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ABSTRACT:

The need for understanding relationships between supervisors and subordinates in organizations has
always existed and is just further growing due to changing organizational structures. Due to the evolv-
ing of leadership and working values, research must be done on whether these working relationships
really affect the perceived psychological safety and organizational commitment of employees. This
thesis study focuses on exactly these factors in a blue-collar manufacturing setting. The study identi-
fies the outcomes using three main theories: Leader-member Exchange (LMX), the Psychological
Safety Model and the Three-Component Model of Commitment. These theories build a concrete the-
oretical foundation for understanding what organizations need to do to keep employees committed,
able to take intelligent risks, and make mistakes without fear of judgement. In addition, it helps un-
derstanding what factors help create a nurturing environment for high quality supervisor-subordinate
relationships.

A general framework for this thesis was developed by studying prior research on these topics. By using
this collected information a study was conducted for Prohoc Productions to explore how supervisor-
subordinate relationships affect their employees. Methodologies included quantitative data analysis,
which showed that the positive relationship between high-quality relationships and employees per-
ceived psychological safety and organizational commitment exists. These findings can help the organ-
ization understand how to adapt leadership to boost psychological safety and organizational commit-
ment.

The insights from this thesis study can guide Prohoc Production to adapt leadership to boost psycho-
logical safety and organizational commitment in the blue-collar setting. Additionally, the study’s prac-
tical implications also show that fostering high-quality LMX can bring improved employee satisfaction
and well-being. However, the study is limited by its focus on a single organization and its employees,
suggesting the future research could study more diverse data to properly generalize the research find-
ings.

KEYWORDS: LMX, Psychological safety, organizational commitment



ABSTRAKTI:

Tarve ymmartaa esimiesten ja alaisten valisid suhteita organisaatioissa on aina ollut olemassa ja
kasvaa edelleen muuttuvien organisaatiorakenteiden vuoksi. Johtajuuden ja tyoskentelyarvojen
kehittyessd on tarve tutkia sitd, vaikuttavatko ndama tyosuhteet todella tyontekijéiden koettuun
psykologiseen turvallisuuteen ja organisaatiositoutumiseen. Tama Pro gradu -tutkimus keskittyy juuri
naihin tekijéihin teollisuuden tydntekijoiden sektorilla. Tutkimus esittelee tulokset hyédyntamalla
kolmea paateoriaa: Johtajan ja johdettavan vilisen vaihtosuhteen teoriaa (Leader-Member Exchange,
LMX), psykologisen turvallisuuden mallia (Psychological Safety Model) sekd kolmen komponentin
sitoutumismallia (Three-Component Model of Commitment). Nama teoriat luovat konkreettisen
teoreettisen perustan, jotta voidaan ymmartada, mitd organisaatioiden on tehtdva pitdadkseen
tyontekijat sitoutuneina, kykenevind ottamaan alykkaitda riskeja ja tekemadan virheita ilman
tuomitsemisen pelkoa. Lisdksi ne auttavat ymmartamaan, mitka tekijat auttavat luomaan
vastaanottavan ympariston korkealaatuisille esimies-alaissuhteille.

Yleinen viitekehys télle Pro gradu -tutkimukselle kehitettiin perehtymalld aiempiin tutkimuksiin naista
aiheista ja keratyn tiedon avulla suoritettiin tutkimus Prohoc Productionsille selvittdakseen, miten
esimies-alaissuhteet vaikuttavat heiddn tyontekijoidensa koettuun psykologiseen turvallisuuteen ja
organisaatiositoutumiseen. Tutkimusmenetelmiin kuuluu kvantitatiivinen analyysi, joka osoittaa, etta
korkealaatuisten esimies-alaissuhteiden ja tyontekijoiden koetun psykologisen turvallisuuden ja
organisaatiositoutumisen valilld on selked positiivinen yhteys. Nama havainnot voivat lisdksi auttaa
organisaatiota ymmartamaan, kuinka soveltaa erilaista johtamista ndiden muuttujien lisddmiseksi.

Taman Pro gradu -tutkielman havainnot voivat ohjata Prohoc Productions:ia hyodyntamaan
johtamista psykologisen turvallisuuden ja organisaatiositoutumisen lisddmiseksi tehdasymparistossa.
Lisaksi tutkimuksen kaytannon vaikutukset osoittavat, ettd korkealaatuisen LMX:n edistdminen voi
parantaa tyontekijoiden tyytyvaisyytta ja hyvinvointia. Tutkimus on kuitenkin rajattu ainoastaan
yhteen organisaatioon ja sen tydntekijoihin. Mahdollisissa tulevaisuuden tutkimuksissa voisi tutkia
monipuolisempaa dataa tulosten yleistamiseksi.
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1 Introduction

Faced with rapid global changes in age distribution and working values, the need to under-
stand different factors, such as psychological safety and commitment in subordinates, has
also grown. This is due to the changes in working life, as people navigated hybrid working and
the importance of work wellbeing and its mediators became increasingly important (Sjoblom
et al., 2021). There are not many studies focusing on the psychological safety and organiza-
tional commitment of blue-collar workers in Finland and therefore, this research can bring
some light on the employees working in this sector to better understand the actions needed
from supervisors to create better work well-being. This research can also bring additional
value to the organization from which the data has been collected to better understand what

measures need to be taken to ensure that their employees feel safe and committed.

The relationship between supervisor and subordinate, in addition to leadership style, has in-
fluenced how workers are motivated and committed to staying in organizations. The need for
effective leader-membership exchange, LMX, has also become more important especially in
growing organizations as it greatly affects employee experience (Wang et al., 2024). Supervi-
sor-subordinate relationships are also integral to working lives of most people regardless of
sector or industry. This research focuses on what constitutes these high-quality relationships.
High-quality relationships are when supervisors and subordinates have a relationship based
on trust and support; additionally, many studies on this topic also focus on conflicts and turn-
over due to low-quality relationships (Ismail et al., 2012). Supervisor-subordinate relation-
ships can be studied using different theories, such as the Leader-Member exchange theory,
LMX, which is also one of the central frames in this research. This theory focuses on under-
standing the relationship that forms between leader and member; more specifically what
happens when the relationship is based on exchange (Kang & Stewart, 2007; Erdogan & Bauer,
2015, p. 9). Understanding what types of exchanges, such a support, mentoring, or infor-
mation flow, create a positive relationship between supervisor and subordinate benefits or-

ganizations’ understanding of collective and individual performance.

Organizational commitment, a concept that has been researched since around the 1960s, is

a theory that tries to explain the theory behind loyalty and commitment of an employee. The



focus on organizational commitment is to understand what factors keep employees commit-
ted to an organization and what the relationships between employee and organization are
(Swailes, 2002). It has been proposed that organizational commitment stems from three types
of commitment: affective, normative and continuance commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1991).
These three different types of commitment depend on what the reasons are for an em-
ployee’s commitment: is it e.g., obligation, or emotional or financial reasons. All types of com-
mitment keep the employee loyal to a certain extent, but not all commitment guarantee fac-
tors such as job satisfaction or a high-quality work ethic. Organizational commitment is built
by proper communication, good relationships and proper strategies and human resource

practices (Alserhan & Al Shbail, 2020; Chandrahaas & Narasimhan, 2022).

Psychological safety, defined as the ability for an employee to take risks without fear of pun-
ishment or repercussions (Edmondson, 1999), is seen as one of the most important parts of
leadership and organizational strategy nowadays, as it has been proven that psychologically
safe workplaces and workplace relationships boost employee morale, innovation capabilities
and overall work wellbeing (Kang & Stewart, 2007). However, psychological safety can also
be seen as a negative factor in organizations as there are some occupations where risk-taking
and mistakes are not allowed (Eldor et al., 2023). In these cases, understanding psychological
safety from an interpersonal risk point of view can be dangerous and even in worst cases even
lethal. On the negative side, excessive amounts psychological safety with the wrong attitude
can cause employees to become distracted from routine tasks or even turn to unethical meth-

ods when fear of punishment is not an issue (Henriksen & Dayton, 2006; Eldor et al., 2023).

An organization lacking in commitment and psychological safety creates a workspace with
high rates of employee turnover and dissatisfaction, which in turn can become very costly
within time. These factors play a major part in understanding what keeps employees moti-
vated to stay in an organization and what keeps them feeling safe to be themselves and want
to contribute to the organization willingly (Edmondson, 1999). This is the reason psychological
safety and organizational commitment have also been factors that have been widely meas-
ured in both organizational and scholarly standpoints and are the focal points of this thesis

research.



1.1 Research Objectives and Research Questions

This research aims to study the factors that affect the perceived psychological safety and or-
ganizational commitment of blue-collar workers and how their relationship with their super-
visors can affect them. Supervisor-subordinate relationships, organizational commitment and

psychological safety are measured using scales created by other scholars.

The research questions of this thesis are the following:

1. Do positive supervisor-subordinate relationships positively impact blue collar work-

ers’ psychological safety?

2. Do positive supervisor-subordinate relationships positively impact blue collar work-

ers’ organizational commitment?

3. Do supervisors differ from each other, and can these differences be identified in
their results concerning high-quality supervisor-subordinate relationships, psycho-

logical safety, and organizational commitment?

The research subject pool was 149 blue-collar employees working at a global organization in
Vaasa and Turku, Finland. The answering pool was 97 employees, making the answering
percent around 65%, which can be seen as a reliable and valid number of answers for this

thesis research.

1.2 Motivation for this study

This thesis was written as commission study for the case organization Prohoc Productions.
The motivation was to research if supervisor-subordinate relationships play a part in the psy-
chological safety and organizational commitment of blue-collar employees working in the

manufacturing industry and how the results vary between supervisors and teams. This study’s
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focus was to provide added value and information on what the current perceived psycholog-
ical safety and organization commitment is and whether some factors need to be adjusted

for better outcomes.

1.3 Research structure

This study consists of five main chapters. The first chapter is the introduction to the whole
thesis study; where the research questions and objectives are discussed including previous
literature on the research topics and theories presented in this paper. This chapter leads the
reader towards the main topics of the study and additionally describes the structure in which

the study will be presented.

The second chapter, the literature review, consists of multiple subchapters. The purpose of
these chapters is to explain and broaden the theory behind the study by using prior research
and academic literature based on these topics. Chapter 2.1 focuses on positive or high-quality
supervisor-subordinate relationships using different theoretical studies on the topic. Chapter
2.2 discusses organizational commitment using the Three Component Model, to distinguish
types of commitment and broaden the subject for the reader. Chapter 2.3 focuses on defining
psychological safety and its positive and negative outcomes. This chapter utilizes the Psycho-
logical Safety model to understand the outcomes of psychological safety in manufacturing

teams.

The empirical study consists of chapters three and four. Chapter three presents the research
methods, reliability analyses, research data and background. Chapter four focuses on the em-
pirical analysis of this thesis research by utilizing regression and correlation analyses to prove
the research hypotheses. Finally, this thesis concludes in chapter five with the final discussion,
limitations, and suggestions for further research. After the concluding chapter, the reader can
find the list of references and appendixes, which include the survey used in the data collection

process.



Chapter 4. Empirical Results

Chapter 5. Discussion

Figure 1. The thesis structure
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2 Literature Review

The second part of this thesis presents the literature on which the study is based on. The
existing literature on the research subjects serves as the concrete foundation which this thesis
can be built on. Through examining existing research papers on supervisor-subordinate
relationships, psychological safety and organizational commitment, this study aims to identify
the gaps in prior research papers and establish the need for this thesis research. Therefore,

this chapter provides a summary of the literature that has been done on the subjects priorly.

2.1 Theoretical Framework

This study has three main hypotheses which are used for the research data collected from
survey participants. Hypotheses are used to guide the study and to figure out the correct
analysis types for what wants to be researched. Simultaneously tests are used to either sup-

port or invalidate the hypotheses. In this research the hypotheses are:

e Hypothesis 1: Supervisor-subordinate relationship quality will positively predict
organizational commitment

e Hypothesis 2: Supervisor-subordinate relationship quality will positively predict
psychological safety

e Hypothesis 3: The means of all three variables will reveal variations between different
supervisors, indicating that there are differences in the quality of supervisor-

subordinate relationships

These presented hypotheses will guide the study and shape the methods used and data
collected, in addition to the scales and theories researched in the literature review. Through
the empirical analysis this thesis aims to contribute to the theoretical understanding of the
effects on supervisor-subordinate relationships, more specifically LMX, on the perceived
psychological safety and organizational commitment of blue-collar employees. Additionally,
the hypotheses also aim to focus on whether the differences and variations of different

supervisors also create differences in the quality of LMX.
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Supervisor-subordinate Relationship Quality

H1

r

Psychological safety H2

H3

Organizational commitment

A

Variations between
supervisors

Figure 2. Theoretical Framework of this thesis

2.2 High-quality supervisor-subordinate relationships

Understanding the relationships within organizations and especially between supervisor and
subordinate has always been essential. Therefore, studying factors like trust and support be-
tween supervisors and subordinates has been a focal point in literature, but mostly just to
study the negative effects such as conflicts and their outcomes, for instance resignation (Is-
mail et al., 2012). In a study of drug error rates in hospitals Edmondson (1996) noticed that to
create properly working hospital units and teams, these teams need support, resources and
coaching from the organization and their supervisors to further create proper team composi-
tion and stability. This in turn became high-quality relationships, avoidance of errors, and
higher performance. This same idea can be adapted to a normal workplace setting also to find

guidelines to what factors are needed for high-quality relationships.
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2.2.1 Leader-Membership Exchange Theory (LMX)

One of the main theories while discussing relationships between leaders and followers or su-
pervisors and subordinates is the Leader-Member Exchange Theory, or LMX. The Leader-
Member Exchange Theory has evolved from the need to understand the relationship between
a leader and their subordinate with the idea being that good leadership quality stems from
the exchange relationship that develops between leaders and their followers (Kang & Stew-
art, 2007; Erdogan & Bauer, 2015, p. 9). In this theory the focus is set upon the leader-follower
relationship instead of leader and/or follower traits or behaviours, which used to be the most
common research topic (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). As LMX examines the quality of the rela-
tionships between supervisor and subordinate, it is important to understand that it is charac-
terized as a process approach theory (van Breukelen et al., 2006) as the focus is shifted to the
quality of relationships and the consequences that follow from these relationships to the at-

titudes of subordinates.

LMX is defined as the exchange of knowledge and favours between supervisor and subordi-
nate and how the nature of this relationship can influence positive aspects such as employee
well-being and effectiveness (Kang and Stewart, 2007). Using LMX as a leadership theory can
help organizations understand performances of both individual workers’ and collective or-
ganizational development. As LMX focuses on the exchange between leader and follower,
one of the core ideas is that high-quality relationships are built by exchanging valuable re-
sources such as support or mentoring (Erdogan & Bauer, 2015, p. 179). This in turn creates
an emotional need in the other half of the relationship to reciprocate by offering loyalty

through obligation and commitment.

From the point of view of subordinates, the higher the LMX relationship perception is, the
more positive the emotional outcome of a subordinate is (Wang et al, 2024). High-quality LMX
also promotes positive employee behaviours, which in turn increases employee performance
(Latifoglu et al., 2023). When employees are given support and resources, they tend to have
a positive attitude towards work and want to perform better than expected. This means that
subordinates with better LMX tend to see the positive outcome of happenings around them

while subordinates with lower LMX tend to turn to self-blame and other negative feelings.
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These types of subordinates also tend to have a more negative input and think of workplace
circumstances in a negative light, which in turn affects their psychological safety and wellbe-
ing negatively. LMX is also linked to performance and self-determination (Martin et al., 2016)
but requires a lot of trust between supervisors and subordinates to work properly. The prob-
lem in leaderships and high-quality LMX is not actually about if leaders can offer quality lead-
ership, it is more about quantity - how many team members they can provide it to (Ma & Qu,
2010). Members of the group that receive higher quality LMX tend to have better perfor-
mance and feel more satisfied with their work, whereas those who receive the “rest” of the
remaining effort, meaning overall lower quality LMX, do not tend to experience elevated lev-
els of commitment. It is also noted that performance reviews of those with better relation-
ships with their supervisors might also falsely receive better scores, which makes evaluating

unfair and biased.

2.2.2 Challenges in maintaining high quality supervisor-subordinate relationships

Leadership and supervisory work bring a fair number of challenges. Supervisors play a big role
in how employees perceive the workplace and therefore it is not insignificant whether leaders
know how to lead in a fair way and treat employees well. One of the main challenges in lead-
ing others is to not lead in a destructive manner. This is classified as “a process in which over
a longer period of time the activities, experiences and/or relationships of an individual or the
members of a group are repeatedly influenced by their supervisor in a way that is perceived
as hostile and/or obstructive” (Schyns & Schilling, 2013, p. 141). This type of leadership hap-
pens when supervisors either knowingly or unknowingly affect their employees’ work well-
being in a negative manner using e.g., petty tyranny, abusive supervision, strategic bullying
and so on (Krasikova et al., 2013). These methods of destructive leadership work against pro-
moting a psychologically safe workplace where employees are committed to staying in the
organization as destructive leaders often abuse their power and create an unsafe workplace

for their employees.

There are many studies that compare LMX from both a team perspective and from an indi-
vidualistic perspective, especially the differences that arise from the diverse types of relation-

ships leaders have with team members (Kauppila, 2015). The results vary, but most of the
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studies do agree that LMX should try to be as fair as possible to all (Martin et al., 2010), as
teams with members receiving different kind of treatment and, therefore different types of
LMX, do not usually thrive due to considerable amounts of conflict. If leaders favour some
team members over others, these favourites tend to learn more and have better opportuni-
ties than those who do not have the same relationships (Erdogan & Bauer, 2010). This in turn
can damage the power scale in a team and give unnecessary more power a certain few people

in a team.

2.2.3 Outcomes of high-quality supervisor-subordinate relationships

The positive outcomes of workplace relationships are another popular research topic in liter-
ature of management. Positive relationships have a great benefit in creating flourishing em-
ployees (Colbert et al., 2016). This means that the effect is not only traditionally good for
career advancement or performing at work, but also for meaningful relationships, emotional
support and fostering positive emotions at the workplace. Additionally, positive outcomes of
high-quality supervisor-subordinate relationships also include factors such as loyalty and
higher voluntary behaviours (Erdogan & Bauer, 2015, p. 35). This stems from quality of the
exchange happening between leader and member - supervisor and subordinate. In addition,
high quality LMX helps subordinates feel psychologically safe in their workplaces, have better

mental wellbeing and self-confidence, and participate more (Wang et al., 2024).

By encouraging high quality relationships between supervisors and subordinates four main
outcomes are created: shared goals, trust and psychological safety, mutual caring and con-
cern and mutual growth and learning (Eby & Allen, 2012, p. 49). These relationships can help
workers further evolve into having both better psychological and better physical wellbeing
which then contributes to factors such as identity, meaning and confidence. The outcomes of
high-quality workplace relationships also play a significant role in facilitating psychological
safety and therefore also creating employees that can learn from mistakes and become even
more effective in their positions (Carmeli & Gittel, 2009; Hu et al., 2018). Understanding the
theory behind high-quality relationships is particularly important from both supervisor and
subordinate standpoints. Subordinates can manage these relationships by focusing on per-

formance and being more extroverted, while supervisors need to focus on being trusting and



17

cooperative (Nahrgang et al., 2009). Managing these relationships plays a key role in im-
portant organizational factors, such as stress reduction, minimized turnover and socialization.
So, even though these relationships are often studied from an employee point of view, it is
important to remember that these relationships are a two-way road and can affect supervi-

sors just as much as they do subordinates.

High-quality supervisor-subordinate
relationships

Shared goals,
Trust and psychological safety,
Mutual caring and concern,
Mutual growth and learning

Psychological and physical resources,
Good sense of self

Identity,
Confidence,

Meaning

Thriving worker

Figure 3. Outcomes of supervisor-subordinate relationships, adapted from Eby and Allen
(2012)
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2.2.4 Social Exchange Theory

The social exchange theory is one main theory of organizational commitment with roots da-
ting back to the 1920s in cultural anthropology, economics, behavioural sciences (Allen &
Henderson, 2016, p. 198). The social exchange theory bases interactions as something done
between two people acting for their own self-interest to accomplish goals that they cannot
alone (Lawler & Thye, 1999). Therefore, the need for exchange becomes imminent as both
have something that the other needs, whether it be information, help or something else.
While forming these relationships the participants decide whether the goal is worth the cost
of acquiring information from one another. All human relationships can and should be under-
stood from a cost-benefit point of view (Allen & Henderson, 2016, p. 199) at least according
to the standpoint of the social exchange theory. This theory can be applied to all aspects of
life, whether it be personal relationships or at work and it is useful to understand why and
how these relationships are formed. Another main idea of the social exchange theory is that,
in a best-case scenario, relationships will over time turn into “trusting, loyal and mutual com-

mitments”’ (Cropzano & Mitchell, 2005).

Allen and Henderson (2016, p. 199) and Wylezalek (2021) examine social exchange theory as
originally proposed by Blau (1964, 1965). The original research papers by Blau cannot be
found in digital form, so this research uses the adapted version by Allen; Henderson and
Woylezalek. Blau’s social exchange theory states that social life is based on distinct types of
exchange which create processes and social relations such as integration, differentiation, or-
ganisation, power, and opposition which depend on the type of relationship and exchange
(Wylezalek, 2021). Blau built his idea of social exchange theory on an economic-utilitarian
framework (Allen & Henderson, 2016, p. 199) in which he instead focused on sociological fac-
tors stated above. The definition of power in a social exchange context is the capability of one
person with power to carry out their own agenda with the help of others, meaning that so-
cialization changes into a bargaining ground where favours are exchanged using social inter-
action. This means that said social interactions are all transactions, and the participants must

calculate the cost of this interaction and whether it is worth the result.
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2.3 Organizational Commitment

Organizational commitment has mainly been defined as a term that describes the relation-
ships between employee and organization (Swailes, 2002). Changing attitudes towards em-
ployees’ working lives and careers, driven by factors such as globalization, technology, and
evolving perspectives towards working life, the need to understand what keeps employees
motivated and committed to organizations has grown significantly during past years. Liou
(2008, p. 120) defines organizational commitment as follows: “Organizational commitment is
an attitude, bound by time and space and sustained through interactive processes, that arises
from the individual’s acceptance of the organization’s affairs, and strong desire to maintain a
good relationship with the organization.”” This is why organizational commitment has been an

ever-important research topic during the years and different styles of leadership.

Finnish employees have been researched to be very committed employees and usually an-
swer more positively on topics of organizational commitment than other Europeans, even in
unfavourable economic times when attitudes might lean towards more negative thinking
(Jokivuori, 2004). Nowadays it has been researched that employees require more attention
in environment and working atmosphere in addition to changes in work-life balance and free-
dom (Gao et al., 2022). The changes in working values have led to changes in loyalty and re-
sponsibility towards workplaces and with lower commitment towards organizations workers
tend to perform less and change employers easier than before. The study on organizational
commitment tries to find the answer on how organizations keep employees committed to
their work and what the long-term effects are if organizations have employees who are not

committed.

Employees who do not experience commitment towards their work or organization show
more health complaints and experience more problems with wellbeing and job satisfaction
(Meyer et al., 2012). It is also, however, important to emphasize that commitment is a con-
stantly changing process which can be affected but factors such as time, behaviors, and atti-
tudes (Beck & Wilson, 2001). One of the most important things in trying to understand and
grasp the theory behind organizational commitment is that it changes but we should focus

more on studying why it changes and what factors make it change. Employees that have a
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sense and feeling of commitment towards the whole organization, not only their nearest
team, also experience more job satisfaction and least intention to leave the company (Meyer
& Allen, 2013, p. 18). There is also a positive correlation between psychological climate and
safety and organizational commitment (De clercqg, 2007). Employees that find working in an
organization a positive and meaningful experience will have more motivation to investing in

their relationships with their employer.

2.3.1 Building blocks and advantages of Organizational Commitment

As organizational commitment can be seen as something that organizations should strive for
as it creates better performance, we must consecutively focus on how to build organizational
commitment. For instance, the role of psychological climate is quite prominent (Change et al.,
2023) as creating a psychologically safe environment where trust and communication is pre-
sent does affect organizational commitment positively. This idea has also been seconded by
Chandrahaas & Narasimhan (2022) who, in their research, found that leadership and work-
place psychological safety did affect organizational commitment and validate their hypothe-
sis. Fostering a good relationship between leaders and subordinates built on cooperation,
teamwork and support also play a key role in successful commitment building (Alserhan & Al

Shbail, 2020) as they strengthen employee experience and motivation.

Another common issue when thinking about organizational commitment from the organiza-
tion standpoint is focusing on shallow commitment, meaning that employee retention is done
by satisfying quick needs instead of higher needs (Cohen, 2007). Organizations cannot help
employees develop a proper emotional attachment or relationship if they offer “easy’”” solu-
tions, as this will create a situation where the employee will not want to stay for the right
reasons or even stay in general. Organizations must therefore focus on proper strategies to
build commitment and a better workforce. Caldwell et al. (1990) place emphasis on strong
recruitment processes and socialization practices, which are in line with the vision of the or-
ganization. When an organization has a clear bottom line which is well-defined it helps re-
cruiters choose the best type of fit when looking for new employees. Overall, the study shows
that creating a good employee experience can also save an employee that is not fully com-

mitted into one that is, as the same experiences can also turn a committed employee into
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one that is not. Additionally human resource practices including proper strategy implemen-
tation and understanding company policies and processes play a significant role in creating
commitment within organizations (Alserhan & Al Shbail, 2020). Creating a compatible model
between human resource practices (in this case meaning an employee’s full career cycle) that
is understood and managed by supervisors’ help keep employees on the right track, moti-

vated and committed to their work.

Finally, we must study the advantages that organizational commitment can bring to organi-
zations. An employee that has elevated levels of organizational commitment will not want to
cause harm to their employing organization by indirect or direct sabotage, in addition, milder
yet still important advantages are the decrease of absenteeism and employee turnover rates
(Cullinan et al., 2008; Mercurio, 2015). Organizational commitment has also been linked to
employee retention, high attendance, and willingness to give one’s full input to the organiza-
tion and its success (Meyer & Allen, 2013, p. 24) in addition to positive relationships between
supervisor and subordinate, job satisfaction and better work performance (Golden & Veiga,
2008). This means that high-quality relationships between supervisor and subordinate can
create better organizational commitment, but it is not a main reason to why employees are
committed to organizations. Employees that have elevated levels of commitment contribute
directly to competitive advantage between organizations (Alserhan & Al Shbail, 2020); this

needs a lot of collaboration between leaders, in addition to good cooperation and teamwork.

2.3.2 Three-Component Framework

One of the main theories associated with organizational commitment is the Three-Compo-
nent Framework of Meyer and Allen (1991). The authors of this theory have contributed ma-
jorly to the studying of organizational commitment and their research are also used as theory
for this thesis research. In their research, commitment is connected to feelings and beliefs
concerning an employee's relationship with their organization. This framework explains that
commitment is perceived as a psychological state that affect employee-organization relation-
ships and one’s future or continuation within the organization. It also states that the three

different types of commitment all affect overall employee commitment in diverse ways, even
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though they all correlate negatively with intentions to leave the organization. The frame-
work’s theory also revolves around three main dimensions of commitment which are as fol-

low:

e affective commitment
e continuance commitment

e normative commitment

Affective commitment is linked to personal characteristics, organizational structure, and work
experiences (Meyer & Allen, 1991; Allen & Meyer, 1996). The first factor explains why an em-
ployee is emotionally attached to an organization and why they identify themselves as part
of the organization. In summary affective commitment asks what the reasons are why an em-
ployee want to willingly stay committed to where they work. Additionally, it must be high-
lighted that an employee with an intense sense of affective commitment will most likely not
be absent from work and want to perform as well as possible in their role (Meyer & Allen,

2013, p. 24).

Meyer and Allen (1991, 1996) continue that an employee who shows continuance commit-
ment asks what the implications of commitment (or lack thereof) are, such as awareness of
costs or fear of loss, that create the need to stay in an organization. Employees with a strong
sense of continuance commitment do not feel commitment due to emotional attachment or
feelings of want, they are committed because the cost of leaving is too high (Meyer & Allen,
2013, p. 24). This is the most dangerous type of commitment for an organization, as job per-
formance and staying intentions are not based on wanting to work in the organization, but
other factors, such as finances or recognition. Therefore, employees with high amounts of
continuance commitment might become resentful or even start performing negatively at

work, since they might even feel trapped in their roles.

Finally, the main idea behind normative commitment is what makes the employee feel obli-
gated to remain in an organization even though they might not even necessarily want to
(Mayer & Allen, 1991). This type of commitment creates employees that generally want the

organization to succeed and work towards a common goal but are not emotionally attached.
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Additionally, normative commitment affects job performance and attendance positively
(Meyer & Allen, 2013, p. 25). However, feeling obligated to work in an organization also cre-
ates issues in how work is carried out. For example, there can be issues with the tone in which
work is done, as it most likely is not very enthusiastic. Employees with high normative com-
mitment might also experience feelings of resentment due to their blind obligation to the
organization, which can then further affect attitudes and overall feelings towards their work-
place. All the three types of commitment are connected to each other, which can be seen in
the figure below, and having only one type of commitment does not necessarily equal a sat-

isfied employee, even though they are loyal to the organization.

Organizational
Commitment

¥

Affective Commitment Normative Commitment Continuance Commitment
(AC) (NC) (cC)

¥ ¥ 4

Psychological attachment
to organization

Obligation to stay in
organization

Compliance from rewards
or punishment

Employee turnover and
turnover intention

On-the-job Behavior

Employee well-being

Figure 4. Three Component Framework based on Meyer and Allen (1991).
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2.4 Psychological Safety

Psychological safety is a term, which has become increasingly popular in modern organiza-
tions. It is nowadays quite often defined in current literature using the definition by Harvard
Business School professor Amy Edmondson (1999, p. 354), which states that psychological
safety is ““a shared belief that the team is safe for interpersonal risk-taking”. This means, that
a psychologically safe workplace gives employees the opportunity to take advised risks with-
out fear and create a possibility for continuous learning. This also means, that a person does
not have to worry about others in the team rejecting them or having negative intentions to-
wards one another. In addition, psychological safety often creates a space for learning behav-
iour as intelligent risk-taking, admitting mistakes and mutual respect can create a safe envi-
ronment where speaking up is encouraged (Edmondson, 1999; Edmondson & Lei, 2014). This
is because everyone acknowledges that it helps the team evolve and create critical changes.
In a study by Newman et al. (2017) the scholars studied the various levels in which psycho-
logical safety affect. They synthesized that psychological safety can be divided into three dif-
ferent levels: organizational level, team level and dyadic level. Organizational level psycho-
logical safety stems from organizational practises and outcomes include factors such as per-
formance and learning. In team level psychological safety, the starting point is leadership,
characteristics, and networks; the outcomes are performance, learning etcetera. The final
level, dyadic psychological safety starts from relationships and individual differences with the

outcomes being work behaviour and attitude.

Psychological safety is needed in all workplaces, but especially in high-risk and high-pressure
industries such as the healthcare, first-response, or manufacturing industries (Eldor et al.,
2023; Henriksen & Dayton, 2001). Bienefelt and Grote (2014) study the importance of speak-
ing up in multiteam systems with examples from major disasters in the aviation industry due
to lack of communication which was because of shortage in psychological safety. The study
shows that lack of psychological safety is not only dangerous for employee mental wellbeing,
but it can sometimes also be proven fatal if employees cannot speak up about safety risks or
wrongful actions. Bad psychological safety climate is also one of the main reasons employees
do not report minor accidents that happen in workplaces due to lack of open communication

between supervisor and subordinates (Probst & Estrada, 2010). There is also an active fear of
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being questioned afterwards or breaking the company’s record for being accident-free and
being judged by other peers for that. The difficulty of speaking up is because people have a
habit of being able to express responsibility and mistakes when they have been made as a
collective, not an individual (O’Neill, 2009). This can and does affect speaking out negatively
or create otherwise demanding situations. On the other hand, there is a negative side to this
also, as O’Neill’s (2009) study also noticed that individuals with high psychological safety that
have made bad decisions might make worse decisions due to believing that they can be ex-
cused if they show remorse. This is, once again, not the fundamental idea of psychological

safety.

Psychological safety is a rather new factor in both studies and in workplaces. Leadership be-
fore was often based on a fear of something, such as fear of failure or fear of one’s supervisor
(Edmondson, 2019, p. 14). Nowadays the narrative has been turned around, as the ad-
vantages of a psychologically safe workplace have become more prominent, in addition to
the disadvantages of a workplace that is not deemed psychologically safe. If organizations
lack psychological safety, it has been researched that employees might start showing reckless
or selfish behaviours that benefit their supervisors (Loi et al., 2011) rather than increasing
performance or positive behaviours for the organization. This is because when one’s psycho-
logical safety is threatened, the first logical action is to act favourably towards supervisors or
leaders at any cost just to preserve peace. It has also been proven that a psychologically safe
organization produced employees that are committed and show high job performance, which
is @ major advantage (Chughtai, 2022). Psychological safety does not, however, mean that
supervisors or subordinates must be overly agreeable and nice about everything (Edmondson,

2019, p. 15) and it is also not about trust or lowering the organization’s standards.

2.4.1 Supportive practices in organizations

It has been studied that certain practices in organizations can help boost psychological safety.
In a study by Wang et al. (2024) the importance of supervisor emotions and good leadership
and leader-member exchange was highlighted. When high LMX was present employees felt

more at ease and understanding towards experiences and circumstances happening in the
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workplace, even though they might have been negative experiences. With proper LMX sub-
ordinates felt that their supervisors’ emotions were not reflections of their actions, but rather
of outside factors that had nothing to do with them. It can therefore be safely said that high
LMX boosts and moderates psychological safety in the workplace. Another study showed that
high quality relationships, which include factors such as idea sharing, and mutual respect play
a significant role in creating a psychologically safe environment for employees (Carmeli & Git-
tell, 2009). This is why supervisors play a large part in creating grounds for psychological
safety; by being a positive example they create the expectations of organizational culture for
all. When supervisors and leaders show mutual respect and reliability it shows the entire or-
ganization system that this behaviour is valued, and it hopefully becomes the new norm in
organizational culture. In addition, coaching and other performance tracking standards can
be seen as an asset in indirectly creating psychological safety. Leaders that actively include
employees whose voices might otherwise be lost help facilitate a psychologically safe envi-
ronment by inviting and appreciating all their team members (Nembhard & Edmondson,
2006). Another factor to consider is the importance of leader and leadership style: Frazier et
al. (2016) have found that positive leadership created a solid base for employee psychological
safety. In addition, also work characteristics and supportive work context are mentioned as

main points.

When implemented properly psychological safety benefits organizations by raising perfor-
mance. As it is based on trust and respect it can create new opportunities for people and
organizations to learn and thrive (Edmondson, 2019, p. 18). As seen in figure 5 below when
psychological safety and standards are high the organization enters a learning and high-per-
formance zone, which is the ideal setting. When psychological safety is low, but standards
remain high it creates an anxiety zone; when psychological safety remains low, but standards
are also decreased it creates an apathy zone. It goes without saying that these are zones

where organizations do not want their employees to be in.
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Low Standards High Standards

Learning and High

High Psychological Safety Comfort Zone Performance Zone

Low Psychological Safety Apathy Zone Anxiety Zone

Figure 5. Psychological safety and Performance (Edmondson, 2019)

2.4.2 The potential disadvantages of Psychological Safety

Scholars Pierce and Aguinis (2013, p. 315) have studied a theory referred as the too-much-of-
a-good-thing effect. According to their research this effect occurs ““when ordinarily beneficial
antecedents reach inflection points after which their relations with desired outcomes cease to
be linear and positive”. In this chapter the research focuses on whether organizations can
suffer from the TMGT-effect and present too much psychological safety, and whether this can
affect organizations negatively. Additionally, Pearsall and Ellis (2011) have studied the nega-
tive effects of high team psychological safety. Their study showed signs that when teams had
high psychological safety, they were also more likely to act unethically, meaning that decisions
were often made with employees’ own benefits in mind; this hypothesis on self-serving bias
is also supported by Henriksen & Dayton (2006). Due to high psychological safety within the
teams, others were very ready to support these unethical ideas and, in addition, safeguard

each other.

In a study by Eldor et al. (2023) the researchers study the limits of psychological safety. The
results of the study are an important turning point, as psychological safety is only a good
factor in organizations to a certain extent, after this point it can potentially harm perfor-
mance. The study did not reduce the significance of psychological safety in the workplace, but
rather showed the other side of it. Too much psychological safety can cause distractions from

routine tasks as it increases the motivation to take risks and experiment negatively. In some
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fields this can be seen as an advantage as experimenting can sometimes lead to better and
more effective ways of working. In other industries, such as manufacturing or healthcare,
standard protocols have been implemented because of safety and collective decision-making.
Breaking these protocols can lead to dangerous outcomes, such as malpractice. Eldor et al.
(2023) continue in their study that especially people working in assembly can be easily dis-
tracted from performance outcomes and expectations if they are given the chance to openly
experiment in their work due to high psychological performance where it is acceptable to take

risks without repercussion.

Edmondson (2019, p. 196), however, explains that there is no such thing as too much psycho-
logical safety, instead it is a matter of discipline and understanding interpersonal fear. The
idea of psychological safety is not that employees can feel free to say what they want, such
as negative comments or profanities, and mask it as humour or just “being themselves”. Ed-
mondson (2019, p. 197) continues that the idea of psychological safety is also not that your
supervisor should be their employees’ close friend or always be kind and submissive towards
their team. The main point is to understand that psychological safety is about mitigating in-
terpersonal fear, meaning the fear of one’s supervisor or asking the wrong questions or being
embarrassed. This means that supervisors need to create a space where it is acceptable to be
vulnerable when faced with dilemmas. It is not about mitigating the consequences to bad

behaviour or inappropriateness, which is what people usually misinterpret.
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3 Methods

In this chapter we will move on to the empiric study of this thesis. The first chapters will briefly
present the organization for which this thesis study has been commissioned, research meth-
ods, materials, and measures. The final chapters will present the reader with the numerical

analysis, reliability and validity and sum variables of the study.

3.1 Prohoc Productions

The organization for which this thesis study is conducted is Prohoc Productions. It is classified
as a small and medium enterprise, SME. The case organization is an employer of both blue-
and white-collar employees and the current amount of workforce in the whole organization
is around 200 people. The main branch of business of the case organization is to provide flex-
ible workforce services to other organization, mostly in the marine manufacturing industry.
The company is a subsidiary of a larger parent company, Prohoc Oy, which has workforce all

around the globe and around 400 employees.

3.2 Quantitative research

This study was conducted using quantitative measures. Quantitative research is defined as
numerical analysis, in which one looks for answers to how much or how often something
happens, in addition to why they happen (Vilkka, 2021) It has been used widely in research,
as it helps analyse even vast amounts of data with ease. In quantitative research the goal is
to gain numerical data that is precise, and which cannot be collected using even the most
specific qualitative methods. Quantitative research is considered valuable because it creates
data that is generalizable for a larger number of results (Creswell, 2023, p. 215). Using quan-
titative methods gives researchers the opportunity to draw conclusions that extend further
than the data sample that has been collected for the current research, if the study has been

conducted and documented properly.



30

3.3 Research data collection

This study is used to measure how supervisor-subordinate relationships can affect commit-
ment and feelings of psychological safety in blue-collar subordinates. The data collected for
this study was collected from blue-collar subordinates at the case organization. The study
was conducted as a quantitative study; in this case meaning that data was collected using a
survey blanket on Webropol during February of 2024. Using web-based surveys helps gain
quick access to many responders at once, is accessible, does not have interviewer effects and
increases respondents’ willingness to answer openly and truthfully on even sensitive subjects
(Williams et. Al, 2022, ch. 6). The data collection started with creating and piloting the Webro-
pol-based survey to a group of people in blue-collar teams (not in from the commissioning
organization) of all ages; both Finnish and Swedish speaking, to study whether there were any
mistakes or difficulties in understanding survey questions. The piloting raised a few questions
on clarity, and these were addressed. Additionally, the need to alter the outlook, such as font

and background colour became clear, as the colours made the original survey hard to read.

The survey was marketed within company as fully voluntary without disclosing the subject to
avoid discussion within the work community, and therefore minimise biased answers. Data
was collected using three computers in a quiet conference room, as answering during work-
days in a factory setting is difficult in the actual work environment and this type of data col-
lection was seen as the best and most effective way to collect answers without disrupting
working. Employees could choose whether they wanted to participate and when they want
to participate. Upon arrival to the conference room, participants were informed what the
survey’s purpose is and assured of total confidentiality in the collection and handling of their
data. In addition, it was also stated that their names would not be reported in collected data
at all, only supervisors. It was also stated that this survey cannot be used in official company

reporting.

3.4 Measures

The survey has been divided into four sections: the first section simply asks the supervisor of
the employee, second section about perceived supervisor-subordinate relationships, third

section about perceived psychological safety; the fourth and concluding section presented
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two open questions, which were optional to answer. Previous surveys were used, although
they were modified to fit the context of a factory environment and some questions were re-
phrased for clarification. The survey adaptively used the following questionnaires, or parts of
them for this study: LMX7, the psychological safety scale and the organizational commitment

scale.

All the previously mentioned measures and original surveys were originally developed in Eng-
lish, but later translated to Finnish and Swedish and applied to proper context. All items were
scored on a 5-point Likert-scale with 1 being the most negative outcome and 5 being the best
outcome. In addition, some of the survey questions were reverse coded to make analysing

them in IBM SPSS easier.

3.4.1 LMX7

The quality of LMX can be measured using a seven-point questionnaire by Graen & Scandura
(1984), later adapted by Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) which is still widely used to this day, and
which is also adapted in this study to measure supervisor-subordinate relationships. The orig-
inal study by Graen and Scandura (1984) in which the questionnaire has been developed has
later evolved into a whole other subcategory of LMX called LMX7. LMX7 was created due to
a need to further understand the positive and negative outcomes of relationship qualities
between leader and follower. The questions used in this study have been adapted from LMX7
are as follows: (1) ‘Do you know where you stand with your leader, and do you usually know
how satisfied your leader is with what you do’, (2) ‘How well does your leader understand
your job problems and needs’, (3) ‘How well does your leader recognize your potential’, (4)
‘Regardless of how much formal authority your leader has built into their position, what are
the chances that your leader would use their power to help you solve problems in your worlk’,
(5) ‘Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority your leader has, what are the chances
that they would “bail you out” at their expense’, (6) ‘I have enough confidence in my leader
that | would defend and justify their decision if they were not present to do so’ and (7) How

would you characterize you relationships with your leader’.
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3.4.2 Psychological safety scale

This thesis used Amy Edmondson’s (1999) Psychological safety scale to research psychological
safety. The survey that was adapted from Edmondson’s original scale to include the following
guestions: (1) ‘l am able to bring up concerns or difficult issues’, (2) ‘Il am not afraid to make
mistakes’, (3) ‘If | do make a mistake it is not held against me’ (4) ‘It is easy for me to ask for
help from other members of this team’, (5) ‘No one on this team would deliberately act in a
way that undermines my efforts’ and (7) ‘No one on this team would abandon me for being

different (if | was different)’.

3.4.3 Organizational commitment scale

Meyer and Allen’s (1991) Organizational Commitment Scale to research organizational com-
mitment. This survey was created to understand which factors contribute to the commitment
that employees feel towards their employing organizations. This thesis adaptively used the
following questions: (1) ‘l would like to spend the rest of my career with this organization’, (2)
‘| feel that this organization’s problems are my own’, (3) ‘I feel like “part of the family’”’ at this
organization’, (4) ‘1 have invested significant time and effort for my place in this organization’,
(5) ‘One of the main reasons why | work in this organization is that | feel a sense of moral
obligation to stay’, (6) ‘I believe that a person must be loyal to the organization they work for’

and (7) ‘If | got another offer for a better job, it would not feel right to leave this organization’.

3.5 Reliability and validity

Reliability and validity are two of the most important terms when handlings research data
and authoring considerable research papers. Therefore, it is important to test the reliability
of collected data, certain tests can be performed using the SPSS-software to try to minimize
the risk of incomplete reliability. With relatively lesser amounts of data some parametric anal-
ysis cannot be performed, but in data samples over 100 most methods can be used quite
freely (Karjaluoto, 2007, page 10). Since the data sample in this research is N=97, it is close
enough to 100 and we will continue with analysing the reliability and validity of this data using

factor analysis and reliability analysis.
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3.5.1 Factor analysis

The main idea in conducting a factor analysis is to create factors that explain comparable
topics out of the variable data (Karjaluoto, 2007, p. 40). A factor analysis is an effective way
to find sum variables and pre-analyse survey data. These factors are created from variable
that have strong correlation which explain certain phenomena. The factor loading determines
how much can the factor explains these phenomena with the value being between -1 and 1
(Karjaluoto, 2007, p.41). The closer the factor loading of the value 1, the stronger the expla-
nation is. The communalities and eigenvalues of the variables in this factor analyses reflect
how effective the analysis is (Heikkild, 2014, p. 232). If the communality value is smaller than
0.3 researchers should reflect on whether the variable should be removed completely from
the analysis (Karjaluoto, 2007, p. 42). Similarly, the smaller the eigenvalue, the less it contrib-

utes to explaining variable dispersion — and vice versa.

Therefore, the first part is to further test reliability of collected data using exploratory factor
analysis. It starts with dividing the survey questions into three parts: supervisor-subordinate
relationships, psychological safety, and organizational commitment, just as the survey is di-
vided into different smaller surveys adapted by other scholars. When inputting different var-
iables into the SPSS factor analysis the communalities, especially the extraction-value, of each
variable seem to be valid upon observation as they all present values over .3 which means
that they are fit for factor analysis. To better interpret the results, the Varimax-rotation was

used to minimized loaded factors (Karjaluoto, 2007, p. 46).

The factor analysis results for supervisor-subordinate relationships are presented in table 1
below. The variables for this factor were questions based on LMX7 (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995;
Graen & Scandura, 1984). As can be seen, the communalities of the variables were not par-
ticularly high, so there is some question to whether they fully explain the variations of the
variable factories. Finally, after rotation no loaded factors were present. This means that all
the variables could be placed under one factor, which was named supervisor-subordinate re-

lationships.
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Table 1. Factor analysis of supervisor-subordinate relationships

Factor Analysis: Supervisor-subordinate relationships Factor Loading Communality

Eigenvalue 4,31
Variance explained 61,52%

1. Do you know where you stand with your leader, and do you usually know how .832 .624
satisfied your leader is with what you do?

2. How well does your leader understand your job problems and needs? .826 .556
3. How well does your leader recognize your potential .790 .603
4. Regardless of how much formal authority your leader has built into their 777 .583

position, what are the chances that your leader would use their power to
help you solve problems in your work?

5. Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority your leader has, what are 764 .566
the chances that they would “bail you out” at their expense?

6. | have enough confidence in my leader that | would defend and justify their 752 .683
decision if they were not present to do so.

7. How would you characterize your relationship with your leader? .745 .692

Moving on to the next factory analysis for psychological safety and the variables based on
guestions from Edmondson’s (1999) survey. This analysis produced two factors, and one var-
iable was cross loaded with values over 0.5. Therefore, the value 'l would not be rejected by
others on this team for being different’ was removed from this analysis. The remaining varia-
bles were then put into SPSS again using the factor analysis and this time the factor analysis
created only one factor. However, the extraction value of one variable, 1 am not afraid to
make mistakes’, was still exceptionally low with a value of .224. The factor loading value was
still .473, so it was decided that the variable will still be included in the factor. In the end, we
will continue with one factor, psychological safety. The communality values of this factor anal-

ysis were rather like those of the factor on supervisor-subordinate relationships.
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Table 2. Factor analysis of psychological safety

Factor Analysis: Psychological safety Factor Loading Communality
Eigenvalue 3,22
Variance explained 53,58%
1. lam able to bring up concerns or difficult issues. 725 .526
2. lam not afraid to make mistakes. 473 224
3. If 1 do make a mistake, it is not held against me. .651 424
4. Itis easy for me to ask for help from other members of this team. .817 .667
5. No one on this team would deliberately act in a way that undermines my .805 .649
efforts.
6. Working with this team, my unique skills and talents are valued and utilized .852 .725

Finally, the factor analysis on organizational commitment, seen below in table 3, did not pre-
sent cross-loaded factors worth mentioning after rotation. The variables used in this analysis
were of those from the organizational commitment survey by Meyer and Allen (1995). This
analysis produced the lowest communalities, which must also be considered reliability-wise,

as the results might not be the strongest possible.

Table 3. Factor analysis of organizational commitment

Factor Analysis: Organizational commitment Factor Loading Communality

Eigenvalue 3,92

Variance explained 56,02%

1. | would like to spend the rest of my career with this organization .823 491
2. | feel that this organization’s problems are my own .794 .485
3. | feel like “part of the family” at this organization 791 .630
4. | have invested significant time and effort for my place in this organization 732 477
5. One of the main reasons why | work in this organization is that | feel a sense of .701 .536

moral obligation to stay

6. |believe that a person must be loyal to the organization they work for .696 .626

7. If I got another offer for a better job, it would not feel right to leave this 691 .678
organization
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Next, the factor analysis continues with the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Ade-
guacy, KMO. The given variables have been rotated using Varimax, which is a right-angled
rotation that prevents strong charges between single factors in variables (Karjaluoto, 2007, p.
46). In the KMO test supervisor-subordinate variables presented a value of .884 and the Bart-
lett’s Test of Sphericity shows that the significance of these variables <.001. The variables on
psychological safety presented a value of .848 in the KMO test and a significance of <.001 in
the Bartlett’s test. The variables of organizational commitment present a value of .896 in the

KMO test and, once again, a significance of <.001 in the Bartlett’s test.

The values of a KMO-test are analysed as follows: >.90 = excellent, >.80 = good, >.70 = average
and >.60 = weak and should not be pursued (Karjaluoto, 2007, p. 44). When analysing result
values of the Bartlett’s test the significant value must be under <.01, meaning that the zero
hypothesis can be rejected as there is enough correlation between variables. Overall, it can
be stated that all three presented variables are valid and reliable and can be used to further

study using other tests.

Table 4. KMO test and Bartlett’s significance results.

Variable Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin Test Bartlett’s significance
(KMO)
Supervisor-Subordinate .884 <.001
Relationships
Psychological .833 <.001
Safety
Organizational .896 <.001

commitment

3.5.2 Reliability analysis using Cronbach’s alphas

The first part of this empirical study was a reliability analysis to measure the Cronbach’s alpha
value and to find out whether any of the variables needed to be deleted from the sum varia-
bles, each measuring a single construct (Heikkild, 2014, p. 178). Cronbach’s alphas are used

to study how high reliability is, but the value should surpass at leased 0.7 to be considered
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reliable. In this study’s case the sum variables are once again: supervisor-subordinate rela-
tionships, psychological safety, and organizational commitment. The Cronbach’s alpha of su-
pervisor-subordinate sum variables is .892 and none of the values under Cronbach’s Alpha If
Item Deleted were under the Cronbach’s alpha value, so it can be stated that all the survey
guestions can be used, as none of them affect the overall reliability poorly. Additionally, the
Cronbach’s alphas of psychological safety and organizational commitment were also strong,
both values were over .80, as seen below in addition to the means and standard deviations

of each variable.

Table 5. The Cronbach’s alphas, means and standard deviations of the data

Variable Cronbach’s N Mean Standard
alpha deviation
Supervisor-Subordinate .892 97 .3808 .61377

Relationships

Psychological .800 97 4106 .64129
Safety
Organizational .868 97 .3286 .80549

Commitment

3.5.3 Mean sum variables per supervisor

Sum variables are considered as variables that consist of two or more variables that measure
the same subjects (Karjaluoto, 2007, page 8). Sum variables can be transformed into mean
sum variables, which fist determine the mean value of each individual survey question and
then calculate the average value of these averages (Heikkild, 2014, p. 198). This is to keep the
data as accurate as possible, without having to calculate all questions and answers separately.
It is also more useful in this case, as the numbers should represent those on the survey scale
(1-5). Calculating the mean by dividing all sums with the number of answerers instead of var-

iables gives the most accurate value.
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In this thesis study the mean sum variables are first created using data from the whole re-
search group pool and creating four sum variables, one from questions on supervisor-subor-
dinate relationships, two from psychological safety (due to different factor loadings in the
factor analysis) and lastly, one from organizational commitment. Later these sum variables
are additionally divided by each supervisor’s teams’ answers per variable, meaning that the
final product will also give the reader information on the sum variables per supervisor. This is
because this study focuses on giving results on the effects in the whole organization, but still
even more importantly narrowed down to a supervisor level, to bring added value and infor-

mation for the case organization to work with, if needed.

3.6 Research data analysis

The analysis of research data was done using the IBM SPSS Statistics-software. SPSS was used
to analyse data using the following tests: reliability analysis, and factor analyses. In addition,
mean sum variables were created for each supervisor and for each variable for further stud-

ying in the analysis-chapter.

The variables were analysed using different testing methods on IBM SPSS. The first part of the
empirical study was to research the validity and reliability of the collected data using reliability
and factor analyses; after the study also created sum values composed of the different varia-
bles. These sum variables are supervisor-subordinate relationships, psychological safety, and
organizational commitment. The variables were then used to complete correlation and re-
gression analyses. A regression analysis is used when one wants to explain one dependent
with one or more independents (Karjaluoto, 2007, p. 51). In a regression analysis R squared
explains how well the analysis explains the relationships between variances, adjusted R
squared explains model fit, SEE explains the standard error of estimate (dispersion around
the regression), F explains the overall significance, significance explains the statistical signifi-
cance (p-value), VIF shows multicollinearity and beta values are used to compare variables
between each other. Essentially, for a regression analysis to work the variables must be nor-
mally dispersed and measured on an ordinal scale (Heikkild, 2014, p. 222). The correlation
analysis was done to find Pearson’s correlation of each sum variable. Pearson’s correlation

can have values ranging from -1 to 1 (Heikkila, 2014, p. 91). The closer the resulting value is
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to 1 the larger the correlation is between analysed values. Both tests were performed to find
the connection or effect of supervisor-subordinate relationships on psychological safety and

organizational commitment.

This chapter also presents the significance levels used in this thesis study. According to Heik-
kila (2014, p. 184) statistical significance is what scholars use to evaluate whether a given
result is random or if it can be statistically proven. The smaller the significance the smaller the
room for error is in the research or test. Therefore, it can be stated that the significance num-
ber determines whether the given values or analyses can be called reliable. The most common
significance levels are p £.001, p £.01 and p <£.05 ranging from most significant to almost sig-
nificant. SPSS marks the significance value as Sig. and results are usually just documented as

statistically significant or statistically non-significant (Heikkila, 2014, p. 185).

Table 6. Significance values

Significance Specification
p > 0,05 Not significant value
p < 0,05 Significant
p< 0,01 Very significant

p < 0,001 Highly significant
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4 Empirical Results

The first chapter focuses on variables and background variables, which in this case is only
supervisor, as age and other personal information was not considered relevant to this study.
In the next chapter the study focuses on analysing the outcome and correlation between var-
iables and how they connect to the answers on how perceived supervisor-subordinate rela-
tionships, psychological safety, and organizational commitment. Finally, this chapter also fo-

cuses on the main research questions.

4.1 Presenting the research material

The following chapter presents the only background variable collected in this study, which is
the answerer’s supervisor. Due to anonymity reasons the supervisors’ names have been
changed into “Supervisor 1-7". In the original survey they are divided by name and working
team, for clarity. In addition, this chapter presents the different sum variables of each super-

visor and their frequency analysis.

As we can see from the pie chart, the division of supervisors is even, but there is one supervi-
sor who has a larger team than others, with 27% of the whole answering pool. This supervisor
has also been temporarily set to lead another team due to sudden changes, but this has been
recorded as a different supervisor. This is to make the data easier to understand and report,
due to the teams being situated in a completely different cities in Finland and being separate
from each other. Therefore, it must be stated here that “Supervisor 3" and “Supervisor 4"

are data collected from the same supervisor.
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Supervisor 1
7%

= Supervisor 7
,/’ 13 %

Supervisor 2
17 %

Supervisor 6
14 %

4 .\
L R

Supervisor 3
10 %

Supervisor 5
12 %

Supervisor 4
27 %

Figure 6. Answerers’ supervisors with percentage division

Next this study will move on to the mean, median and mode values of all the survey answers
of the whole data pool. After, the mean values will follow from divided into supervisor groups
using the three created sum variables. The following tables present the frequency charts of
the questions on supervisor-subordinate relationships, psychological safety, and organiza-

tional commitment.

Variable 1: Supervisor-subordinate relationships

The first variable is supervisor-subordinate relationships. This is the “main compound” of the
study, as the hypothesis is that this variable affects the other two in some way. The following
table shows the results of the survey questions. The means of the answers range from 3,216

to 4,137. The mean of the sum variable of supervisor-subordinate relationships is 3,808. As
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the value three can be seen as neutral, this mean still leans close to the positive side, which
can be seen as a positive aspect for the organization. The survey questions receiving the high-
est score had to do with characterizing the employees’ work relationship with their supervi-
sor, while the lowest score was in the question on where the employees thought that their
supervisor would “bail them out” from trouble at their own personal expense. Overall, this
variable received rather positive scores in the survey, with the mean and median both being
4, meaning that the most common answer of employees was “relatively high/well”’, “some-
what agree’” or similar. The somewhat high score of this variable can be seen as a tell-tale
sign for suggesting that employees are, in general, rather satisfied in their work relationship

with their supervisors.
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Variable 2: Psychological safety

The following variable measured in the survey was psychological safety, which received the
highest answers out of all variables. The following chart documents the whole answer pool of
psychological safety. As we can see in the table below, the survey answers for psychological
safety are also rather evenly balanced. The mean of this variable is 4,113 and the means of
the answers ranged from 3,753 to 4,557, making it the highest scoring sum variable. The an-
swers of this variable leaned clearly towards the positive side and the question with the high-
est score was “It is easy for me to ask for help from other members of this team”. It can be
stated, that with the mean and median both being 4 that the most common answers were,
once again, “relatively high/well”’, “somewhat agree” or similar. Therefore, employees have

seen that their workplace and supervisors promote psychological safety most of the time.
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Variable 3: Organizational commitment

The final variable measured in the survey was organizational commitment. As seen from the
table below, the results for organizational commitment are the most diverse and dispersed.
The mean of this sum variable is 3,286 and the mode and median are both 3. The lowest
scoring question is “If | got another offer for a better job, it would not feel right to leave this
organization” and the highest scoring question is “| believe that a person must be loyal to the
organization they work for”’. In general, this answer received more one and two -values than
other questions, which means that answers leaned more to neutral or negative sides. This
might suggest that the correlation between this variable and the others is not that strong and

needs to be considered when analysing the research results.
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Now that the general picture of the employees of all the supervisors has been presented, this
study can move on to discussing the means of specific teams. Figure 10 below presents the
means of all three sum variables divided into supervisor teams and, as the table shows, the
answers are relatively similar between supervisors with quite minimal dispersion between
supervisors. The smallest values are in those answers of organizational commitment and the
highest values are in those answers of psychological safety, as was stated in the general anal-

ysis already done above.

In addition, Figure 10 shows that the highest score in supervisor-subordinate relationships is
Supervisor 6 and the lowest is Supervisor 1. The highest score psychological safety goes to
Supervisor 2 and lowest score goes to Supervisor 1. Finally, the highest score in organizational
commitment goes to Supervisor 2 and lowest to Supervisor 5. This data can give the case
organization some idea on which leader has the most effective type of leadership style when
it comes to fostering relationships, psychological safety, and organizational commitment in

these blue-collar employees.
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4.2 The effects of supervisor-subordinate relationships on the sum variables

The final analysis chapter utilizes correlation analysis, more specifically Pearson’s correlation,
and regression analysis to finally tie the research data together. Originally, the correlation
analysis was to be used to study the correlation between supervisor-subordinate relation-
ships and the other three sum variables, but unfortunately due to the small sample sizes the
results became too unsignificant for reporting. Therefore, correlation was analyzed using the

sample size of the whole answering group (N=97).

All guestions on supervisor-subordinate and their correlation to the sum variables were stud-
ied more precisely using Pearson’s correlation. The other analysis, regression analysis, was
also conducted using the whole groups answers (N=97) because of the small sample sizes and

the main values are reported and analyzed.

4.2.1 Results of the correlation analysis

The correlation between supervisor-subordinate relationships and the other two variables:
psychological safety and organizational commitment were first analysed using the values

from Pearson’s correlation.

The results of the correlation analysis between supervisor-subordinate and psychological
safety are seen in table 7. This table proves that supervisor-subordinate relationships corre-
late positively with perceived psychological safety. The correlation analysis presents a signifi-
cance value of <.001, meaning that the analysis result is very significant and supports the

hypothesis that there is a connection between these variables.

The same can be said for the correlation analysis between supervisor-subordinate relation-
ships and organizational commitment which can also be seen from table 7. that supervisor-
subordinate relationships also correlate positively with organizational commitment, as the

significance value is <.001, which is very significant.
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Supervisor-subordinate
relationships

Psychological safety r p N
A27**% <001 97
Organizational commitment r p N

.339**  <.001 97

Table 7. Supervisor-subordinate relationships as an explanation of psychological safety and organi-
zational commitment

These values give a promising idea of what the correlation is between sum variables. How-
ever, to study the effects of all supervisor-subordinate values more closely Pearson’s correla-
tion was done for all variables separately. In table 8 seen below it can be seen that most of
the variables of supervisor-subordinate relationships have a highly or very significant correla-
tion to the other sum variables. The only exception in this was the first variable ‘Do you know
where you stand with your leader, and do you usually know how satisfied you leader is with
what you do?’ This variable received a significance value of .12, which is not significant, when
comparing to psychological safety. Therefore, the hypotheses cannot be rejected when it
comes to correlating this variable with psychological safety. Another high value was in the
variable "How would you characterize your relationship with your leader?’ In this variable
when correlating to organizational commitment the p-value was 0.48, which is only signifi-

cant.

The highest correlations with psychological safety that can be seen from this analysis were in
the variables ‘How well does your leader recognize your potential’, ‘Again, regardless of the
amount of formal authority your leader has, what are the chances that they would “bail you
out” at their own expense?’ and ‘How would you characterize your relationship with your
leader?’ All three variables had p-values of <.001. Additionally, the variable ‘Regardless of
how much formal authority your leader has built into their position, what are the chances
that your leader would use their power to help you solve problems in you work?’ had a sig-
nificant correlation with both psychological safety and organizational commitment with a

value of <.001.
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Table 8. Pearson’s correlation of supervisor-subordinate variables
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4.2.2 Results of the regression analysis

The final analysis of this study was concluded as a regression analysis. The following data is
presented in the tables seen below: coefficient of determination (R squared), adjusted coef-
ficient of determination (R squared adjusted), standard error of estimate, significance, vari-
ance inflation factors and beta values. The following analyses did not present any outliers or
multicollinearity, which are signs of deviations or strong correlation between variables (Kar-

jaluoto, 2007, p. 52).

As seen in table 9 the first regression analysis is about comparing the variables supervisor-
subordinate and psychological safety. The explained variance in this regression analysis is
.182, which means that it is statistically significant. The adjusted R? shows that 17,4% of psy-
chological safety variables can be explained with supervisor-subordinate relationships. The
VIF has the value 1, which proves that multicollinearity is not a problem, and the beta value
is .427. The analysis also is statistically highly significant with a value of <.001. Other values
related to this analysis can be seen from the table below. Overall, it can be stated that super-
visor-subordinate relationships positively affect psychological safety, but it does not fully ex-

plain it, which could be expected.

Table 9. Supervisor-subordinate relationships as explanation to psychological safety

Regression analysis results

Explaining variable
Psychological safety

Explaining variable R® Adj.R? SEE F Sig. VIF beta
Supervisor-subordinate relationships 182 17,4 55794 21,175 <.001*** 1 427

*** highly significant <.001
** very significant <.01
* significant <.05

The second regression analysis is about comparing the variables supervisor-subordinate and

organizational commitment. The explained variance of this regression analysis, shown in table
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10. is lower with a value of .115. The adjusted R? shows that 10,5% of organizational commit-
ment variables can be explained with supervisor-subordinate relationships, which is also
higher than in the analysis before this. The VIF has, once again, the value 1, which proves that
multicollinearity is not present, and the beta value is .339. The analysis is statistically speaking
highly significant with a value of <.001. This shows that supervisor-subordinate relationships

affect organizational commitment positively but, obviously, does not explain it fully.

Table 10. Supervisor-subordinate relationships as explanation to organizational commitment

Regression analysis results

Explaining variable
Organizational commitment
Explaining variable R? Adj.R? SEE F Sig. VIF beta
Supervisor-subordinate relationships 115 .105 59050 12,322 <.001*** 1 339

*** highly significant <.001
** very significant <.01
* significant <.05

To summarize this analysis, it can be stated, that supervisor-subordinate variables have a pos-
itive connection to psychological safety and organizational commitment. This result can be
seen in figure 11, which presents the simplified results of the regression analysis in this study.
As the figure shows, the connection between LMX (which studies supervisor-subordinate re-

lationships) is a bit higher with psychological safety than with organizational commitment.

Psychological safety
A27***
Leader-Member Exchange
339%** Organizational
commitment

Figure 11. Summary of regression analysis
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4.2.3 Open survey questions

In the survey that the employees filled out, there was also an optional choice to answer two
open questions in the end. These open questions were ‘What actions could your supervisor
take to boost your psychological safety and commitment to this organization?’ and ‘Can you
provide examples of positive experiences where your supervisor has improved your psycho-
logical safety and commitment?’ Many employees did not give feedback on their supervisors
or their perceived psychological safety and organizational commitment. However, those who

did had mostly similar feedback and themes.

These open questions were to find if there were any specific notions that supervisors did to
enhance perceived organizational commitment or psychological safety in their employees.
They were also put in place to give new perspectives on accumulated data by giving employ-
ees the chance to explain their answers or give more targeted feedback in addition to their
answers to the closed survey questions. This was particularly important for the case organi-
zation, as it also gave concrete examples of where they were succeeding and what needed

some more work.

The key themes and answers to the first open question “ What actions could your supervisor

take to boost your psychological safety and commitment to this organization?”:

e “More face-to-face conversations and development discussions”
e “ljsten and ask, get to know us better”

e “Have better knowledge in company matters”

e “Be present and care”

e “Give more positive feedback and acknowledgement”

e “Keep promises”

e “Treat everyone equally”

Secondly, the key themes and answers to the second open question ’'Can you provide exam-
ples of positive experiences where your supervisor has improved your psychological safety and

commitment?”’:
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e “Giving clarity to work-related issues”

e “Trusting me to do my job”

e  “Truly caring about us and asking how we are doing”
e “Does what they promise”

e “Gives credit where it is due”

e “Helps me when needed, but gives me space to learn”

e “Does not micromanage”

Overall, these answers supported the research by giving concrete examples of what employ-

ees are satisfied with and what needs more improvement.

4.3 Summary of results

To provide a summary of this thesis study conclusions, table 11 reminds of the research ques-
tions, hypotheses, and results of this study. As can be seen all hypotheses are supported and
therefore this study can conclude that there are positive correlations between supervisor-
subordinate relationship quality, psychological safety and organizational commitment. It can
also be stated that different relationship types play a large role in perceived psychological

safety and organizational commitment of blue-collar employees.
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Table 11. Hypotheses and results

Hypotheses/Research questions Results

Hypothesis 1: Supervisor-subordinate Hypothesis 1 is supported
relationship quality will positively predict
organizational commitment

Hypothesis 2: Supervisor-subordinate Hypothesis 2 is supported
relationship quality will positively predict
psychological safety

Hypothesis 3: The means of all three variables Hypothesis 3 is supported
will reveal variations between different
supervisors, indicating that there are differences
in the quality of supervisor-subordinate
relationships
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5 Discussion

The purpose of this study was to examine if supervisor-subordinate relationships affect psy-
chological safety and/or organizational commitment. The research questions were whether
supervisor-subordinate relationships affect psychological safety and organizational commit-
ment, and which supervisors demonstrated the best results when it comes to high-quality
supervisor-subordinate relationships, psychological safety, and organizational commitment.
The study presents novelty value in the specific data for Prohoc Productions and the research

of especially psychological safety in a blue-collar manufacturing setting.

According to the outcome of the study there is a positive correlation between supervisor-
subordinate relationships, psychological safety, and organizational commitment. Addition-
ally, it was proven that all supervisor-subordinate variables had a positive correlation sepa-
rately with the psychological safety and organizational commitment sum variables. The cor-
relation between both supervisor-subordinate relationships and psychological safety, and
supervisor-subordinate relationships and organizational commitment were highly significant,
<.001. The open questions presented both improvements and positive experiences. Employ-
ees suggested more face-to-face communication and presence and positive experiences in-

cluded trust, feedback, and support.

The positive connection between variables supports the theoretical framework of the litera-
ture review. In the theoretical chapters previous studies have found the connection between
high-quality relationships and various other factors, including psychological safety and organ-
izational commitment. The high-quality relationships between supervisor and subordinate
create a psychologically safe workplace and therefore also better organizational commitment
(De clerq & Rius, 2007). Therefore, all variables are in some way connected to each other.
Maintaining high-quality supervisor-subordinate relationships helps create motivated em-
ployees with excellent work ethics and willingness to go beyond what is expected for the or-
ganization (Meyer & Allen, 1991) and create employees who feel safe to do their own jobs

properly and with confidence (Edmondson, 1999).
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Most respondents answered on the positive side (over 3). Finns have been known to give
mostly positive survey answers on the most difficult subjects (Jokivuori, 2004), so therefore it
should be considered that even a neutral answer, such as three, could mean there are some
hidden negative feelings. However, based on the findings and means of each supervisor the
situation of perceived supervisor-subordinate relationships, psychological safety and organi-
zational commitment is particularly good in the case organization. The variable on organiza-
tional commitment was slightly lower but this lower variable can be examined through un-
derstanding the Three-Component Model of Commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997) which pre-
sents commitment as composing of affective, continuance and normative commitment.
These types of commitment cannot directly be influenced by one’s supervisor or their actions

and therefore LMX cannot explain commitment directly.

The importance of all three researched variables was seen in the survey answers given by
Prohoc Production’s blue-collar employees. The importance of support, listening, helping, and
understanding was seen in the open questions’ answers and the theoretical framework when
asked how supervisors have helped employees’ psychological safety. The highest correlation
between supervisor-subordinate relationships and psychological safety seen in the regression
analysis were on variables regarding employee potential, relationship with supervisor and
trust. This is perfectly logical, as these are major factors when discussing the psychological
safety between supervisor and subordinate. Edmondson’s (1999) theory on psychological
safety explains that a supportive environment is crucial for high-quality supervisor-subordi-
nate relationships. The highest correlation between supervisor-subordinate relationships and
organizational commitment were on variables based on helping each other and understand-
ing employee needs. The correlation between these two main variables was not a strong, but
these results show that extending a helping hand to each other can strengthen the feeling of
commitment for a team and organization. This shows the case organization that these rela-
tionships need to be nurtured to keep satisfied and efficient employees and the best way to
do that is by building mutual trust and overall high-quality relationships in working teams.
This supports the Social Exchange theory of Blau (1964, 1965) where mutual support enforces
organizational culture and commitment. Additionally helping one another and fostering a pro-

active and helpful environment can create better commitment in teams.



60

The lowest correlation with the variables of supervisor-subordinate relationships were from
variables on the current standpoint with one’s supervisor. This variable was not perceived as
important, although it was statistically significant, to either psychological safety or organiza-
tional commitment. In addition, variables on whether an employee’s supervisor would help
them solve problems using authority and the character of the employee’s relationship with
their supervisor were also not perceived particularly important in terms of organizational

commitment.

5.1 Limitations of this study

As all research go, this study also has limitations that need to be considered. The limitations
explain whether there might be some factors that can hinder the validity and reliability of the

study.

Firstly, the survey did not collect other background variables other than supervisor. This limits
the ability to assess whether, for example, age, sex, or other background information could
affect psychological safety or organizational commitment. It has been researched before that
at least different generational cohorts do affect the perceived sense of commitment that em-
ployees can have (Singh & Gupta, 2014). Therefore, adding these background variables can
help understand which outside factors contribute to these feelings that employees have. In
addition, this thesis was conducted as a case study it only researched the answers of only one
organization and its employees. This mean that the study cannot be generalized as it was only
conducted in Finland and teams in two cities and therefore, it does not provide an accurate
description of all blue-collar employees, but only those of this organization. This study has
also not been verified or peer-reviewed, so its reliability has limits. These limits can however
be explained by the fact that due to this study being a master’s thesis, there were limits with

factors such as lack of funding and minimal time.

5.2 Suggestions for future research

During this study, some possible future research suggestions presented themselves to further
understand the connection between supervisor-subordinate relationships, psychological

safety, and organizational commitment. Even though all variables have been widely studied
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before, organizations and employees work lives are constantly changing, and the importance

of terms such as psychological safety are becoming more prominent in research papers.

The study showed that during the past years, organizational commitment and the quality and
importance of supervisor-subordinate relationships and organizational commitment have
changed drastically. Especially the ways employees perceive their relationships with their su-
pervisors has changed due to the difference of leadership and the values of modern working
life. Organizational commitment has created multiple dimensions since it became a factor in
the 1960s and it has become noticed that organizational commitment is built up of so many
different components. Therefore, this study poses a suggestion to study how to keep up with
the constantly changing attitudes of workers, especially blue-collar employees and how these
relationships should evolve to better enable high-quality relationships and commitment in
the future. This can also be studied in psychological safety, even though it is a more recent

term than the other two.

In addition, when considering potential future research, it would be a good idea to study blue-
collar employees of multiple organizations for a more general idea of answers within the man-
ufacturing industry. In addition, it would be an innovative idea to gather more background
information to see how these factors could affect the results in some way; they do. Finally, to
create a multi-dimension research it might be good to interview supervisors on their leader-
ship style to see how this affects the perceived supervisor-subordinate relationships and see

their perspective on the difficulties and possibilities to also support supervisors in their work.
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Appendices

Appendix 1. Survey questionnaire for Prohoc Productions -employees

Prohoc Productions

_ Pakolliset kysymykset merkitty tahdella (*)

Tama kysely toteutetaan Pro Gradu -tutkielmaa varten, jossa analysoidaan psykologista turvallisuutta ja
organisaatiositoutumista eri tiimeissi. Vastaukset ovat TAYSIN ANONYYMEJA ja niitii Kiiytetiiiin
ainoastaan kerran titi tutkielmaa varten.

Denna undersokning genomfors for en Pro Gradu -avhandling som analyserar psykologisk trygghet och
organisatoriskt engagemang i olika team. Svaren ir HELT ANONYMA och kommer endast att anviindas
en gang for den hir avhandlingen.

PSYKOLOGINEN TURVALLISUUS = Psykologinen turvallisuus tarkoittaa turvallisuuden tunnetta, jossa
ihminen voi ottaa riskeji, keskustella vaikeistakin asioista ja olla avoimesti eri mieltii ilman, ettii hiinen
tarvitsee peliitii negatiivisia seuraamuksia. Psykologinen turvallisuus mahdollistaa ilmapiirin, jossa
ihmisen ei tarvitse peliiti tulevansa tuomituksi ja jossa hiin voi antaa palautetta seki myontii tehneensi
virheen.

PSYKOLOGISK TRYGGHET = Psykologisk trygghet innebiir en kiinsla av trygghet diir en person kan ta
risker, diskutera svara fragor och dppet vara oense utan riidsla for negativa konsekvenser. Psykologisk
trygghet mojliggor en atmosfiar diar méanniskor inte behover vara riadda for att bli domda och kan dela
med sig av feedback och erkiinna att de har gjort ett misstag.

1. Kuka on esihenkilosi?
Vem iir din chef? *

Supervisor 1
Supervisor 2 r
Supervisor 3
Supervisor 4
Supervisor 5

Supervisor 6

OC0O0Q000

Supervisor 7

Mieti tiissi osiossa ylld luettelemaasi nykyisti esimiestiisi ja suhdettasi hiineen.
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(Loydit kaikki vastausvaihtoehtojen tarkoitukset painamalla (i)-kuvaketta numeron
vieresti.)

I det hiir avsnittet ska du tinka pa din nuvarande chef som anges ovan och din
relation till honom.

(Du kan hitta alla betydelser av svarsalternativen genom att trycka pa (i)-ikonen
bredvid numret.)

2. Tiediitko miti esihenkildsi sinulta odottaa ja tiediitké useimmiten kuinka tyytyviinen hiin on
tyosuoritukseesi?

Vet du vad din chef forvintar sig av dig och hur néjd hen ir med ditt arbete? *

1 2 3 4 5

Hyvin harvoin / Todella usein/
Mycket sidllan * O O O O O Vildigt ofta

3. Kuinka hyvin esihenkilosi ymmiirtia tyohon liittyviit ongelmasi ja tarpeesi?

Hur vil forstar din chef dina arbetsrelaterade problem och behov? *

1 2 3 4 5

Ei ollenkaan/ Todella hyvin/
O O O O O Riktigt bra

Inte alls *

4. Kuinka hyvin esihenkil6 tunnistaa potentiaalisi?

Hur viil kiinner din chef igen din potential? *

1 2 3 4 5

Ei ollenkaan/ O O O O O ;iiﬁin/

Inte alls *

5. Kuinka todenniikoistii on, ettii esihenkildsi kiyttiisi valtaansa auttaakseen sinua ratkaisemaan ongelmia
tyossisi (riippumatta siitd, miten paljon auktoriteettia hiin on rakentanut asemassaan)?

Oavsett av hur mycket formell auktoritet din chef har byggt in i sin position, hur stor iir chansen att han
skulle anviinda sin makt for att hiiilpa dig att 16sa problem i ditt arbete? *
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1 20] 3 a0 5

Olematon/ Erittdin korkea/
Ingen * O O O O O Mycket hog

6. Edelleen riippumatta johtajasi muodollisen auktoriteetin méidiriisti, mitki ovat mahdollisuudet, ettfi hiin
"pelastaisi sinut pulasta' omalla kustannuksellaan?

Oavsett av hur mycket formell auktoritet din chef har, hur stor fir chansen att hen skulle "ridda dig frin
problem" pi sin egen bekostnad? *

1 20 3 4 5

Olematon/ O O O O O Erittdin korkea/

Ingen * Mycket hig

7. Minulla on tarpeeksi luottamusta esihenkil6oni, etti puolustaisin ja perustelisin hiinen tekemiifin
paiitoksii, jos hiin ei olisi itse Lisni.

Jag litar tillriickligt pa min chef fir att jag skulle kunna forsvara och motivera de beslut hen fattade om
hen inte var nirvarande. *

1 2 3 4 5

Téysin eri mieltéd/ O O O O O Tiiysin samaa mieltd/

Haller inte alls med * Haller mycket med

8. Miten kuvailisit sinun ja esihenkildsi vilisen suhteen toimivuutta?

Hur skulle du beskriva hur relationen mellan dig och din chef fungerar? *

1 2 3 4 5

Erittdin tehoton/ Todella tehokas/
Extremt ineffektiv * O O O O O

Extremt effektiv

Mieti téissii vaiheessa, miten psykologinen turvallisuus on osa tybskentelyiisi ja tiimiiisi alla olevien
vilittimien avulla.

Vid det hiir laget kan du fundera pa hur psykologisk trygghet ér en del av ditt arbete och team med hjilp
av uttalandena nedan
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13. Minun on helppo pyytii apua muilta timiin tiimin jisenilti.

Det édr Litt for mig att be om hjilp fran andra medlemmar i det hiir teamet. *

1 2 3 4 5

Téysin erl mieltid/ O O O O O Téysin samaa mieltid/

Haller inte alls med * Haller mycket med

14. Kukaan tiissi tiimissi ei tietoisesti toimisi tavalla, joka heikentiiisi yrityksifini (suoriutua hyvin toisti
yms.)

Ingen i det hiir teamet skulle avsiktligt agera pa ett siitt som underminerar mina forsok (att géra mitt jobb
bra osv.) *

1 2 3 4 5

Téysin eri mieltid/ O O O O O Téysin samaa mieltid/

Haller inte alls med * Haller mycket med

15. Téimiin tiimin kanssa tyoskennellessiini ainutlaatuisia taitojani ja kykyjéini arvostetaan ja
hyodynnetiin.

Nir jag arbetar med det hiir teamet viirderas mina unika firdigheter och formagor och de kommer till

god anviindning, *

1 2 3 4 5

Tiéysin erl mieltid/ O O O O O Tiéysin samaa mieltid/

Haller inte alls med * Hiller mycket med

Harkitse lopuksi omaa sitoutumistasi tihiin organisaatioon (Prohoc) alla olevien kysymysten avulla.

Slutligen kan du fundera dver ditt eget engagemang fior den hiir organisationen (Prohoc) med hjiilp av
fragorna nedan

Viiittiimii arvioidaan edelleen seuraavalla asteikolla:
1 = tiysin eri mielti, 2 = jokseenkin eri mielti, 3 = ei samaa eiki eri mielti, 4 = jokseenkin samaa mielti, 5
= tiiysin samaa mielti

Fragorna utvirderas ytterligare pa foljande skala
1= haller inte alls med, 2 = haller inte med, 3 = varken haller med eller inte 4 = haller med 5 = haller
mycket med
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Tisti eteenpiiin seuraavia viittimii arvioidaan seuraavalla asteikolla:
1 = tiysin eri mielti, 2 = jokseenkin eri mieltii, 3 = ei samaa eiké eri mielti, 4 = jokseenkin samaa mielti, 5
= tiysin samaa mielti

Fran och med nu kommer foljande pastaenden att utviirderas pa foljande skala:
1= haller inte alls med, 2 = haller inte med, 3 = varken haller med eller inte 4 = haller med 5 = haller
mycket med

9. Pystyn tuomaan esiin huolia tai vaikeita asioita.

Jag kan ta upp bekymmer eller svara fragor. *

1 2 3 4 5

Taysin eri mieltd/ Téysin samaa mieltd/
Haller inte alls med * O O O O O Haller mycket med

10. Muut tiissé tyoryhmiissi eivit hylkiisi minua siksi koska olen erilainen (tai jos olisin erilainen)

Andra i den hiir arbetsgruppen skulle inte dverge mig for att jag ir annorlunda (eller om jag skulle vara
annorlunda). *

1 2 3 4 5

Taysin eri mieltéd/ Téysin samaa mieltd/
Haller inte alls med * O O O O O Haller mycket med

11. En pelkii tehdi virheiti.

Jag ir inte riadd for att gora misstag. *

1 2 3 4 5

Taysin eri mieltd/ O O O O O Téysin samaa mieltd/

Haller inte alls med * Haller mycket med

12. Jos teen virheen, sit ei kiiyteti minua vastaan

Om jag gor ett misstag, kommer det inte att vindas mot mig *

1 2 3 4 5

Taysin eri mieltd/ O O O O O Téysin samaa mieltd/

Haller inte alls med * Haller mycket med
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16. Haluaisin viettid lopun urani tissa organisaatiossa

Jag skulle vilja tillbringa resten av min karriir i den hiir organisationen *

1 2 3 4 5

Taysin eri mieltd/ Téysin samaa mieltd/
Stammer inte alls * O O O O O Haller mycket med

17. Koen, etti tiimiin organisaation ongelmat ovat kuin omiani

Jag kiinner att den hiir organisationens problem ir som mina egna *

1 2 3 4 5

Téysin eri mieltd/ Téysin samaa mieltid/
Haller inte alls med * O O O O O Haller mycket med

18. Tunnen olevani "osa perhetti' tissi organisaatiossa

Jag kiinner mig "som en del av familjen" i den hir organisationen *

1 2 3 4 5

Téysin eri mieltd/ Téysin samaa mieltd/
Haller inte alls med * O O O O O Haller mycket med

19. Olen kiyttinyt paljon aikaa ja vaivaa saavuttaakseni paikkani téissi organisaatiossa

Jag har investerat mycket tid och anstringning for min plats i den hiir organisationen *

1 2 3 4 5

Téysin eri mieltd/ Téysin samaa mieltd/
Stdmmer inte alls * O O O O O

Stammer 1 hog grad

20. Yksi tirkeimmisti syisti, miksi tyoskentelen tiissé organisaatiossa on se, ettii tunnen olevani velvollinen
jadmaian

En av de frimsta anledningarna till att jag arbetar for den hiir organisationen ir att jag kiinner mig
skyldig att stanna *

1 2 3 4 5

Téysin eri mieltd/ Téysin samaa mieltd/
Haller inte alls med * O O O O O Stammer 1 hog grad
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21. Koen, ettii henkilon on oltava lojaali organisaatiolle, jossa hiin tydskentelee

Jag anser att en person miste vara lojal mot den organisation diir hen arbetar *

1 2 3 4 5

Téysin eri mieltd/ Téysin samaa mieltd/
Stimmer inte alls * O O O O O Stdmmer 1 hég grad

22, Jos saisin toisen tarjouksen paremmasta tydsti, ei tuntuisi oikealta Eihted tiistii organisaatiosta

Om jag fick ett annat erbjudande om ett biittre jobb, skulle det inte kiinnas riitt att imna den hiir
organisationen *

1 2 3 4 5

Taysin eri mieltd/ O O O O o Téysin samaa mieltd/

Stimmer inte alls * Stdmmer 1 hog grad

23. Mitii erityisiii toimenpiteiti esimiehesi voisi tehdii psykologisen turvallisuutesi ja organisaatioon
sitoutumisesi liséifimiseksi?

(Vastaa lyhyesti muutamalla lauseella, jos haluat. Muuten voit vastata "'en osaa sanoa'’)

Vilka specifika atgiirder kan din chef vidta for att 6ka din psykologiska trygghet och ditt engagemang i
organisationen?

(Svara kort med nigra meningar, om du vill. Annars kan du svara ""kan inte siiga'') *

Toisin sanoen: Mitii esihenkildsi voi tehdi, ettii sind uskallat ilmaista mielipiteitiisi ja kritiikkii avoimesti
seki haluat jifidi Prohocille toihin?

Med andra ord: Vad kan din chef gora for att du ska vaga uttrycka dina asikter och Kritik dppet och vilja
stanna kvar och jobba pa Prohoc?
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24, Voitko antaa esimerkkejii positiivisista kokemuksista, joissa esimiehesi on jo parantanut psykologista
turvallisuuttasi ja sitoutumistasi?

(Vastaa lyhyesti muutamalla lauseella, jos haluat. Muuten voit vastata "en osaa sanoa'')

Kan du ge exempel pa positiva upplevelser dir din chef redan har forbiittrat din psykologiska trygghet och
ditt engagemang?

(Svara kort med nagra meningar, om du vill. Annars kan du svara "kan inte siiga''. *
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