example, different leadership behaviors (e.g.,
change- or task-oriented behaviors) affect different forms of employee wellbeing. Also, these
effects can be mediated by multiple variables: self-efficacy, work characteristics and trust in

the leader for example (Inceoglu et al., 2018).
1.2 The importance of work context

Context is defined by Johns (2006, p. 386) as “the situational opportunities and
constraints that affect the occurrence and meaning of organizational behavior as well as
functional relationships between variables”. The field of contextual leadership, i.e., study of
context in leadership (Oc, 2018), focusses on the influence of situational and contextual factors
on leadership in the workplace (Oc, 2018; Osborn et al., 2002; Osborn & Marion, 2009).
Therefore, leadership and its impact, the impact of leadership on employee well-being included,
is considered to be contextual, i.e., dependent on its context (Farndale et al., 2018). For
example, charismatic leaders are argued to be particularly effective in turbulent times for an

organization (Oc, 2018; Shamir & Howell, 1999).

For studying the role of context, this study uses the distinction between blue- and white-
collar workers. Blue-collar workers can be defined as “employees who are engaged in
fabrication, assembly and related activities, material handling, warehousing and shipping,
maintenance and repair, janitorial and guard services, auxiliary production (such as power
plants), and other services closely related to the above activities.” (OECD, 2002b). Samples in
leadership research so far have primarily focussed on white-collar workers (Bergman & Jean,
2016), i.e., “office, clerical, administrative, sales, professional, and technical employees”
(OECD, 2002a). Although studies in these white-collar work contexts have produced extensive
results on both effective leaderships styles (Samad, 2015) and behaviors, less empirical
knowledge on these styles and behaviors exists in contexts that contain blue-collar workers
(Siangchokyoo et al., 2020; Yahaya & Ebrahim, 2016). Hu et al. (2010) acknowledge this as a
scientific problem by adding that blue and white-collar workers differ, e.g., in their
conceptualizations of various job facets (e.g., work itself, pay, co-workers): job facets were
generally found to possess more differentiated evaluations for white-collar workers than for
blue-collar workers. This entails that also conceptualizations of e.g., wellbeing and leadership
behavior may differ: wellbeing may mean something different for a blue-collar worker than for

a white-collar worker. Also, since different leadership behaviors affect different forms of



employee wellbeing (Inceoglu et al., 2018), the impact of certain leadership behaviors on

follower wellbeing for blue- and white-collar workers may differ.

This discrepancy in conceptualizations presents a research problem, since the
underrepresentation of blue-collar workers in e.g., leadership research (Bergman & Jean, 2016)
might entail that a blue-collar blind spot exists in current leadership knowledge: it cannot be

assumed that white-collar leadership knowledge is transferable to blue-collar contexts.
1.3 Research goal and question

This study aims to contribute to the field of leadership research, by providing a deeper
understanding of how work context influences leadership behavior, employee wellbeing and
their relationship. This is done by acknowledging the importance of context (Johns, 2006; Oc,
2018), while also addressing the issue of underrepresentation of blue-collar workers in
leadership research (Bergman & Jean, 2016). Next to this, the call of researchers such as
Inceoglu et al. (2018) to approach employee well-being as a primary outcome is answered. This

goal translates to the following research question:

‘How does work context influence leadership behavior, follower well-being and their

relationship?’
1.4 Theoretical contributions

By answering this research question, this study aims to contribute to leadership theory.

The main contributions are threefold:

1) The study aims to gain understanding on how work context affects the behaviors that
leaders show.

2) The study aims to address what blue- and white-collar workers describe as antecedents
to their wellbeing.

3) The study aims to context-specifically investigate how these leadership behaviors

affect follower wellbeing.
1.5  Report structure

Section 2 provides a more in-depth theoretical background on the concepts and relations
discussed in this study. Section 3 consists of an elaboration of the research design. Section 4

presents an overview of the results and includes two conceptual models that reflect the impact



of leadership behaviors on follower wellbeing. The conclusions attached to these results are

presented in Section 5, followed by a discussion in Section 6.

Section 2: Theoretical framework

This section provides an overview of current academic literature that is relevant for
studying the impact of work context on the relationship between leadership behavior and
employee-wellbeing. Firstly, the relationship between leadership behavior and employee well-
being is discussed. This is followed by a paragraph on the conceptualizations and classifications
of leadership behaviors and the hierarchical taxonomy of Yukl (2012).In paragraph 2.3, the
framework by Oc (2018) is discussed in order to explain the contextual forces that influence
the leadership process, its outcomes and their interaction. Lastly, paragraph 2.4 presents some

theoretical conclusions and the sub questions that will guide this study.
2.1  Leadership and employee wellbeing

The concepts leadership behavior and employee- or follower wellbeing were introduced
in the previous section. This section presents further arguments for the inclusion of follower

wellbeing in this study.

In leadership research, employee well-being is often treated as a secondary outcome
variable; employee performance being the primary outcome variable (Inceoglu et al., 2018).
According to Judge et al. (2001), for the holy grail of organizational behavior, i.e., “sustainable
levels of both employee performance and well-being” (Inceoglu et al., 2018, p. 189),
performance and wellbeing are both indispensable. This points out the importance of including
employee well-being as an outcome of similar importance in future research. This is also what
makes researching leadership behavior in relation to employee well-being important; leadership
behavior, having an established impact on both employee well-being and performance
(Inceoglu et al., 2018), can be seen as a major ‘tool’ for organizations in search of these

sustainable levels of both employee performance and well-being.

Although scholars agree that leadership behavior and employee well-being are related
(Inceoglu et al., 2018; Samad, 2015), the directions and strengths of the relationships between
certain behaviors and facets of employee wellbeing (e.g., physical and psychological) involved
depend on how employee well-being is conceptualized (Derue et al., 2011). As previously

mentioned, some conceptualizations of employee well-being focus on the physical part of
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employee well-being, i.e., physical well-being (Inceoglu et al., 2018; Samad, 2015) , while
other conceptualizations refer to a psychological part or job satisfaction (Winefield et al., 2014).
This study defines employee wellbeing as “the overall quality of an employee’s experience and
functioning at work™ (Grant et al., 2007, p. 52; Warr, 1987) and includes both the physical and
the psychological dimension, which aligns with definitions used in other recent studies
(Inceoglu et al., 2018). This conceptualization also entails approaching leadership as a process
of ongoing interactions (Inceoglu et al., 2018; Oc, 2018) and treating follower outcomes with
regard to physical or psychological well-being as outcomes of certain leadership behaviors

(Pajic et al., 2021).

In this definition of wellbeing, psychological well-being refers to employees’
“subjective experience and functioning” (Grant et al., 2007, p. 53; Inceoglu et al., 2018, p. 181)
and entails both cognitive and affective processes. It also relates to constructs such as job
engagement and job satisfaction, but also burnout (Inceoglu et al., 2018). Physical well-being
refers to employees’ “bodily health and functioning” (Grant et al., 2007, p. 53; Inceoglu et al.,
2018, p. 181). Examples of studied constructs within the physical dimension of well-being are
work-related stress and sleep quality (Inceoglu et al., 2018). Inceoglu et al. (2018) note that
leadership behaviors can influence employee well-being both positively and negatively, e.g., it

can lead to the positive outcome of increased job satisfaction, but also to burnout.
2.2 Leadership behavior

The choice for studying leadership behavior in this study, as opposed to other known
focusses within leadership research such as leadership styles or leader traits, follows from the
argument that the behaviors of leaders are a central part in the interactions between leaders and
followers in the leadership process (Banks et al., 2021). The focus on leadership behavior is
also promoted specifically for studying leadership behavior in relation to follower wellbeing by
Inceoglu et al. (2018), since leader behaviors are more proximal to follower wellbeing than e.g.,
leader traits or styles. For example, leadership styles can be seen as categorized patterns of
behaviors that leaders use to accomplish shared, organizational objectives. The studying of
these actual and individual behaviors as opposed to categorized patterns, enables this study to
examine the effects of leadership behaviors on follower wellbeing more in depth (Banks et al.,

2021).

With regard to the study of leadership behaviors, Yukl (2012) notes that many different

taxonomies of leadership behavior exist. The taxonomy that Yukl (2012) himself proposes



consists of four meta-categories, i.e., task-oriented, relations-oriented, change-oriented and
external leadership behaviors, and 15 specific component behaviors (Table 1). This taxonomy
formed the bases for the work of e.g., Inceoglu et al. (2018) and Derue et al. (2011). To ensure
some congruence with other recent studies on leadership behavior, Yukl’s (2012) taxonomy is
also used in this study. The taxonomy will be mainly used as a framework to compare the
leadership behaviors that emerged from the data with the behaviors mentioned in existing

leadership literature.

Meta category Leadership behavior
Task-oriented Clarifying
Planning

Monitoring operations

Problem solving

Relations-oriented Supporting
Developing
Recognizing
Empowering

Change-oriented Advocating change

Envisioning change

Encouraging innovation

Facilitating collective learning

External Networking

External monitoring

Representing

Table 1: Yuki’s (2012) hierarchical taxonomy of leadership behaviors

2.3 Work context

According to Johns (2006), context can be distinguished in two levels of analysis when
studying organizational behavior, namely the omnibus and the discrete context. These two
levels of context were later linked by Oc (2018) to leadership outcomes in a systematic review
of theoretical frameworks and empirical findings in leadership research. In his article, Oc
(2018) provides the following integrative framework for linking context to leadership outcomes

(Figure 1).
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Figure I1: The integrative framework for linking context to leadership (Oc, 2018, p. 220)

As can be seen in Figure 1, the omnibus and the discrete context both influence the
leadership process, the leadership outcomes and the relationship between the process and the

outcomes. Next, the implications the model by Oc (2018) has for this study are discussed.

The omnibus context “involves a broad consideration of contextual and environmental
influences” (Oc, 2018, p. 219). The where-dimension is concerned with the actual, physical
location where leadership behaviour takes place. That is, as is the rest of the omnibus context,
at the macro level. This dimension is further specified by Oc (2018) into national culture,
institutions or markets and organizations. The who-dimension consists of all the relevant actors
in the leadership process who make up the context for leadership as a whole. The when-
dimension is concerned with the “absolute or relative time at which events of research interest

take place” (Oc, 2018, p. 225).

Secondly, the discrete context. The discrete context refers to “specific situational
variables that influence behavior directly or moderate relationships between variables” (Johns,
2006, p. 393), consists of four sub-contexts: task, societal, physical and temporal. The fask
context entails task or job characteristics that influence the effectiveness of certain leadership
behaviours. Oc (2018) mentions examples such as task complexity and job autonomy. The
social context refers to “the characteristics associated with teams that make up the social
environment in which leadership occurs” (Oc, 2018, p. 227). In previous research on leadership,
this context mainly focussed on different social characteristics at the organizational and team
level, such as culture (Oc, 2018). The physical context is concerned with the physical, material
environment in which leaders and workers interact and actually work, including environmental

and working conditions. For example, physical distance between leaders and followers is
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considered to be an important aspect of the physical context, because this distance has an
important effect on the effectiveness of certain leadership behaviors (Johns, 2006; Oc, 2018).
The last context is the temporal context. This sub-context was not included in the original work
of Johns (2006) but was added by Oc (2018, p. 229) in his framework “in order to be consistent
with previous research on teams and contextual leadership”. A widely researched example of a

temporal factor is time pressure (Oc, 2018).

The contextual aspects discussed may differ per work context. For example, the
characteristics of blue-collar jobs and tasks differ from white-collar jobs: blue-collar work
mainly revolves around manual and physical tasks (OECD, 2002a), whereas white-collar work
requires more mental efforts (OECD, 2002b). This statement is underlined by a study of
Schreurs et al. (2011), who suggest that organizations that employ both blue- and white-collar
workers should diversify their policies: blue-collar jobs should be more resourceful in order to
allow workers to enjoy their work more, whereas white-collar jobs should be less demanding
to decrease early retirement intensions. So, the differences that occur in the omnibus and
discrete contexts that are examined in this study, may affect the relationship between leadership
behavior and wellbeing, meaning that contextual aspects may occur as mediating or moderating

variables.

Furthermore, previous studies have shown how blue- and white-collar workers
differently conceptualize job facets (Hu et al., 2010). A study by Lips-Wiersma et al. (2016),
for example, shows that aspects do not contribute similarly to what blue- or white collar workers
experience as meaningful work. For example, white-collar workers find employing their
potential more important than blue-collar workers. Although this might seem beyond the scope
of this study, it is an example of how a similar concept can entail different things for different
groups of workers. This entails that also the meaning that blue- and white-collar attach to the

concept of wellbeing may differ.

Lastly, the discussed contextual aspects may affect the occurrence of leadership
behaviors since leadership behaviors and their effect, e.g., on follower wellbeing, are found to

be context dependent (Oc, 2018).
2.4 Theoretical conclusion and knowledge gap

In conclusion, existing literature in the field of contextual leadership suggests that work

context influences:
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1) The effectiveness of different leadership behaviors, i.e., the degree to which these
behaviors contribute to influencing individual and collective efforts to accomplish
shared organizational objectives (Yukl, 2012).

2) The impact of different leadership behaviors on the physical and psychological well-

being of employees.

The knowledge gap that this study addresses, refers to these statements. The assumption
that work context influences the effectiveness of leadership behaviors could imply that in blue-
collar contexts other leadership behaviors emerge than in white-collar contexts. The question
remains how contextual influences lead to the appearance or exclusion of certain leadership
behaviors. Also, previous studies cited in this framework show that work context influences the
leadership process and it’s outcomes, but how exactly does it influence the impact of certain
leadership behaviors on the well-being of followers? To address this knowledge gap, the
following sub-questions guided this study:

1) How does work context influence the behaviors that leaders show?

2) How does work context influence what followers describe as antecedents to their
psychological and physical wellbeing?

3) How does work context influence the impact of different leadership behaviors on

follower wellbeing?

Section 3: Methodology

This section consists of an elaboration of the design of this study.
3.1 A qualitative study and grounded theory

The choice for a qualitative and inductive study, as opposed to a quantitative and
deductive study, follows from two main considerations. Firstly, leadership research calls for
more “understanding of rich . . . leadership phenomena at different [employee] levels” (Hiller
et al., 2011, p. 1168). For creating these in-depth insights, a qualitative method is better suited
than a quantitative study. Secondly, the goal of this study is to gain a deeper understanding of
how work context influences leadership behavior, employee wellbeing and their relationship.

This explorative goal also warrants a qualitative study.

For the analysis of the data, a grounded theory approach was used. Grounded theory is
defined as “an inductive, theory discovery methodology that allows the researcher to develop a

theoretical account of the general features of a topic while simultaneously grounding the
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account in empirical observations or data” (Myers, 2019, p. 127). Although grounded theory is
mainly used as a full research method, it can also be used solely as an approach for conducting
qualitative data analysis. Although there is critique on the latest approach (e.g., Urquhart et al.,
2010), this somewhat limited use of grounded theory is justified if it enables researchers to

make original contributions to knowledge and present interesting findings (Myers, 2019).

This methodological design mainly uses grounded theory as an approach to data
analysis, since findings are placed inside the framework of Oc (2018). Linking findings to
existing theory usually happens after the presentation of results, since grounded theory revolves
around letting the data speak for itself (Myers, 2019). However, the use of this framework in
the result-section served the sole purpose of structure and ensuring some consistency across
studies. The framework or its underlying assumptions were not used during the analysis,
meaning that preconceived theoretical ideas in the analysis were limited as much as possible to

ensure creative and free data analysis.
3.2 Data collection

In this study, twelve semi-structured interviews were conducted; six with both blue-
collar workers and six with white-collar workers. The choice for 12 interviews follows from
the methodological idea of triangulating subjects (Myers, 2019). Four groups of three
interviewees were approached, all including one leader and two followers who are part of the

same team. This allowed diverse views and perspectives to emerge.

Collar Team Interviewees
‘White HR — Recruitment 1 leader, 2 followers

HR — Internal Employment Agency 1 leader, 2 followers

Blue Logistics 1 leader, 2 followers

Sterilization 1 leader, 2 followers

Table 2: Interviewees per team and per collar

Hiller et al. (2011) and Banks et al. (2021) underpin the importance of the inclusion of
multiple perspectives. This, as opposed to solely including e.g., subordinate perspectives, in
combination with a qualitative method enables this study to gain in-depth insights in the range
of ways in which leadership behavior is related to follower wellbeing (Hiller et al., 2011). For

this study, this consideration lead to the inclusion of both leader and follower perspectives.

For these interviews, a large healthcare organization (15.000+ employees) in which both

blue-collar and white-collar work is conducted, was willing to provide access to multiple
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employees. The interviewed blue-collar workers worked as logistics employees or as
sterilization employees. The logistics employees transport and distribute e.g., patients,
medicine, tools or work uniforms across the organization. The sterilization employees
disassemble, sterilize and reassemble medical tools used in healthcare processes. Both
employee groups can be regarded as blue-collar workers, since their work contains mainly
physical and manual tasks such as assembly, material handling, shipping, maintenance and
repair activities (OECD, 2002b). The white-collar workers work at the HR department and
perform mainly office and administrative tasks (OECD, 2002a). The interviewed leaders share
the same collar as their followers, i.e., they perform similar tasks next to their leader-related

tasks.

The interview guides that were used only contained some pre-formulated questions
(Myers, 2019) on work context, wellbeing and leadership behavior. These pre-formulated
questions served the purpose of getting the interviewees on the talking chair and ensuring some
consistency across interviews. No further structure was added beforehand, so that interviewees

could freely speak their minds about everything they deemed important.
3.3 Data analysis

The analysis of the data followed the structure of an iterative process of open, axial and
selective coding. The codebook which reflects the final coding structure is attached in Appendix
2. The goal of the analysis was to create two conceptual models: one for each work context. In
order to do this, the white-collar interviews were analysed separately from the blue-collar
interviews, meaning that both parts of the analysis had an initially unique coding structure. The
formed conceptual models reflect, context specifically, the relations between emerged
leadership behaviors and emerged concepts that relate to follower wellbeing. Finally, these two
models enabled analysis of the overlap in and discrepancies between the two models, which
produced insights into how work contexts affects leadership behavior, follower wellbeing and

their relationship. The conceptual models are presented in the result section.
3.4  Ethics

The design of this study followed the five principles for research ethics by the American
Psychological Association (Smith, 2003). Interviewees were able to withdraw from the research
at any time and participated fully voluntarily. Also, absolute transparency about the goals of
the research and the data analysis was guaranteed. Interviewees all provided explicit permission

for recording of the interviews. After the data was transcribed, all the recordings were deleted.
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In the meantime, the recordings were stored on a safe cloud-location which was only accessible
for the researcher. The interview transcripts and the quotes used have been pseudonymised to
protect the privacy of the interviewees as well as for scientific integrity. However, since this is
a qualitative study in which some traceability i.e., “who said what”, was unavoidable, fully
anonymizing the interview data was impossible for this research’s purposes. The
pseudonymized transcripts were only shared with the 1% and 2°¢ supervisor and with no one

else.

The contents of this ethics statement were included in approaching emails (in writing)
and mentioned before the start of the interviews (verbally). After the study, the interviewees
were informed of the results via email. These results did not contain any quotes or
(pseudonymised) names of participants, ensuring that no possibly sensitive data would reach

peers or supervisors.

Section 4: Results

This section presents the results of the analysis. Paragraph 4.1 presents the leadership
behavior-codes and wellbeing codes that emerged in the analysis. Paragraph 4.2 and 4.3 discuss
respectively the omnibus and discrete context (Oc, 2018). For both contexts, examples are given
of the influences the dimensions or sub-contexts have on leadership behavior or follower
wellbeing. Paragraph 4.4 proposes two conceptual models (one for each context) and contains

descriptions for each leadership behavior and its effect on follower wellbeing.
4.1 Leadership and wellbeing

After the analysis of the interview data, a total of 10 different leadership behaviors

emerged. These 10 behaviors are summarized in Table 3.

Nr. | Leadership Description of behavior
behavior code
1 Correcting Correcting followers and fixing operational errors. Often, correcting
entails having an interventional chat with followers.
2 Delegating Giving followers autonomy in their own jobs and freedom to navigate

their own work/life balance, while carrying the responsibility over the
work of followers.

3 Developing* Enabling and motivating followers to increase their competence or
autonomy.

4 Directing Making small or larger decisions that affect the work of followers,
mainly concerned with the operation.

5 Informing * Sharing information that enables employees require to (properly) do their
jobs. The information shared is often concerned with the operation.

6 Monitoring Keeping an eye on followers and the operation, looking for signals when

behaviors such as correcting or directing are required.
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7 Pioneering Leading the way for the team by having a clear vision of what the future
of the team should look like.

8 Planning Making decisions on the planning of personnel, the distribution of tasks
and navigating priorities.

9 Supporting Helping followers in solving work-related problems, problems in private
life that affect work included.

10 | Valuing Complementing followers on their efforts or performance to show
appreciation. Can be done verbally, but also by giving autonomy and/or
responsibility.

*= ]eadership behavior code was not mentioned by blue-collar workers/leaders

Table 3: Description per leadership behavior code

All of these 10 behaviors were mentioned by the interviewed white-collar workers
and/or leaders, whereas only 8 of these behaviors were mentioned by the blue-collar workers
and/or leaders. Behaviors that were exclusively mentioned by white-collar interviewees are
‘developing’ and ‘informing’. In the context paragraph, possible explanations for these

discrepancies are included.

The behaviors that were mentioned in both contexts contain roughly the same meaning.
It must be noted that the behavior codes in Table 3 summarize and overarch multiple quotes.
The descriptions resemble the quotes attached to these codes that describe said behaviors for
both contexts, meaning that behaviors that emerged in both parts of the analysis share a lot of
similarities. However, e.g., for the behavior supporting, the ‘work-related problems’ that occur
differ per context. So, how a leader shows supporting behaviors might differ per context,
although the categorization and the goals of these behaviors are similar. Appendix 1 shows, for

each leadership behavior, an exemplary quote per context.

Another important finding is that these behaviors seem to revolve around two goals:
they aim to increase operational effectiveness (e.g., correcting, directing and monitoring) and
they are focussed on the relations and happiness of followers (e.g., valuing, supporting,
developing). This distinction aligns with Yukl’s (2012) task- (operational effectiveness) and
relation-oriented (relations and happiness) behaviors, suggesting that these behaviors might be
more proximal to follower wellbeing in both contexts than the other behaviors that e.g., Yukl
(2012) describes. Table 4 (p. 16) links the emerged behaviors of this study to the task- and
relation-oriented behaviors described by Yukl (2012).
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Leadership behavior code (this study) Task/relation behavior (Yukl, 2012)
Informing Clarifying

Planning Planning

Monitoring, directing Monitoring operations

Correcting, directing Problem solving

Supporting Supporting

Developing Developing

Valuing Recognizing

Valuing, delegating Empowering

Table 4: Linking leadership behavior codes to taxonomy of Yukl (2012)

For wellbeing, the data shows that blue- and white-collar workers mentioned similar
concepts when asked about negative or positive contributions to their wellbeing. However, the
meaning of these concepts differ. Table 5 shows the wellbeing-codes for blue- and white-collar
workers. These codes emerged in the analysis of the data and can be seen as antecedents to

wellbeing. For example, both groups of workers mention that ‘variety in tasks’ is something

that contributes to their wellbeing.

Wellbeing codes (blue-collar)

‘Wellbeing codes (white-collar)

Variety in tasks

Variety in tasks

Autonomy Autonomy
Work/life balance Work/life balance
Meaning Meaning

Feeling understood/heard

Feeling understood/heard

Feeling equally treated

*

Job content

Job content

Income/salary

Income/salary

Operational frustrations

Operational frustrations
X

Development

Challenge

Challenge

Feeling of responsibility

Feeling of responsibility

Feeling connected to colleagues

Feeling connected to colleagues

Feeling appreciated Feeling appreciated
Working atmosphere Working atmosphere
* Satisfaction

Table 5: Emerged wellbeing codes per context

Blue-collar workers mention less constructs than white-collar workers when they
conceptualize wellbeing: 14 versus 15. The two unique constructs, i.e., those constructs that are
mentioned by one group of workers but not by the other, for white-collar workers are
‘development’ and ‘satisfaction’. Blue-collar workers only mention ‘feeling equally treated’ as

a unique construct.
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Although some differences exist, blue- and white-collar workers mention roughly the

same antecedents to wellbeing. Looking deeper, it is the meaning that the workers address to

these constructs that differs.

Antecedent to
wellbeing

Exemplary quote (blue-collar)

Exemplary quote (white-collar)

Variety in tasks

“[1] have varying activities, sometimes you are in
disinfection for a couple of hours, then you go inside,
dan you will be putting things on transport, then you
are on scope-duty. We have a very diverse job, which
makes no day the same” (SF2)

“Sometimes, planning is monotonous work. Sometimes I think,
pff, here we go again. You have to make it exciting yourself. That
means that I go to meetings often... that makes it fun. After that,
you know what you are doing it for again.” (FF2)

Autonomy “I can do my job my own way. And, after a certain “I get the freedom to do that kind of thing [experimenting with
time, you know where to start” (LF2) humour in social media messages] myself, because she [the

supervisor] sees that I am competent. That is nice too.” (RF1)

Work/life balance “People always want more income, but more freedom  “I really like that I have all this flexibility. If I would not have had
and some balance [between work and private life] that, I would not be doing this job anymore, I would have been
gives a lot more satisfaction and rest” (SF2) really unhappy.” (RF2)

Meaning “It’s a very important job. Without us, surgeries can’t ~ “Purely looking at work, for me it is important to do work that
happen...If you’re on this side, you can have an means something. I want to have meaningful work, I could not
important contribution” (SF1) work in sales for example.” (RF1)

Feeling “If you know what you’re talking about, you can share  “I really like it when she does that [have a supporting chat]. Of

understood/heard your opinion on things... They take that into account course, it is nice, but you also feel heard and understood
and take you seriously” (SF1) afterwards. I can let those things go then, things are not so bad

anymore. She really does that well.” (RF2)

Feeling equally “When someone has private problems they can get *

treated leave, while others don’t. Treat everyone equally. The

feeling that that isn’t happening rules here” (SF1)

Job content

“I do something I like, that makes me happy at my
job. I find it a fun field to work in” — (SF2)

“I like planning, I like doing it as good as possible. It is a kind of
puzzle, so it is really the job itself that I like.” (FF2)

Income/salary “We all work to pay the bills at the end of the month. “And of course, I like getting a decent salary... Spending money
Everything is managed properly here, also the goes really quickly now, so a stable source of income is really
secondary labor conditions” — (SF2) nice.” (RF2)

Operational “Well, what really gets me going, and maybe I can’t “It is very bureaucratic in here sometimes. My previous job was in

frustrations do anything about it, but some people here do their the commercial sector, so I don’t want all that whining and stuff...
work so bad. I can’t handle that” (LF2) Sometimes we look for a candidate with urgency, and when we

found one, the candidate can have his first interview two weeks
later.” (FF1)

Development * “I really like that my job contributes to my knowledge for future

jobs... I'learn alot.” (RF2)

Challenge “Everything that comes by for which they need “Then I said: I have been doing this for two years now. I like the
someone, I’1l sign up” (SF1) job in itself, but it challenges me less... It costs me more and more

energy to do it.” (RF1)

Feeling of “I give feedback, like: guys, have you noticed this? “She blindly trust me, and for that she gets a fully committed and

responsibility Did you think of this? I feel responsible.” (LF2) responsibly employee in return.” (FF2)

Feeling connected to

colleagues

“Of course, some colleagues you like more. That can
be a contribution to how fun your day is. It can
contribute to how happy or unhappy you go home”
(LFI)

“With them [colleagues] you have a good bond of faith,
sometimes you can say it all with one word.” (FF1)

Feeling appreciated

“If I get appreciation and a compliment from time to
time, that’s worth more for me than earning an extra
20 or 30 euro’s” (SF2)

‘It is my job, and they allow me to do it my way. And they get a
very committed employee in return. I experience that as
appreciation.” (FF2)

Working atmosphere

“It’s about the atmosphere for me. If that’s pleasant,
then the rest will go well too. That’s how I see that”
(LF1)

“Colleagues amongst themselves have a very important role in
creating that atmosphere, in making sure that everyone feels safe,
that is not just your supervisors task. Your colleagues are there for
you as well. That atmosphere might be the most important.” (RF1)

Satisfaction

*

“When I have finished my day and I have a clear overview, I can
really check some boxes. That is also something that makes me
happy” (FF2)

Table 6: Exemplary quotes per wellbeing-code for blue- and white-collar
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This can be illustrated with the example of ‘autonomy’. For blue-collar workers, this
entails the ability to have fun and informal contact during work, not being constantly controlled
by leaders and being able to freely determine the order of different tasks. White-collar workers
also highlight the autonomy to make operational decisions about their own work as a
contribution to their wellbeing. However, the degree to which they autonomously influence

their own job is higher than for the blue-collar workers.

“She [the leader] sees to it that I have all the information to do my job properly. After
that it’s really free.” (FF2)

Next to these operational decisions, white-collar workers mention the autonomy to
determine their place and time of work: something blue-collar workers cannot do because of

the characteristics of their job.

“They [the blue-collar workers] can partly determine themselves what task they start
with. That freedom they have. And they can switch tasks amongst themselves, but that is about

it...That is in the job’s nature, I’'m afraid.” (SL)

The quotes attached to each wellbeing antecedent in Table 6 (p. 17) reflect the different
meanings that workers from both contexts attach to that specific antecedent. As can be seen in
Table 6, what a wellbeing antecedent actually means or entails in a workers day-to-day job, is
dependent on work context. For example, both blue- and white-collar workers associate
operational frustrations negatively with wellbeing. What these operational frustrations are is
determined by the work context: the blue-collar worker mentions irritation regarding bad-
performing colleagues, whereas the white-collar worker puts forward problems regarding the

bureaucratic workflow they use in their job.

The next paragraph discusses the work context via the structure of the framework of Oc
(2018). In this paragraph, results regarding both leadership behavior and wellbeing are linked

to contextual dimensions or sub-contexts.
4.2 Omnibus context

The data shows that dimensions in the omnibus context had limited influence on
leadership behavior or follower wellbeing. Some omnibus-contextual differences emerged

which mainly affect the ‘how’ of leadership.

4.2.1 Where-dimension
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Little differences occurred in the where-dimension of the omnibus context, which might
be explained by the teams in this study being part of the same organization. This entails that all
teams work on the same location, in the same country and city, with the same national and
organizational culture, with roughly the same institutional forces, et cetera. The where-
dimension was not found to influence leadership in the participating teams. Also, the lack of
difference in the omnibus context might explain that the data shows a very limited influence of
the omnibus-contextual factors as a whole on leadership and wellbeing: since little differences
emerged, the data showed little examples of how different omnibus influences lead to

differences in e.g., leadership behavior.
4.2.2 Who-dimension

Regarding the who-dimension, i.e., the relevant actors in the leadership process, some
differences come to light that affect leadership behavior. In the blue-collar teams, interviewees
note that three different actors have a role in the leadership process and enact leadership
behaviors: the formal supervisors, the operational supervisors and the planners. These different

actors showed different leadership behaviors.

The formal supervisors are, in both departments, responsible for all the personnel
coaching and support and showed leadership behaviors such as delegating, pioneering,
supporting and valuing. The operational supervisors are tasked with making relatively small
operational decisions that affect the work of followers (e.g., who gets to leave early, who does
what additional task). They do this mainly by correcting, delegating and monitoring. The
planners determine when followers start their work and are responsible for working time and
shifts, thus influencing the followers” work/life balance. These actors mainly showed planning-
behaviors, but also some correcting and monitoring behaviors. In the white-collar teams, the
structure is simpler. In both teams, no additional hierarchical levels exist between the leaders
and the followers, meaning that the leaders are both directly responsible for, and involved in,
the work of their followers. The leadership behaviors mentioned in Table 3 were al shown by
the formal white-collar leaders, which implies that leaders in white-collar contexts are required
to show a more complete set of leadership behaviors, whereas blue-collar leaders can solely
focus on the set of behaviors that align with their responsibilities. In relation to wellbeing, this
entails that blue-collar leaders per person affect less wellbeing antecedents than white-collar

leaders.

4.2.3 When-dimension
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Looking at the when-dimension, the COVID-19 crisis has played a major role. In both
contexts, the COVID-crisis had implications for leadership. For the blue-collar teams, these
consequences were mainly concerned with “increased sick leave” (SL) and “stricter work
protocols” (SL), e.g., wearing masks and keeping distance to colleagues. In the white-collar
contexts, COVID led to a major change in the working environments of leaders and followers,
since they were obliged to work from home, having consequences for e.g., the physical distance
between leader and follower. This physical distance affected, mainly for the white-collar
workers and leaders, the ‘how’ of leadership. For example, monitoring was more difficult for
leaders. Although the effects differ per context, the COVID-19 did at least to some degree affect

leadership and wellbeing in both work contexts.
4.3  Discrete context
4.3.1 Task context

The blue-collar workers underlined the physical demand of their jobs. The logistic
employees note that they sometimes “walk 15 kilometres on a single working day” (LF2),
whereas sterilization employees mention that “it’s not an office job, you are pushing, pulling,
lifting, it is a physical job” (SL). This physical demand sometimes leads to reduced employee
flexibility in tasks: “some employees cannot do particular tasks due to medical reasons” (SL).
None of the white-collar workers mention their job to be physically demanding, although some

interviewees mention that short walks in between long sittings do in fact improve their focus.

Mental demand is mentioned by both blue- and white-collar workers. For the blue-collar
workers, navigating personal life in combination with the demands of work is mentioned to be
particularly challenging. The irregular shifts and the obligation to work at work (instead of e.g.,
at home) contribute to the difficulty in navigating this. Also, the irregularity of shifts is said to
have mental implications on blue-collar workers in situations in which they work “two night-
shifts until 9 in the evening, followed by a day shift that starts early in the morning” (SF2). For
the white-collar workers, mental demands are mainly concerned with the workload that comes
with the job. Although a challenging but bearable workload is considered as something positive
and even a contribution to wellbeing, i.e., “having enough to do” (RF1), white-collar workers
mention that higher workloads lead to “a reduction of wellbeing” (FF2), “getting grumpy”
(FF2) and “really not feeling nice” (RL).

Another important aspect in the task-context also refers to the temporal context. The

jobs of blue-collar workers demand them to be at a certain place at a certain time. The shifts in
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the blue-collar teams are planned around the needs of parties in the organization that are
dependent of their services. In both teams, these parties are referred to as “customers” (SL).
The fact that the jobs of the blue-collar workers revolve around these “rush hours” (SL) entails
that there is little flexibility in working time and no flexibility in working place. The little
flexibility that is offered to these workers is limited to “the ability to trade shifts” (SF1) and
“indicating preferred shifts to the planner” (LF1). Also, because these moments of demand
come at different times, workers are needed at different moments of the day. Although this
comes with the advantage of being able to “plan private affairs in mornings, afternoons and
evenings” (SF2), blue-collar workers mainly perceive the irregularity of their shifts as

something demanding.

In contrast, the job of white-collar workers mostly does not require them to be at a
certain place at a certain time. Firstly, this underlines the role of autonomy and trust, since this
physical distance affects a leaders access to his or her followers: on location a simple walk-by
or informal contact can suffice, whereas workers working from home require leaders to

proactively look for contact.

This is underlined by white-collar followers, who note that they mainly come to office
for informal contact with colleagues and the advantage of formal contact being “quicker” (FL)
and “more in-depth and personal” (FF1). RF1 even notes that his tasks do not require him to be

on-site at all:

“Actually, I could work from home all year, but for the connection [with colleagues] it

is nice to work here [at the office].” (RF1)

Also, the services of both white-collar teams are considered to be “nice to have” (RL),
indicating a lesser dependency of other organizational parties on the services of the white-collar

teams.

With regard to leadership behavior, the task context makes planning more important for
leaders in blue-collar contexts than in white-collar contexts. A blue-collar leader underlines

this:

“I cannot say: you do surgery tomorrow [to customers]. And working from home is also

not an option. People [employees] cannot just leave here!” (SL)

Although planning is also mentioned to be a white-collar behavior, the importance of

this does not come from the task-context. Instead, the leaders in white-collar contexts show
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delegating-behaviors more. The opportunity to do so flows directly from the task-context; job
characteristics and the different demands of organizational parties enable white-collar leaders
to give their followers more autonomy. This autonomy, in turn, relates positively to the

wellbeing of followers and is perceived as appreciation:

“[leader] enables me to do my job on my own terms, they allow me to do it my own

way... They get a very committed employee in return. I feel that as appreciation.” (FF2)

Another important aspect of the task context are the task characteristics. In the blue-
collar context these are relatively low-skilled. Employees with so-called other, more practical
education are able to perform these tasks. Also, blue-collar workers mention little career
opportunities as they mainly switch between different “tasks” (SL), “services” (LF2) or
“organizations” (SF1) during their working life. Blue-collar workers say that it’s important for
them that they are challenged and that their working days vary with regard to tasks. However,
development is not mentioned as an antecedent to wellbeing. The above might explain the
absence of the leadership behavior developing in blue-collar contexts: the need for leaders to

show such behaviors seems to be influenced by the what the tasks demand of workers.

Also, the explanation of the absence of ‘informing’ seems to lie in the task context. The
tasks performed by blue-collar workers are standardized and subject to strict protocols, whereas
white-collar workers mention that they work in a “dynamic environment” (FF2) which requires
leaders to, quite frequently, provide new information which the followers need to do their job
(properly). For the sterilization employees, protocols are communicated in the form of “work
manuals” (SL) and the logistics employees have “routes” (LF1) or “tasks” (LF2). These
protocols remain relatively constant over time, which decreases the need for leaders to inform

their followers on a regular basis.
4.3.2 Social context

The social context seems to be understood by workers in both contexts as working
atmosphere. For the blue-collar workers, openness, i.e., “being able to talk to your supervisor
or colleague when somethings doesn’t go well” (LF1), contributed to a positive working
atmosphere. Also “connectedness” (LF2) and “informal contact with colleagues” (SF1), “an
atmosphere of helping each other” (LL) and “having fun” (SF2) are mentioned as indicators of
a positive working atmosphere. Gossiping, highlighting mistakes and having different social

groups within the team are mentioned as negative contributors to the working atmosphere. A
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positive working atmosphere is said to “facilitate [employees] to do their job in a good way”

(SF2).

Interviewees in both contexts mentioned that working atmosphere is crucial for the
wellbeing of the workers. SF1 mentioned that a negative atmosphere decreases wellbeing, and
also gives the example of colleagues leaving in times that the working atmosphere was in a
“negative spiral” (SF1). The importance of a positive atmosphere is also underlined by a

logistics employee, who says that being happy at work start with the atmosphere:

“If that [the working atmosphere] is good, the rest is too. That is how it works for me”

(LF1).

The white-collar workers similarly address the importance of a positive working
atmosphere. As mentioned before, this is also one of the main drivers for white-collar workers
to come to the office. It is also seen by the white-collar workers as one of the biggest

contributors to wellbeing. A white-collar worker underlines this:

“Atmosphere and the job content are the most important I think, income and location

and that sort of thing come after.” (RF1)

White-collar workers value roughly the same aspects in working atmosphere. However,

they add the importance of faith in colleagues and compliments from peers and the supervisor.

Furthermore, followers linked working atmosphere to leadership behavior by saying
that leaders contribute to the working atmosphere, e.g., “an atmosphere of trust” (FF1). A blue-
collar worker also mentioned the role of a leader in the working atmosphere, by creating an

informal atmosphere:

“When we are in the cantina and he [leader] walks in, he says: hey uglies! Haha. That

sort of thing, that makes it a relaxing atmosphere.” (SF2)
4.3.3  Physical context

The COVID-19 crisis has had a major influence on the physical context of leadership.
This is connected to the job characteristics described in the task-context. Since blue-collar
workers are required to be at a certain place at a certain time for their work, and the demand of
organizational parties held up or increased, e.g., due to a higher number of surgeries a day, the
COVID-19 crisis did not influence their place of work. However, the white-collar workers were

obliged to work (more) from home, which influenced e.g., the physical distance between leaders
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and followers. Leaders and followers now had contact via “telephone” (FL) or “teams chat”
(RF2). Working from home changed from an obligation to an option after national measures to
fight the pandemic were cancelled. This led to an increase in white-collar worker-flexibility in
workplace, whereas blue-collar workers are still required to do their job on site. The following

quote is exemplary for the flexibility perceived by white-collar workers:

“I am in Berlin now, so I am working remotely... I work from my room here, behind
my laptop for a couple of hours a week. Before I went to Berlin, I also worked from

home a lot, but that was due to COVID” (RF2)

However, it must be added that flexibility in workplace does not necessarily mean that
white-collar workers actually work from home a lot, it entails that they have freedom in

choosing to do so, if they want. This is illustrated by this quote:

“For me, it [working from home] is an extra. Sometimes you do it a little more because
it is practical regarding the kids, but I do not like working from home very much. The

morning I like, but in the afternoon, I am like: where are all the people?” (FF1)

The physical working environment was not deemed very important by both blue- and
white-collar teams, not in relation to leadership behavior and not in relation to wellbeing. None
of the workers pointed out any unsatisfaction with their physical working environment. The
blue-collar teams both worked in the basement, although the sterilization department has a
“amazing glass wall through which we can look outside” (SF2) and a “beautiful, open space to
work in” (SF2). The white-collar workers were also satisfied with their physical working
environment. For example, RL described the view on the 6" floor as “beautiful”. These positive
perceptions of the physical working environment did not relate to wellbeing for the followers
in both contexts. The following quote from a blue-collar worker can be seen as an example that
illustrates how, when asked about their working environment, both blue- and white-collar
workers immediately started talking about social constructs, for example atmosphere (discussed

in the social context):

“You know everybody. Not everyone by name, but you have some small talk when you
are driving through the hospital together and wish each other good morning and good

afternoon. It’s one big family actually.” (LF2)

This quote shows the relatively modest importance of contextual influences from the physical

context for follower wellbeing, as opposed to influences from the social dimension.

24



4.3.4 Temporal context

Aspects within the temporal context mostly influence leadership and wellbeing in
combination with aspects from other sub-contexts. For example, it is connected with the task-
context via job characteristics, which determine the time at which work is conducted. For white-
collar workers, the temporal context is also related to the social context, because the working

atmosphere is influenced by the colleagues present:
“For example, today is the beginning of a vacation, so it is a quiet day here.” (RF1)

Specifically for the temporal context, workers in both contexts mention that the absolute

time at which they work affects their performance minimally or not.

“I don’t think that it [the time at which [ work] influences my performance, no. Maybe

I am a little more focussed in the morning, but that’s it.” (FF1)

As was mentioned in the paragraph on task-context, so-called rush hours do affect e.g.,
performance. These rush hours, especially for the blue-collar workers, are at specific and
predictable times. However, it are the rush hours that influence the performance, not the

absolute or relative time of these rush hours.
4.4  Conceptual models

The previous paragraphs described the work contexts and showed some examples of
influences on leadership behavior and follower wellbeing. This paragraph proposes two
conceptual models, one for each work context, which reflect the context-dependent influence
of different leadership behaviors on wellbeing antecedents. The models are followed by a

description of each leadership behavior.

4.4.1 The blue-collar model

In Table 7 (p. 26), the different leadership behaviors that emerged in the blue-collar
work contexts and the wellbeing antecedents that they are associated with are summarized.
Also, the relationship is indicated. A (-) indicates a negative relationship (e.g., correcting
behaviors are associated with lower operational frustrations), a (+) indicates a positive

relationship (e.g., delegating behaviors are associated with increases in autonomy).

The antecedents ‘meaning’, ‘income/salary’ and ‘feeling connected to colleagues’ are

not included in the table, since these were not found to be associated with leadership behaviors.
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Vice versa, leadership behaviors ‘pioneering’ and ‘monitoring” were mentioned by blue-collar

leaders and/or followers but were not found to be associated with wellbeing antecedents.

Leadership Wellbeing antecedent Leadership Wellbeing antecedent

behavior associated with behavior behavior (2) associated with behavior (2)

Correcting Operational frustrations (-) Planning Work/life balance (+)
Variety in tasks (-) Operational frustrations (-)
Autonomy (-)

Delegating Autonomy (+) Supporting Work/life balance (+)
Variety in tasks (+) Feeling understood/heard (+)
Challenge (+) Feeling equally treated (+)
Feeling of responsibility (+) Working atmosphere (+)

Directing Autonomy (-) Valuing Feeling equally treated (+)
Operational frustrations (-) Feeling appreciated (+)

Working atmosphere (+)

Table 7: The relationships between leadership behaviors and dimensions of follower wellbeing — blue-collar

4.4.2 The white-collar model

Table 8 (p. 27) summarizes the different leadership behaviors that are associated with

the wellbeing of white-collar followers. Similar to the blue-collar model, (-) and (+) indicate

negative or positive relationships.

For the white-collar workers, the antecedents ‘meaning’, ‘income/salary’ and ‘feeling

connected to colleagues’ were also not found to be associated with leadership behaviors. Vice

versa, ‘monitoring’ is not included, although also white-collar leaders seem to use show

monitoring behaviors to observe problems or opportunities which require other leadership

behaviors.
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Leadership Wellbeing antecedent Leadership Wellbeing antecedent
behavior associated with behavior behavior (2) associated with behavior (2)
Correcting Operational frustrations (-) Pioneering Autonomy (+)
Feeling understood/heard (-)
Job content (+)
Operational frustrations (+)
Delegating Autonomy (+) Planning Work/life balance (+)
Variety in tasks (+) Operational frustrations (-)
Challenge (+)
Feeling of responsibility (+)
Operational frustrations (+)
Feeling appreciated (+)
Developing Autonomy (+) Supporting Work/life balance (+)
Challenge (+) Feeling understood/heard (+)
Development (+) Working atmosphere (+)
Satisfaction (+) Variety in tasks (+)
Feeling appreciated (+) Challenge (+)
Development (+)
Feeling appreciated (+)
Directing Operational frustrations (-) Valuing Feeling appreciated (+)
Working atmosphere (+)
Informing Operational frustrations (-)
Autonomy (+)

Table 8: The relationships between leadership behaviors and dimensions of follower wellbeing — white-collar

4.4.3 Relations described

For each leadership behavior, this paragraph discusses how it is associated with the
wellbeing antecedents that are presented in both the models. Also, the differences between the

two models are described per leadership behavior.
- Monitoring

Monitoring entails keeping an eye on followers and the operation while looking for
signals when behaviors such as correcting or directing are required. Although monitoring was
not found to be directly associated with any wellbeing antecedents, leaders show monitoring
behaviors to signal when other leadership behaviors (e.g., correcting or directing) are required.
This implies that, if leaders would not monitor, they would not possess the information required
to determine when or how to show behaviors that do directly affect follower wellbeing.

Monitoring behaviors were described similarly in both contexts.
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- Correcting

In both work contexts, correcting behaviors are associated with decreases in operational
frustrations since errors in the process are addressed by leaders via these behaviors. In
correcting behaviors, followers from both contexts mention to value fairness and directness
from their leaders. In the blue-collar contexts, correcting behaviors are also associated with a
decrease in variety in tasks and autonomy. These two outcomes relate: the freedom to switch
tasks is perceived as autonomy by blue-collar workers, but sometimes leaders intervene and
prevent these switches, e.g., to make sure everyone is “employable on multiple tasks” (SL).

These interventions are suggested to negatively affect these wellbeing antecedents.
- Delegating

Delegating behaviors, in both contexts, relate to multiple wellbeing antecedents. For
both blue- and white-collar workers, wellbeing positively affects autonomy, variety in tasks,
challenge and feeling of responsibility. Delegating behaviors are also associated with increases
in the (feeling of) responsibility of followers and the autonomy the followers have to cope with
these responsibilities. Delegating also entails that followers in both contexts get more different
tasks, which refers to wellbeing antecedent ‘variety in tasks’. White-collar workers also
perceive an increase in tasks as challenging, and increased responsibility is perceived as
appreciation, which relates to ‘feeling appreciated’. However, white-collar workers also
associate delegating behaviors as a “lack of involvement” (FF2) from the leader. Especially in
dynamic environments this can be perceived as a lack of directing, which is associated with

increased operational frustrations.
- Developing

As the models show, the data shows developing behaviors only in the white-collar
contexts. Developing behaviors aim to increase the competence and autonomy of followers.
This increase in autonomy was perceived as contributing to wellbeing. The increase in
competence makes followers perceive their jobs as more challenging, which is in turn
associated with the satisfaction of followers. Also, developing behaviors are perceived as
appreciation, since leaders show that followers are worth investing in. Lastly, developing
behaviors stimulate follower development, which in itself is perceived as a contribution to

wellbeing.

- Directing
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Directing behaviors, which relate to making small or larger operational decisions, are in
both contexts associated with decreased operational frustrations. White-collar workers
mentioned that delegating behaviors can also be perceived as a lack of directing behaviors from
the leaders, indicating that these behaviors oppose each other. For blue-collar workers, directing
behaviors affect the autonomy of followers, since for blue-collar workers autonomy entails e.g.,
determining the order of tasks. When leaders make these decisions via directing behaviors, this

is associated with decreased follower autonomy.
- Informing

Informing behaviors were exclusively mentioned by white-collar workers. Informing
behaviors are concerned with sharing information that followers need to do their jobs. When
followers are informed sufficiently, this is associated with decreased operational frustrations
and increases the autonomy of followers, since they are able to perform tasks without further

involvement of the leader.
- Pioneering

Pioneering behaviors were not associated with wellbeing antecedents in blue-collar
contexts. However, for white-collar contexts, pioneering often entails an increase in (new) tasks
for followers, which positively affects their job content; new tasks are perceived as “fun” (RF1).
Pioneering behaviors also entail that leaders are “busier with looking forward” (FF2) than with
involvement in the current operation. This asks more autonomy of the followers, which is
perceived as something positive. Negative consequences of said lack of involvement are that
followers don’t feel that the leader “knows what is going on” (FF2), leading to followers not
feeling that they are understood or heard. Pioneering behaviors are also associated with
increased operational frustrations, due to the lack of involvement of the leader in the operation,

e.g., due to a lack of directing behaviors.
- Planning

Planning behaviors are similarly associated with wellbeing antecedents in both contexts.
Good personnel planning by leaders is associated with better work/life-balance of followers.
Also, sterilization employees gave the example of vacation-requests not being accepted, which
they negatively associate with their work/life-balance. Planning behaviors that relate to the
distribution of tasks were associated with decreased operational frustrations, since good

planning was said to “decrease the amount of operational errors” (SL).
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Planning behaviors share a lot of similarities with directing ones. The key distinction is
that planning entails making decisions that are going to affect followers in the future, whereas

directing relates to more acute decisions that affect followers immediately.
- Supporting

Supporting behaviors aim to help followers in solving work-related problems. This also
includes private problems that affect work, for example a “divorce” (FF2). In both contexts,
supporting entails leaders having planned or unplanned conversations with employees. These
conversations often revolve around the question “how are you?” (LL). These conversations
enable followers to share their work-related wishes and ambitions with their leaders. The
conversations in themselves are, in both contexts, associated with ‘feeling understood/heard’.
When leaders translate the content of these conversations into actions, more antecedents to
wellbeing are affected. For example, RF1 mentioned the example of desiring more challenge
in his/her work. The fact that he is able to talk about this with his leader relates to
‘feeling/understood’; when the leader gave him new, challenging tasks, these supporting

behaviors were associated with increased variety of tasks.
- Valuing

Valuing entails behaviors such as giving compliments, but also relates to other
leadership behaviors which are perceived as appreciating. An example of this is delegating:
increased responsibilities are perceived by workers in both contexts as appreciation. Valuing
behaviors relate, for both contexts, to feelings of appreciation and the working atmosphere.
Leaders that value (the work of) their followers are said to “contribute to a positive working
ambiance” (SF2). For blue-collar followers specifically, valuing is also associated to the feeling
of being equally treated when compliments, trust and salary are distributed fairly in the eyes of
followers. Valuing behaviors that are not perceived to be fair by followers are negatively
associated with feeling equally treated and are also said to “harm the working atmosphere”

(SF1).

Section 5: Conclusion

The goal of this study was to gain a deeper understanding of how work context
influences leadership behavior, employee wellbeing and their relationship. The conclusion of

this study is threefold and is based on the sub-questions that guide this study.
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1) How does work context influence the behaviors that leaders show?

Discrepancies occurred between blue- and white-collar contexts in the behaviors that
leaders show. After analysis of the blue-collar data, 8 leadership behaviors emerged, whereas
the white-collar interviewees mentioned 10 leadership behaviors: ‘developing’ and ‘informing’
were found to be unique to the white-collar context. The task-context seems to explain the

absence of these behaviors in blue-collar work contexts.

Developing behaviors seem less proximal to the wellbeing of blue-collar followers, since
development is not mentioned by blue-collar followers as an antecedent to their wellbeing.
Also, the relatively low-skilled tasks (i.e., they are manual tasks that demand relatively non-
unique resources from the worker than higher-skilled tasks) that form blue-collar jobs do not
seem to require constant development or training as much as white-collar jobs. Developing
behaviors aim to increase follower autonomy and competence in the white-collar context, which
is something that the tasks that the blue-collar workers perform do not seem to require. Also,
blue-collar workers mention that, in their careers, they mainly switch between different tasks,
services or organizations, whereas white-collar workers do value development, as especially
increased competence and knowledge allows their career paths to develop towards jobs that
provide new challenges that are often higher in an organizations hierarchy. Blue-collar workers
seem to seek these challenges in differentiation of tasks or employers. The above does not
suggest that blue-collar workers do not want to develop; it means that, in this study,

development was not found as an antecedent to blue-collar worker wellbeing.

The absence of the leadership behavior ‘informing’ is also explained by the task-context.
Since the tasks of blue-collar workers are relatively standardized (as opposed to white-collar
tasks), work protocols and manuals were said to contain most the information that the workers
need. White-collar workers mention that leaders have an important role in continuously
providing new relevant information that the white-collar workers need for their jobs. This shows
the need for white-collar leaders to continuously and pro-actively share information, whereas
blue-collar leaders can rely more on the previously mentioned standardized information. This
might explain why leadership behavior emerged in the white-collar contexts, but not in blue-

collar contexts.

Another important conclusion with regard to the shown leadership behaviors, is that the
emerged leadership behaviors from both contexts all seem task- or relation-oriented. Since this

study focussed on leadership behavior in relation to wellbeing, this finding might suggest that
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these behaviors are more proximal for the wellbeing of employees than what Yukl (2012)

classifies as change-oriented or external behaviors.

Work context also seems to influence the roles of different actors in the leadership process.
In white-collar contexts, one leader with a formal, hierarchical position showed all the
behaviors, whereas in blue-collar contexts, the behaviors were distributed across three involved
actors: formal supervisors, operational supervisors and planners. The findings of this study
cannot produce any solid contributions as to why this is the case: it might be an interesting

avenue for future studies.

2) How does work context influence what followers describe as antecedents to their

psychological and physical wellbeing?

Secondly, work context affects what followers describe as antecedents to their wellbeing.
Blue- and white-collar workers use similar concepts as contributions to their wellbeing.
However, some differences exist: blue-collar workers mention that feeling equally treated
contributes to their wellbeing, whereas white-collar workers do not. Vice versa, white-collar
workers mention that development of their competence and autonomy and the feeling of
satisfaction after working contribute to their wellbeing whereas blue collar workers do not,
meaning that white-collar workers describe one more antecedent to wellbeing than blue-collar
workers. The finding that white collar workers describe one more antecedent to describe their
wellbeing aligns with the findings of the study by Hu et al. (2010) that white-collar workers
possess more complex evaluations of certain job facets, although the extent to which one extra
construct on a total of 14 can be considered significant can be called into question. All the other
wellbeing-codes emerged in both contexts, showing that an overlap exists in the antecedents to

wellbeing that blue- and white-collar workers describe.

Larger differences occur with regard to the meaning of these antecedents. Aspects within
the work context were shown to affect follower wellbeing, which entails that work context may
explain why blue- and white-collar workers differ slightly in the antecedents that they bring
forward. For example, autonomy emerged as an antecedent in both work contexts but was
shown to mean something else for blue-collar workers (e.g., the freedom to determine the order
of tasks in a working day) than for white-collar workers (e.g., the freedom to adjust working
place and time to private life). A possible explanation for this was found in the work context:
job characteristics oblige blue-collar workers to work at a certain place at certain times, whereas

the white-collar jobs are less bonded by location and time.
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Another important conclusion with regard to wellbeing is that all the antecedents, for both
contexts, seem to relate to the psychological part of wellbeing, and not to the physical part
(Inceoglu et al., 2018). Blue-collar workers did mention their jobs to be physically demanding,
but the data does not show that these demands affect follower wellbeing. For this study, this
might suggest that for both white- and blue-collar workers in this particular omnibus context,
psychological wellbeing is perceived as more important. For blue-collar workers specifically,
the interviewed workers all said not to have any physical complaints, whereas leaders did
mention that other workers do struggle with such complications. Seeing as these workers with
physical complaints were not interviewed, this study cannot make any solid contributions
regarding this matter. This is a limitation to the finding that physical demands do not seem

affect follower wellbeing in blue-collar work contexts.

In conclusion of this sub question, work context influences how followers conceptualize
wellbeing by affecting what antecedents mean in day-to-day work. The antecedents that blue-
and white-collar workers describe are roughly similar: it is the meaning of these antecedents

that differs.

3) How does work context influence the impact of different leadership behaviors on

follower wellbeing?

Thirdly, work context influences the relationship between leadership behavior and follower
wellbeing. Two conceptual models were proposed that reflect, for each context, the relations
between leadership behaviors and dimensions of wellbeing. When the models are compared, it
can be seen that leadership behaviors that are associated with a certain dimension of follower
wellbeing in one context, do not necessarily affect that same dimension in the other context.
The data does not show that similar leadership behaviors lead to contradictory wellbeing

outcomes in other contexts.

Also, the data shows that both blue- and white-collar workers feel that influences from the
task- and social context (Oc, 2018) affect leadership behavior and wellbeing the most. Social
context is often considered as the most important context (i.e., aspects from this context were
considered to be the most proximal to leadership and wellbeing), followed by the task context.
Influences from the physical and temporal context did were deemed the least important, which

hints towards a possible hierarchy in importance of sub-contexts within the discrete context.

The finding that the social context is deemed to be the most important might follow from

the omnibus context of all teams. Workers from both contexts often mentioned a certain feeling
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of togetherness and a commitment to the goal of the organization as a whole: helping sick
people. This might suggest that for non-profit organizations, which revolve around goals that
are considered important by the workers, the social context might be more proximal to
wellbeing than others. What this also entails is that, if a hierarchy exists in the importance of

sub-contexts, this hierarchy might also be dependent of context.

In conclusion, the data shows that the antecedents to wellbeing that are found rely heavily
on the context in which the workers work. Also, the occurrence and the impact of leadership
behaviors on follower wellbeing differ per work context. The conceptual models and
descriptions of leadership behaviors proposed in this study reflect how contextual influences
define the boundary conditions for leadership behavior, follower wellbeing and their

relationship.

Section 6: Discussion

This section discusses the limitations of this study, as well as the theoretical and practical

implications and some recommendations for future research.
6.1  Limitations

The limitations of this study mainly revolve around the method, the sample and the

scope of this study.

The goal of this study was to provide a deeper understanding of how work
context influences leadership behavior, employee wellbeing and their relationship. For this
purpose, a qualitative and inductive method was well-suited. However, this method brings
forward some issues with regard to generalizability or transferability (Myers, 2019). The
exploratory nature of this study meant that the analysis of data should be subject to biases as
little as possible. This also entails that the concepts in the models are largely based on the
participants’ discourses, which complicates the comparison of these results to other studies. The
results of this study should be interpreted as a new, deeper proposition of how different
relationships between leadership behaviors and follower wellbeing unfold in different work

contexts.

Another limitation of this study is connected to the sample. All 4 teams that were

included in this study, however different, were part of the same organization. For accessibility
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and achievability reasons, this choice was unavoidable. However, it means that large part of the
omnibus context were similar for all four teams, which means that in a sample that included
multiple organisations in different sectors, additional influences might have emerged. Another
limitation that is connected to the sample is that, for each team, only two followers and the
leader were interviewed. The white-collar teams had less than 10 members, but the blue-collar
teams had over 30 members per team. An example of an implication was the finding that none
of the blue-collar workers connected physical demand to, although leaders seemed to suggest
such a connection for other workers that were not included in this study. So, the conclusion of
this study are heavily context dependent and should be interpreted and generalized with much

caution.

Lastly: in this study, only the effects of the behaviors of leaders on the wellbeing of
followers were included. However, leadership is a process of interactions between leaders and
followers (Inceoglu et al., 2018; Lord et al., 1999; Oc, 2018), which entails that followers also
influence their leaders and their behaviors. An examination of how followers or e.g., their
conceptualizations of wellbeing, in turn shape leadership behavior was beyond the scope of this

study.
6.2 Theoretical implications

The results of this study underline the importance of including context in leadership
research. Not only did the leadership-wellbeing relationship ‘behave’ differently in the
examined work contexts; possible explanations for these differences were found in these
contexts. The conclusions of this study highlight the contextuality of leadership behavior,

follower wellbeing and their relationship.

Furthermore, this study supports the claim of Hu et al. (2010) that blue- and white-collar
workers possess different conceptualizations of job facets, in this case of wellbeing. White-
collar workers describe one more antecedent to wellbeing, so the support that this study
provides for the claim that white-collar workers conceptualize wellbeing more
multidimensional is questionable. However, the claim that blue- and white-collar workers
differently conceptualize job facets is supported by the findings of this study. The antecedents
that both groups of workers described meant different things in each context, with work context
explaining parts of these differences. The question remains what other influences affect these

conceptualizations: this study focussed on the role of work context and there remains a lot to
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be explained. For example, personal traits that are typical for blue- and white-collar workers

were not included.

Another implication is that the data showed very no antecedents to the physical
dimension of wellbeing (Inceoglu et al., 2018). The sole focus on psychological wellbeing could
be explained by the employer of all the examined teams, which was a university medical centre.
One might expect that, in an organization that revolves around healthcare, there is a lot of
attention for a healthy working environment and e.g., legislation regarding working conditions.
A short search on the website of the organization shows that the organization has a department
that is solely responsible for supporting the organization in the field of vitality, safety and
sustainability (Radboudumc, n.d.). This might explain the fact that all the interviewed workers
did not connect physical demands to their wellbeing: because the physical demands are limited,
and the employer provides support. In this possible explanation, physical demands are might
be considered as dissatisfiers in Herzberg’s two factor theory of job satisfaction (Chan & Baum,
2007): they lead to undesirable outcomes towards e.g., job satisfaction or wellbeing when
workers are unsatisfied about the physical demand of their job and are considered a boundary
condition to work. If this sample then did not include any workers that were unsatisfied, this

might explain the absence of the physical component of wellbeing.

Although this study has been able to shed light on the impact of work context on
leadership behavior, follower wellbeing and their relationship, the data does not suggest a
hierarchy of the importance of emerged leadership behaviors. Some leadership behaviors might
be more proximal to follower wellbeing than other. And, seeing as this study once again showed

the contextuality of leadership, also this hierarchy might be context dependent.

However, the finding that only task- or relation-oriented behaviors (Yukl, 2012)
emerged, might suggest that these behaviors are more proximal to follower wellbeing. The
proximality of relation-oriented behaviors may be explained by the directness by which they
address antecedents to wellbeing: for example, developing behaviors are frequently associated
with development, which is considered by white-collar workers as an important antecedent to
their wellbeing. The fact that also task-oriented behaviors emerged might be explained by the
fact that both groups of workers mention operational frustrations as an important, negatively
associated antecedent to their wellbeing. Seeing as all task-oriented behaviors are associated
with declining operational frustrations, this explains how these task-oriented behaviors are

linked to follower wellbeing.
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6.3  Practical implications

The main practical implication of this study is that, for leaders in managerial practice,
it may be relevant to explore how their work context influences affect their leadership behavior
and the wellbeing of their followers. The contextuality of the findings entails that the conceptual
model cannot be seen as more than a proposition, which was specific for the examined work
contexts. However, when leaders in practice ask themselves what influences their behaviors,
and how these behaviors affect follower wellbeing, this could produce fruitful insights that

might improve the impact of their leadership.

Also, leaders and followers sharing some understanding of their work context could
increase the support for decisions made by leaders. For example, in one of the blue-collar
departments, followers mentioned that they had no understanding for the decisions made by
leaders that affected their work/life balance; they even sensed a degree of unwillingness.
However, leaders argued that they were not able to make different choices due to contextual
influences such as job characteristics and demands of organizational parties. Explaining these
considerations could contribute to a degree of mutual understanding, while giving followers the

idea that they are heard, with positively seems to contribute to follower wellbeing.
6.4  Recommendations for future research

The discussed topics from this section lead to a couple of recommendations for future

research.

Firstly, seeing as the findings of this study should be interpreted as a new proposition which is
heavily context-dependent, future studies should examine to what extent these effects are
transferable to other work contexts. A large part of the omnibus context was found to be similar
for all four teams included in this study. This entails that studies in different work contexts may
produce different results: comparing findings across multiple contexts may provide leadership
researchers with more in-depth insight in how work context shapes leadership behavior,

follower wellbeing and their relationship.

Also, the physical dimension of is still underresearched (Inceoglu et al., 2018). This
study also has not been able to capture this dimension of wellbeing. As mentioned before, this
could imply that the psychological component is deemed to be more important (by the
participants of this study). This discussion provided a possible explanation for the absence of

antecedents that can be associated with follower wellbeing in this particular study. Future
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studies should focus on including work contexts in which the physical dimension of wellbeing
can be included. These studies might be able to produce insights regarding the possibly varying
importance of the physical dimensions of wellbeing per context, but also the relative importance

of this physical dimension as opposed to psychological wellbeing.

This study has also suggested that task- and relation-oriented behaviors are more
proximal to follower wellbeing than others. Within these task- and relation-oriented behaviors,
a hierarchy may also exist. Future studies should engage in discovering this hierarchy. Again,
this hierarchy may be context dependent, seeing as the meaning of antecedents to wellbeing
they are associated with are too. This brings forward another interesting avenue for future
research: which leadership behaviors are the most proximal to follower wellbeing in what

context?

A previously mentioned limitation of this study was the direction of the relationship
included in this study’s scope. In this study, leadership behaviors are associated with certain
wellbeing antecedents. However, wellbeing (e.g., conceptualizations of wellbeing by followers)
may in turn affect leadership behavior as well, seeing as leadership is a process of interactive
influences (Lord et al., 1999). Future studies should also include this interaction in their

research designs.
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Appendix 1: Exemplary quotes per wellbeing-code

Code Exemplary quote (blue-collar) Exemplary quote (white-collar)

Monitoring “[leader] keeps tabs on the operation, | “She is responsible in the end, but the
makes sure that the quality is okay, | operation goes on without her. She does not
making sure that production goes well.” | interfere much, and she doesn’t have to,
(SF1) except for when there is something really

unusual.” (FF1)

Correcting “When something is forgotten in the | “We were here [at the office] drinking wine
primary process, [leader] has to solve | at 3 PM on a Friday, and then she says; guys,
that. He is busy all day with solving these | there is work to be done.” (FF2)
problems.” (SF1)

Delegating “I aim for autonomy as much as possible. | “Delegating tasks lower, you have to do that
What I can do, an employee can too. I can | too as a leader. Trust others that they can do
put a lot of monkeys on my shoulder as | things good too, that you don’t have to do
supervisor, but sometimes you have to | everything yourself.” (RL)
delegate.” (LL)

Developing * “When someone want to develop or want to
do a fun Radboud-training, I am the person
who supports that.” (FL)

Directing “We have closets that have to be | “Of course, she [leader] has to tell me how
cleaned...Nobody want to do that. So, | she wants it done... When that is not clear,
every time I try to point to someone else | than I find that tricky.” (FF2)
to do it.” (SL)
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Informing

“During COVID, she did not panic. She
filters what is important for us and that she
shares. In other teams, you saw that going
wrong.” (FF2)

Pioneering

“Training learner, having sick employees
back and having new operational
supervisors as soon as possible... That
vision stands tall, that is where we want
to go.” (SL)

“She [leader] has brought us to a higher level.
It is pioneering, she rises above pretty far.”
(FF1)

Planning

“A consideration is that, in a 9-hour shift,
the productivity per person decreases a
little because it is a physically demanding
job.” (SL)

“Recently, I was out for a couple of days.
When 1 came back, 1 asked: what has to
happen, and she told me: this and this.” (FF2)

Supporting

“Talk  to  people and  show
understanding... It is fair to treat
everybody equally.” (LL)

“How I support my people, that is very
dependent on the person. Someone in my
team has autism, I have different contact with
him than I have with others, for example.”
(RL)

Valuing

“If I get appreciation and a compliment
from time to time, that is much more
important to me than 20 or 30 euro’s
extra at the end of the month. (SF2)

“She thanks me for my help... A ‘thank you’
or a compliment for my work is something
positive for me.” (RF2)

Appendix 2: Codebook

Open codes consisted of short descriptions of each quote’s meaning. The structure towards the
models presented in this thesis are reflected by the axial and selective coding structure attached

below.

Axial code (Dutch)

Selective code (Dutch)

A-INF:

Omschrijving functie leidinggevende

A-INF:

Omschrijving functie medewerker

A-INF:

Omschrijving rol collega's

A-INF:

Omschrijving taken leidinggevende

A-INF:

Omschrijving taken medewerker

A-INF:

Omschrijving werkervaring

A-INF

BELA:

Fysieke belasting tijdens werk

BELA:

Fysieke uitputting na werk

BELA:

Mentale belasting tijdens werk

BELA:

Mentale uitputting na werk

BELA:

Werkdruk leidinggevende

BELA:

Werkdruk medewerker

BELA

: Ziekte

BELA
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COM: Contact leidinggevende-medewerker

COM: Inspraak

COM: Transparantie

CoOM

LSG: Beperkingen

LSG: Besturen (directing)

LSG: Corrigeren (correcting)

LSG: Informeren (informing)

LSG: Inspireren (inspiring)

LSG: Monitoren (operatie)

LSG: Ondersteunen (supporting)

LSG: Ontwikkelen (developing)

LSG: Pionieren (pioneering)

LSG: Plannen (planning)

LSG: Reactie op leiderschapsgedrag

LSG: Vrijheid geven (delegating)

LSG: Waardering uiten (valuing)

LSG

PRES: Individuele prestatie

PRES: Teamprestatie

PRES

WGEL: Afwisseling

WGEL: Autonomie

WGEL: Balans werk/privé

WGEL: Betekenis

WGEL: Gehoord voelen

WGEL: Gelijk behandeld voelen

WGEL: Inhoud van het werk

WGEL: Inkomsten

WGEL: Ontwikkelen

WGEL: Operationele frustraties

WGEL: Positieve bijdrage werkgeluk

WGEL: Uitdaging

WGEL: Verantwoordelijkheidsgevoel

WGEL: Verbinding met collega's

WGEL: Voldoening

WGEL: Waardering voelen

WGEL
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WGEL: Werksfeer

WOMG:

Contact met collega's

WOMG:

Flexibiliteit in werkplek

WOMG:

Fysieke werkomgeving

WOMG:

Inwerken collega's

WOMG:

Ondersteunen van collega's

WOMG:

Organisatie

WOMG:

Rol leidinggevende in werksfeer

WOMG:

Samenwerkingen

WOMG:

Team

WOMG:

Werksfeerl

WOMG

WTLJ: Flexibiliteit in werktijd

WTII: Onregelmatigheid

WTLJ: Piekmomenten

WTIJ: Werktijd leidinggevenden

WT1J: Werktijd medewerkers

WTII
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