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Abstract
Transformational leadership and employee engagehasat been studied in the private
sector, yet research in the nonprofit sector iscecadddressing this gap is important to
improve nonprofit practices, as nonprofit organad contribute to a myriad of social
issues critical to positive social change. UsingrBis theory of transformational
leadership, which places emphasis on motivatingisplring performance through a
shared vision and mission, the purpose of this tijiaéine study was to analyze the
effects of transformational leadership on emploglegagement in nonprofit
organizations. The study also assessed whethes tdarontrol acted as a mediating
variable on employee engagement. Locus of conteyl explain differences in the effect
of transformational leadership on engagement isglwith an internal locus of control
(self-motivating-lesser effect) versus an exteloalis of control (motivated by external
forces-greater effect). Data were obtained fromilmmaurveys of employees of 30
nonprofit organizations\ = 155). The surveys consisted of the Multifactor Lexadip
Questionnaire, the Utrecht Work Engagement Scaldtlae Work Locus of Control
Scale. Multiple logistic regression revealed a siggnt positive relationship between
transformational leadership and employee engagemergignificant evidence was
found to indicate that locus of control acted asegliating variable with regard to
engagement. Understanding the effect of transfoomaitleadership on employee
engagement may enable nonprofit organizations pwane their effectiveness in

programs and services, thereby contributing totpessocial change.



Employee Locus of Control and Engagement in Nonp@riganizations

by

Jacqueline A. Myers

M.B.A., Kaplan University, Davenport, lowa 2008

B.S., Kaplan University, Davenport, lowa 2006

Dissertation Submitted in Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements for the Degree of
Doctor of Philosophy

Public Policy & Administration

Walden University

July 2014



Dedication
| would like to dedicate this dissertation to Dané Henderson, my unofficial
mentor at Kaplan. She was my cheerleader, andrsiveesl me what it truly meant to
teach. When | became lost as a graduate studenhester let me second guess myself
and was unfailingly optimistic and supportive. $héhe reason | chose to pursue my

Ph.D. so that | may help others in their pursuidiofeducation.



Acknowledgments

| will forever be indebted to my dissertation corttee chairs, Dr. John Gilbert
and Dr. Mark Gordon. Dr. Gilbert somehow always agad to talk me off the ledge and
make me smile. For anyone writing a dissertatiamar and not taking yourself too
seriously are your best friends. Thank you Dr. &illfor providing me with those. Thank
you Dr. Gordon for taking over where Dr. Gilberft leff and for your inspirational
words upon reading my dissertation as well as yogouragement and insightful
guestions that helped me through the abstract.Kiyaum Dr. Goldman for being there for
me since the beginning. It was a pleasure meetgay the residency. Thank you to Dr.
Stallo for your patience during the abstract precégould also like to thank my friends
near and far for their quiet and unconditional supghat my family found impossible to
provide. Without them and their patience and urtdading, this dissertation would not
have been possible. Thank you to my friends Scwisidoor, Michael Stone, Jane
Henderson, Annissa Pellicano, Kat Taylor, and AWiaite who somehow never doubted

that | would accomplish this dream.



Table of Contents

LISt O TADIES ... e e e e e e e e e eees Vil
LISt OF FIQUIES ..t s e e e e e e e e e e Viii
Chapter 1: Introduction to the StUdY........ccoooeiiiiiiiii e 1
Introduction to the ProbIlem ...........o e 2
NPz T TR0 B (0] 0] (=] o PP 6
PUIPOSE Of the STUAY ...ceevieiiiiiiie ettt 7
ReESEAICh QUESTIONS ... ..t e+t e et s e e e e et e e e e e e eennnsa e e eeeenns 10
Research QUESTION L ... e e e e e e e 10
Research QUESTION 2 .......ooiii e e e e e e e e 10
Rationale and Significance of the Study ... 11
NAtUIe Of the STUAY ....evveeiiiiieee e 12
DefiNitioN Of TEIMS....coiiiiiiiiiiiii ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeesnnnnes 15
Assumptions and Limitations of the StUudy .....ccccc.oeeeiiiiiiiiiiii e 16
Theoretical FrameWOrK ...........oeuiiiuiiiiiaeee et e e e eeeeeeeeeenees 17
Significance of the StUAY .......ccooo oo 19
SUMIMABIY <.ttt oot eeeae et e e e e e eeet e e e e e ees bt e e e eeeebanaaaaaaeeeessnnnnaaaaanees 20
Chapter 2: Literature REVIEW.........coooiiiiiiiieiiieeeeeiiie e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeennnes 23
ST Vo [T 1 o o U UURRPPPPPPPPPPRRRRTRRN 23
History of Transformational Leadership......cccceeooooiiiiiiiiiiiicci e, 24
Transformational LeaderShip .........oooo e 26



(@Y= V=1 T 26

Transformational Leadership .........ooooo oo eaeeees 26
Transactional LEadership .........uu.eeuicommmm ettt s s e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeeeneeeeennnnes 33
Current Literature on Transformational Leadership...........ccccccceeeveiiiiiiiiiiiinnnns 36.
Transformational Leadership in OrganizationS..............veveciiiieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeiennnes 38
BN CS e 42
Self-Awareness and Emotional Intelligence ...cccceooeeee e 43
EMPOWEIMENT ..o e et e e e e e e aaans 46
Organizational ComMItMENT...........cooiiiiieeee e 48
JOD SAUSTACION ... 49
T aToAVZ=Y i o] o E PP PPPPPPPPP 51
INAIVIAUAIS VEISUS GIOUPS.....evvveeieiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeaattaassss s e e e e e e eeaaeanaaaesaseeeeees 53
Transactional Leadership .........uuueeuucommmmm ettt s s e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeseeeeneeeeenennes 56
Public, Private, and NONProfit SECIOIS.... e i i ee e e e 58
CONCIUSION ...ttt e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e tnn e e e e e e e nnnees 59
Evolution of the Work Engagement Theory ... 59
Personal Engagement/Personal Disengagement Theory...........ccccceeeieiiiieeeeeeenn. 59

Job Demands-Job Resources Model of BUrNOUL e e eeuveeeeeeeeieeeiiieiiiniennnn 1.6

2 T[T 10 | A 8 1= To R 62
WOrk ENgagement TREOIY ........coovviveeeees s eeeeeasanannsnnsssaaeaaaaasaasseseanenseesees 66
(o =To =T 0 1= o | T UPPRTPPI 66
LAY Lo 1 =T = o =T 1 41T o | 82



o =To =T 0 1< o | T PPPTPPIN 82

JOD DEMANAS-RESOUITES .....cceiiiiiiiiiie et 91
LOCUS Of CONEIOL ...t 100
SIMIlAN STUAIES ..o ettt e e e e e e e e e 102
(@1 7= 1 00 (1 [ )Y/ 104
CONCIUSION ...ttt ettt e e e et e e e e e n e e e e s s e e e e e eans 106
Chapter 3: Research Method................ e oo eeeeeeeeeese e r e e e e e e e 107
LaLigoTo (U Lot 1 o] o PP PPPPPRPPP 107
Population and Sample ..........ooeeeiiiiiiiceeeeee e ——————————— 108
Feasibility and ApPPrOPriatENESS.......... . s eeeeeeeeeeeeereeereeerrrnnnn e eaeaeeaaas 111
INSTIUMENTALION .....vveeieieiiiiie e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeens 113
Reliability and Validity............coooeiiiii e e e e veeeeee e 115
The SUIVEY TOOIS ... .o e e e e e e e e e e e ennneeeseernnnnns 115
COMPULET SOTEWATE .....euiiiei e eeeeeeeeee e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeaeeenneeeeennnees 117
RESEAICN DESIQN....eiiiitiiiiiii ittt e e 117
Research QUESTION 1 ... ..cooiiii i eeeer e e e e e e ee e 120
Research QUESTION 2 ......cooiiii e e e e e e ee s 120
N T LY LSRR 123
VaNADIES ... e e 123
MUILIPIE REQIESSION .. ..ccceeiiiieeeeeeeeee e ettt s e s e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeessennnneenssssnnnns 123

Informed Consent and Ethical Considerations we .ccoveeeeeeeieeeeeiiieiiineinnnn... 126

SUMIMIAIY ettt ererrm et e e et e e e et e e e e et e e e et e e e enma e e e eesa e eeennnas 128



Chapter 4: RESUILS ..o+ttt e s s e e e e e e e e aa e e e aeeeeeeaeeeeeeennsnnnnnns 130

INEFOTUCTION ... e e e e e e e e e 130
RESEAICH QUESTIONS .....e it s ettt e e e e et e e e e e e et e e e e e e e rnesra e e 130
D= U= B Yol £=T=7 o1 oo SRR 131
RESEAICH QUESTIONS .....i it s+t e e e et e e e e e e et e e e e e eeenesraa e e 132
Research QUESTION 1 ......oooiiii i eeees e e e e e e ne s 132
Data Collection and ANAIYSIS.........iiiiiiieeeeeecieis e e 132

D= U= B Yol 12T = o1 T [ USURR 132
RESEAICH QUESTIONS .. ..t e+t e e e e et e e e e e e et e e e e e eeenesra e e 133
RESEArCh qUESHION ONE.......ccci i e e et ee e e e as 133
Research QUESTION 2 .......ooiii i eeees et e e e e e e 135
(DT od ] oAV SIS 1] 1o 138
Multifactor Leadership QUESHIONNAIIE .........cceeeviieveiiiiiiiiiciee e ee e eeeeeeee 142

Idealized Influence (Attributed)..........ooeeeeeiiiii i 142
Idealized INflueNCe (BENAVIOI) ..........uu.n e eeeeveiiiee s e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeeseesvennnneenees 143

Inspirational MOTIVALION.................eevetimmmmreeeeeeniese s s e e e e e e e e e e e e e ereeeeeeeeennnneereannnn 145
Intellectual SHMUIALION ..........ooiiiii e 146
Individual CONSIAEIALION..........eeeiiiiiiiereeeiei e 147
(@] a1 1] g o =] 0| f =d=1i17= 1 o PSRRI 148
TranSfOrMAatiONAL ...........coiiiiiiiiiee e e e e 149
TranNSACONA.........oeeiiiiiii e s 150
Management-By-EXCEPtion (ACHIVE) ............ceemmmreeiieeeeeeeeieeeeeeeesiiiine e 150



Management-By-EXCEPtion (PASSIVE) .........ueeemmemrrrriiimiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeseeeeessnnnnes 152

Laissez-Faire Leadership ...........uuuuiuuieeeeeeeeiiiiiiiiissses e e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeessessennnnnesnnnnns 153
EXIrA EFFOT ..ot 154
EffECHIVENESS ..ot 155
SALISTACTION .....ceeeeieiiiie ettt 156
Utrecht Work Engagement SCale...........uueceeiiiiiiii e 157
Yo o S 157
DEAICALION ...ttt emmm ettt e e e e e e e emnr e e e e 158
Y o101 0 1o o TS 159
Work Locus Of CONtrol SCAIE ............oeviimmmm e 159
SUMIMIAIY ettt ererre et e e et e e e et s e e e et e et et e e e ennaneeeesn e e eennnas 160
Chapter 5: Results, Conclusions, and Recommendation...............cccceeeeeeneeeeeeeenn. 621
RESEAICH OVEIVIEW ...ttt e e e e 162
1T [T 0 164
Transformational Leadership ..........oooo oo 164
[T a g o1 (o) V=TT =t o F= Vo T=T 4 1T o | 166
LOCUS Of CONEIOl ...t 167
SUMMArY Of FINAINGS ...t e e e e e e ee e e e e e 169
Implications of the Study: Social Change......ooeviiiiiieiccce e, 169
Yo Tor = L @ =T o Vo 1= 171
Y 10 [0 |V IR 1 = o 1SRRI 172
Errors in Data CollECHON ........cooiiiiiii i 172



Self-Report QUESLIONNAIIES ............coevscemmmmm e eeees e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeereeenn s 172

Survey Selection and Research DeSIgN......cccoovvvveeeeiiiiiiiiieee e e 173

Further Study and RESEAICN ..............vtcemmmmmm oo eeeeee e et eeeee e 173

CONCIUSION ...ttt ettt e e e et e e e e e ne e e e s s e e e e e e ans 174
RETEIENCES ... i ettt e e e e e e e e e 175
Appendix A: Multifactor Leadership QUeStiONNAILE a......vvvveiiiiieeiieeeeeeeeeeeeieeiiins 212
Appendix B: Utrecht Work Engagement Scale .........ccccooveeeeeiiiiiieeeeeiiiiceeeeeee 213
Appendix C: Work Locus of Control SCale.....coueeeeeeeeiiieieeiiiiiiiieeeeiee e 214
Appendix D: Informed CONSENT........cccoiii it eeeeeeieie e e 215
Appendix E: Permission to Use Multifactor LeadepsQuestionnaire......................... 218
Appendix F: Permission to Use Utrecht Work Engaganseale...........cccccvvvvvceeeennnn. 221
Appendix G: Permission to Use Work Locus of Con8oale................ccccevvvvvvviinnnnnne 222
Appendix H: Survey Monkey’s Privacy and Securityiéles ............cccceeevvvvvvvnninnnnn. 224

Vi



List of Tables

Table 1. Multiple Linear Regression With Transfotioaal Leadership Scores,

Transactional Leadership Scores, Locus of Corawad, Gender Predicting

Employee ENQagemMENt .........uuuiiiiee e ceeeeeee e e ne e 135
Table 2. Mediation Results With Transformationahtership Predicting

Employee ENQagemENt .........uuuiiiie e cceeeee e e eee e 137
Table 3. Mediation Results With Transformationahtership Predicting Locus

OF CONMIOL ... e e e e e e 137
Table 4. Mediation Results With Locus of Control diing the Relationship

Between Transformational Leadership and Employegagement................... 138
Table 5. Frequencies and Percentages for Locustir@ and Leadership Style ........ 138
Table 6. Frequencies and Percentages for Partisidaemographic

ChAraCteriSHICS ... et 139
Table 7. Cronbach Alpha Values, Means, and Standaviations for

Transformational Leadership, Transactional Leadprafigor,

Dedication, Absorption, and the Work Locus of Cohfrotal Scores............... 142

Vii



Figure 1.
Figure 2.
Figure 3.
Figure 4.
Figure 5.
Figure 6.
Figure 7.
Figure 8.
Figure 9.

Figure 10

Figure 11.
Figure 12.
Figure 13.
Figure 14.
Figure 15.
Figure 16.
Figure 17.
Figure 18.

Figure 19.

List of Figures

Residuals scatterplot to assess homasiEtA. ..............evvvvviiiiiiiieeeeeeen 134

Idealized influence (attributed).....ccceeveeeeeeeiiiiiiiie e 142
Idealized influence (DENAVION) .....ccceevvviiiiiiiiee e 144
Inspirational MOLIVALION............ceeeeiiiiiiiiii e 145
Intellectual SMUIALION ........coooeeeei e 146
INdividual CONSIAEIALION ... e e ettt e e 147
(70 o110 To 1T o] B =117 7= 1 o USSR 148
TransformMational .............oveiiemeeiei e 149
TranSaCONA ........cooiiiiiii e 150
. Management-by-exception (aCtiVe) ........ccceeeeeiiiieeeeiiiiieeeeeeeae 151

Management-by-exception (PASSIVE).cccuae . iriiieeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeveiiae 152

Laissez-faire leadership ........cccceerveiieeiiiiiiiiiiii e 153
EXIra €ffOrt.......eeeeeeeee e 154
EffECHIVENESS. ... 155

SaALISTACTION ... 156

Y 010 11 o 1o o ISR 159

LOCUS OFf CONTIOL. ... oo e ettt ettt e e e e e e eeeann 160

viii



Chapter 1: Introduction to the Study

Organizations and researchers have long studiedgeament and leadership
theories in the hope of finding ways to increas@leyees’ productivity and efficiency.
These theories have evolved from the days of saudbcratic control to more recent
enlightened approaches. Among those theories détship is transformational
leadership, an approach where leaders use motivatipport, and feedback to inspire
employees to not only meet their goals but to rdmgiond them. Transformational
leadership has gathered a great deal of attentidmessearch. The opposite of leadership
is the concept of followership, which considerglie@hip from the perspective of the
follower. Although followership theories are not@svalent as leadership theories, they
represent a respected area of research. One saty th employee engagement, in
which organizations empower and encourage empl@®eesll as provide them with the
tools and training they need in order to perforeirtduties, providing a motivational
environment that allows them to take ownershighgirtroles, thus increasing efficiency
(Schaufeli, & Salanova, 2007b). Additionally, tr@ncept of locus of control states that
individuals generally possess an external locuatrol or internal locus of control.
Individuals with an external locus of control calesi others (supervisors, fate, the
organization) to be in control. On the other handividuals with an internal locus of
control view themselves and their own behavior @acisions as the controlling factors
in their successes or failures (Tillman, Smith, #fifian, 2010). Together, this study will
investigate transformational leadership’s effeceamployee engagement in a nonprofit

organization, taking locus of control into accoaata mediating variable, which will fill



a gap that exists in the literature with regarthiostudy of leadership’s effect on
followership taking into account an employee’s ot control.
I ntroduction to the Problem

Nonprofit organizations are defined by the Unit¢dt&s’ Internal Revenue Code,
Section 501(c)(3). The name is a bit of a misnomgmnonprofit organizations may
actually earn a profit. However, unlike for prafitganizations, those profits are not
distributed to owners or executives. Nonprofit eigations are exempt from federal
taxes. According to the United States Internal ReeeService, “[tlhe exempt purposes
set forth in section 501(c)(3) are charitable gielis, educational, scientific, literary,
public safety testing, fostering national or inetranal amateur sports competition, and
preventing cruelty to children or animals” (IntelrRevenue Service, 2012, para. 1).
Nonprofit organizations exist for a wide varietymfrposes and causes and are a
necessary part of promoting positive social chahgaugh increasing awareness of
issues and active development of programs andcesrdesigned to aid and support
those issues. Indeed, nonprofit organizations @nsidered the heroes of society (Smith
& Richmond, 2007). Considering the enormity of soeial responsibility and reform that
they assume, it is reasonable to state that witth@umh society would be greatly
diminished.

Many individuals believe that the mission and wisgd a nonprofit organization
as well as the passion behind the cause are motnvatough for employees within such
an organization (Lanfranchi, Narcy, & Larguem, 20Y@nay & Yanay, 2008).

However, when the philanthropic goals and altraisttentions collide with oppressive
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and/or abusive leadership tactics, the passiorcaunse that attracted employees to the
organization could erode, diminishing their drigeperform and excel (Yanay & Yanay,
2008). Indeed, employees who feel they have nacbinttheir job duties often take
control through counterproductive activities (Daleam, Weiss, Welch, & Hulin, 2009).
These tactics include avoiding and even sabotagory responsibilities and doing the
absolute minimum amount of work required (Detergvino, Burris, & Andiappan,
2007). Other counterproductive activities includeducing work of poor quality, theft,
and conflict with coworkers (Hayden & Madsen, 20B8bst, Stewart, Gruys, &
Tierney, 2007). Turnover is very costly for orgaatians in terms of recruiting and
training, and inefficiency due to unmotivated amthappy employees may result in less
than adequate outcomes.

Thus, organizations are recognizing that leadersl@pond mere management, is
a critical component of organizational successc8s&ful leadership in the current
market requires building commitment and trust (@eldl Hayes, & Long, 2010).
Leaders must develop organizational relationshipshuild trust and inspire ethical
behavior in order to be effective (Caldwell et 2aD,10). In order for this to happen,
leadership involves facilitating organizational nga (Cotae, 2010). In an ever changing
marketplace, and in an uncertain economic clinctange has become the status quo.
Many leadership theories may be found in the bddyevature, and some research
suggests no one style is appropriate in everytsiuéEkaterini, 2010). Yet, those
leaders who motivate and inspire will produce cstesitly improved productivity and

efficiency from employees (Jam, Akhtar, Ul Haq, AdarlJ-Rehman, & Hijazi, 2010).
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As unions disappear, as corporate trust eroddsiface of scandals, and as job security
ceases to exist, the need for leadership grows msistent.

A key factor, and one often overlooked, is thatotibwership. All too often,
leadership research focuses solely on the leadkiganres the effect of leadership on
followers, except through observed outcomes (nhergased bottom line, customer
satisfaction, and decreased turnover). The de@siwade by employees in nonprofit
organizations determine the public’s perceptiotheforganization and its ability to
fulfill its goals (Smith, McTier, & Pope, 2009). Agith leaders, no one definition of
followers exists. One study suggested that fouichigypes of followers exist: (a)
alienated, (b) exemplary, (c) passive, and (d) @onist (Mushonga & Torrance, 2008, p.
186). Alienated followers typically exhibit criticthinking yet remain passive and
cynical (Mushonga & Torrance, 2008). Exemplarydalérs are also critical thinkers but
are active and question authority without beingehedus or disruptive (Mushonga &
Torrance, 2008). Passive followers are passive@mgire oversight and supervision and
do not display qualities of critical thinking (Musiga & Torrance, 2008). Finally,
conformist followers are generally active but coimpl without strong critical thinking
skills and preference for the status quo (Mushdadarrance, 2008). Clearly, followers
differ as leaders differ.

Moreover, nonprofit organizations are not immuraerfrscandals and corruption.
Cases include the United Way and the American Red<;although small nonprofit
organizations may be more susceptible to the teioptto commit fraud or look the

other way in the face of malfeasance through ldadogernance (Dede, 2009). Due to
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their tax-exempt status, cases of nonprofit franedespecially egregious—so much so
that the United States created the Panel on th@idbhSector that provides oversight of
nonprofit activities (Smith et al., 2009). At thanse time, nonprofit organizations rely on
volunteers to maximize their limited resourceduléll various organizational functions,
and to further their missions (Orwig, 2011). Toaadt and retain quality employees and
volunteers, nonprofit organizations must proviégmsparency and accountability, ensure
compliance with laws, and practice ethical orgatmrel activities (Geer, Maher, &
Cole, 2008). Ethical nonprofit organizations asoahore attractive to donors, creating
greater opportunities for ethical nonprofits towgedunding (Lichtenstein, Drumwright,
& Braig, 2004). With the charitable nature of naofgrorganizations, society has an
expectation of ethics and ideals (Smith & Richma@D7).

Together, it means that there is a desperate meedhical and conscientious
leadership in nonprofit organizations. These orztions need leaders who will conduct
operations ethically and with their employees, ntders, donors, and recipients in mind
and who will work ethically toward their missionsdain compliance with all laws and
regulations. Nonprofits need leaders who will @btaally, legally, and responsibly with
regard to donations, grants, and other fundingvamal will guide them through change
and turmoil in an ethical and unshakable manneeyThust have leaders who will attract
and motivate employees and volunteers to fulfdlitimissions and who will inspire
individuals and corporations to donate. Nonprofgamizations also need leaders who

will ensure transparency and accountability and whibdo more than manage and lead
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the organization towards administrative health ettical stability to exemplify the solid
pillars that society expects.
Nature of Problem

Nonprofit organizations require funding to provalsocial service, as their
income is typically derived from charitable donaspand every cent counts towards
completion of the organizations’ programs and dibjes. Funding is no less important in
the context of employees’ salaries. Organizatioreny sector seek to hire qualified
employees who are efficient and effective for thaldy of work as well as productivity.
Nonprofit organizations are no different. In faatmployee efficiency may be more
important in the philanthropic sector in order taka the most of scarce resources. Thus,
any factors contributing to employee counter-praigity should be avoided and/or
eliminated for the success of the organization.

Many leaders of nonprofit organizations may hait&lto no leadership training
or education, believing only their passion for taeise is necessary for the success of the
organization, yet it is certainly almost never tlase (Hayden & Madsen, 2008). To
ensure that an organization stands a fighting ahabhsuccess, leaders of nonprofit
organizations must employ supportive, nurturingléxahip styles to prevent
counterproductive measures giving employees coatrdldecision-making abilities
whenever possible (Rowold & Rohmann, 2009). Whdthldiransformational leadership
and employee engagement have been heavily studibe private sector, research in the
nonprofit sector appears less frequently. Aftedra@adaugh review of the literature, the

effect of transformational leadership on employnengagement in nonprofit
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organizations using both the Multifactor LeaderdQipestionnaire and the Utrecht Work
Engagement Scale measurement tools appears irtudiesrelated to the nonprofit
sector. Yet they both incorporate other theoriewel§ and neither examines the
phenomenon using a mediating variable of locusatrol. Transformational leadership,
with its nature of motivation, inspiration, and esm@rment, has been shown to
positively affect employees’ engagement in nonpraiganizations, increasing efficiency
and productivity and decreasing negative workplsseaviors and turnover rates
(Mancheno-Smoak, Endres, Polak, & Athanasaw, 2d@ployees are engaged when
they experience empowerment, job control, suppod,improved efficiency.
Additionally, locus of control may act as a medigtvariable affecting the degree that
employees experience employee engagement. Howdraraional leadership affects
employee engagement with the mediating effect @idoof control in nonprofit
organizations represents the gap in the literaiMi@le research states that
transformational leadership creates positive ougsom nonprofit organizations, and
employee engagement may increase productivity npradit organizations,
transformational leadership’s effect on employegagiement in nonprofit organizations
is wholly missing from the body of literature witbgard to locus of control. Nonprofit
organizations are critical to society and posiseeial change. They, therefore, deserve
all of the tools available to ensure success.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this quantitative study is to foondeadership within the context

of 30 varied and diverse nonprofit organization®ss the country with the goal of
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improving leadership and increasing employee prtvdte Increased productivity will
ultimately lead to improved organizational sucosghin the nonprofit sector. When
individuals have a better understanding of leadprahd communication skills, applying
more appropriate leadership skills and tacticsy thay improve organizational success
(Schyns, Kiefer, Kerschreiter, & Tymon, 2011). Isaxial sense, improved leadership is
very relevant and much needed in society, busirgsbpolitics to overcome challenges
and reach understanding. In a very real sense rafihgrganizations are the root of
positive social change by creating awareness fasesaand injustices and lobbying for
reform. Rarely does one individual contribute taevscale, positive social change.
Rather, it is the collective action of nonprofiganizations unified for the purpose of
creating social change, promoting a cause, lobbigngupport, and changing society for
the better. Helping nonprofit organizations to &ethanage their operations and provide
leadership for their success is an important stepaating social change. Nonprofit
organizations in their role of fostering changésirey awareness of social causes, and
driving public policy are instrumental for society.

This research is intended to measure how the ingdacansformational
leadership (dependent variable) affects employgageament (independent variable) in
nonprofit organizations. It also seeks to determvhether locus of control (control
variable) acts as a mediating variable with regarithe degree an employee experiences
engagement. Although this research focuses on B8frabts, it may generate interest in
further study within the private and public sectdmsadership is ultimately a relationship

between one (or more) person(s) with perceived poveatrol, authority, respect,
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knowledge, or some other perceived superiority &ithther person(s) (Burns, 1978).
Thus, the concept of leadership and its ramificegtiextend beyond organizations into the
realm of psychology, sociology, politics, busindasjily, and almost every area of
personal interaction.

Techniques such as transformational leadershipeamployee engagement may
provide managers with tools to more successfullpaga both operations (shared goal
and mission) and personnel. Nonprofit organizationst rely on donations, to a large
extent, for their funding and therefore must mazenihose funds and minimize
expenditures. Turnover is very costly for organaag, resulting in the need for
recruiting and training, as well as the time awayrf other tasks to conduct those
activities. Managers who practice transformatideatiership may help to reduce
turnover and increase efficiency (Schaufeli, Salan&onzalez-Roma, & Bakker, 2002).
Likewise, engaged employees are less likely todeheir jobs and are more efficient
than nonengaged employees (de Lange, De Witte, ®|&kers, 2008; Halbesleben &
Wheeler, 2008; Kowske, Lundby, & Rasch, 2009; RiahpCivian, Shannon, Jeffrey
Hill, & Brennan, 2008; Swaminathan & Rajasekardl @ van Schalkwyk, du Toit,
Bothma, & Rothmann, 2010). However, no matter homovative and progressive a
leadership concept may be, no one size fits ath&employees may prefer more rules,
structure, and supervision than others, appregatimowing what they can and cannot do
and removing all expectation of control. Thesevidiials have external locus of control
and believe that others are in control of theiesivOther employees may prefer

autonomy, job control, and flexibility. These indiuals have internal locus of control



10

and believe that their actions predict their coneeges. Leaders must recognize the
differences in employees and implement an individad approach with followers to
ensure that all employees, regardless of locuswtiral, respond in a way that will lead
to increased productivity and performance and reduarnover.
Resear ch Questions
Resear ch Question 1
RQ1: Are transformational leadership scores prediobf employee engagement
in nonprofit organizations?
H1,: Transformational leadership scores do not prestigbloyee engagement in
nonprofit organizations.
H1. Transformational leadership scores do predictleyge engagement in
nonprofit organizations.
Resear ch Question 2
RQ2: Does locus of control mediate the relationgi@fween transformational
leadership scores and employee engagement in rfargrganizations?
H2,: Locus of control does not mediate the relatiopsigtween transformational
leadership scores and employee engagement in rfargrganizations.
H2,. Locus of control does mediate the relationshigvben transformational
leadership scores and employee engagement in rffargrganizations.
In this study, transformational leadership, tratisaal leadership, locus of

control, and gender represent the independentblasalhe dependent variable is
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employee engagement. This study will determine mdrethe dependent variable is
affected by the independent variables through ipleltiegression.
Rationale and Significance of the Study

The body of literature on leadership is extens¥at. gaps in the research exist
concerning employee engagement in response tddraretional leadership, and how it
could decrease negative workplace behavior sutlilagng and demeaning behavior,
disrespect (Hauge, Skogstad, & Einarsen, 2007))ankdof lines of communication
(lllies & Reiter-Palmon, 2008), among others, a®@ponent of a nonprofit
organization’s ability to succeed. Additionally, ather study looks at locus of control as
a mediating variable with regard to employee engege. Leadership research generally
focuses on the styles and theories, and more linégsearch exists on the subject of
followership. This study seeks to establish a i@tship between transformational
leadership (leadership) and employee engagemdiawarship) in a nonprofit
organization with a mediating variable of locuscohtrol.

The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire measuassformational leadership’s
four dimensions of idealized influence, inspiraabmotivation, intellectual stimulation,
and individualized concern and is a well-researcmisupported survey tool. The
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire consists ofyigstions, using a 5-point Likert
scale from Orfot at all) to 4 frequently if not alwaysrelated to a leader as seen from the
follower’s perspective.

The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale measures empémgggement’s three

factors of vigor, dedication, and absorption with7aquestion survey using a 7-point
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Likert scale from Orfeve) to 6 @lways/every dgy The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale

is also a well-researched and supported surveyiridbk research on engagement.
Employees self-report their responses to questegerding vigor, dedication, and
absorption.

While not quite so heavily supported as the otiver gurvey tools, Spector’'s
(1988) Work Locus of Control Scale is a 16-quessarvey using a 6-point Likert scale
from 1 (disagree very mugho 6 @gree very mucghwhich measures an individual's
locus of control from a unidimensional variableti®lugh critics (Oliver, Jose, &
Brough, 2006) have suggested that a two or thiderféheory may better define locus of
control, no survey instrument has been introduoetkfinitively replace the Work Locus
of Control Scale. It is a self-reported questionmai

Nature of the Study

Transformational leadership (independent varialsl@)leadership theory firmly
entrenched in the literature and has been studidcecepted for decades since Burns
(1978) first discussed the visionary concept ins@siinal work. Burns contrasted
transformational leadership with transactional é&xatip, in which a leader motivated a
follower through a transaction (typically work fpay) and suggested that
transformational leadership goes beyond payingh@u@yee to work and inspires
employees through a shared vision and organizdtgwed to achieve more. Since Burns,
Bass (1985) more fully developed the theory of¢fanmational leadership, noting its
ability to improve efficiency and performance imganizations. In order to measure

transformational leadership, Bass developed thdifdcior Leadership Questionnaire,
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which measures leadership qualities from the petsgeof the follower. Over the years,
the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire has bessdun hundreds of studies and is
now considered a leading theory on organizatiozediérship, innovation, and change.
Given transformational leadership’s compelling anérgetic nature in motivating and
inspiring employees to achieve more and incredssezfcy through a shared vision,
transformational leadership is a positive leadg@rshyle centering on support and
communication.

Followership is another aspect of leadership ae#ts® study the effects of
leadership from the perspective of the followers lalso a popular topic in the literature.
Kahn (1990) first coined the teremgagemenfdependent vaiable) to refer to a state in
which engaged employees experienced a sense dfcgoe, security, and support.
Schaufeli et al. (2002) further researched therthebemployee engagement and
developed the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale to unedsvels of engagement. The
Utrecht Work Engagement Scale measures engagemeaibies of vigor, dedication,
and absorption (Schaufeli et al., 2002b). Thoseleyeps with high levels of
engagement generally enjoyed positive feelings ssatontentment, pleasure, and
energy, enjoyed improved health, crafted new jsloueces as well as personal resources,
and had an engaging effect on those around {&¢mmazu & Schaufeli, 2009The
concept of engagement appears throughout thetliteran organizational leadership.
Together, transformational leadership and empleygmgement have the ability to
create a dynamic and innovative nonprofit orgaiona work environment where

employees are motivated and efficient.
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Additionally, locus of control may act as a medigtvariable for employee
engagement. Locus of control was first introducedidian Rotter in 1954 (as cited in
Tillman et al., 2010). Locus of control is a thedingt states that individuals have either
an internal locus of control or an external loctisantrol (Srivastava, 2009). An internal
locus of control is the perception that the indiaticontrols his/her own actions and
consequences, while external locus of controlesprception that others (supervisors,
managers, the organization, the universe) haveaanter the individual, and outcomes
are dependent upon those with control (Tillman.e2810). Spector (1988) developed
the Work Locus of Control Scale to measure an idd&l’s control perspective. In this
study, analysis was conducted to determine whétleas of control mediates the degree
to which employees experience engagement. Thiy shay provide an interesting area
for future research on both transformational legldiprand employee engagement.

Thirty nonprofit organizations’ employees were sy®d using the Multifactor
Leadership Questionnaire, the Utrecht Work Engagei8eale, and the Work Locus of
Control Scale to measure the existence and deftesnsformational leadership,
employee engagement, and employees’ locus of doatmployees were asked to
respond to the questions from each of the survalg o order to rate their leader.
Responses were then entered into SPSS (StatiBacikhge for the Social Sciences)
Statistics Student Version 19.0 in order to perfonmitiple regression analysis to predict
management’s effectiveness in the nonprofit orgetion. This analysis is also useful in
predicting employee behavior as well as detectiegeimployees who will respond more

favorably to a transformational leader and act nedfieiently.
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Definition of Terms

Although the termgeaderandmanagerare often used separately, for purposes of
this study and transformational leadershepderandmanagemwill have the same
meaning.

Transformational leadershifg a theory in which leaders inspire others to
accomplish more than is expected of them and timé® with shared values and an
organizational mission in an ethical manner (Fwi,Tisiu, & Li, 2010; Ismail,
Mohamad, Mohamed, Rafiuddin, & Zhen, 2010; Li, Chémg, & Barnes, 2010).
Transformational leadership is measured on a comtmbetween transactional
leadership and transformational leadership

Employee engagemesxists when employees exhibit high levels of vigor
(energetic, hard-working, mentally alert, going éxtra mile), dedication (eagerness,
drive, passion, and satisfaction), and absorpfgiy(immersed in one’s job duties)
(Schaufeli et al., 2002b). Employee engagemenieigsured on a continuum between
burnout and engagement.

Locus of controls a theory that states that individuals haveeeitin internal
locus of control or an external locus of contraliy&stava, 2009). An internal locus of
control is the perception that the individual colgris/her own actions and
consequences, while external locus of controlesprception that others (supervisors,
managers, the organization, the universe) haveaanter the individual, and outcomes
are dependent upon those with control (Tillman.e2810). Locus of control is

measured as either external or internal locus pfrob
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The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaisethe survey instrument used to detect
the existence of transformational leadership aksik factor leadership model between
transformational leadership and transactional lesdmie (Avolio & Bass, 1999).

The Utrecht Work Engagement Scisl¢he survey instrument used to detect the
existence of employee engagement measuring vigdication, and absorption between
burnout and engaged (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004).

The Work Locus of Control Scakethe survey instrument used to determine
whether an employee has an internal or externaklot control (Spector, 1988).

Assumptions and Limitations of the Study

This study investigated the effects of transfororai leadership on employee
engagement in nonprofit organizations with locusaitrol acting as a mediating
variable. This study assumed that employees aatyr@atswered the survey questions. It
also assumed that employees were able to accuesshgs the leaders to whom the
guestions pertain in the context of the surveysalfy, this study assumed that the
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire, the UtrechiYEngagement Scale, and the
Work Locus of Control Scale are all valid and releasurvey instruments.

Limitations of this study include the applicability other types of nonprofit
organizations and across sectors. Likewise, thidystlid not examine other types of
leadership and possible positive attributes andasnés of them or causes of or obstacles
to employee engagement, such as the passion a itael. Additionally, in surveying
three types of nonprofit organization, this studdsvimited in its reliability with regard

to other types of nonprofit organizations. Thisdstused one sample from 30 nonprofit
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organizations from three categories of broad sesvit5 youth services organizations, 10
human service organizations, and five communityises organizations from across the
United States.

Moreover, this study used self-reported questiaesaiwhich may have limited
validity. However, use of proven measurement tbelped to mitigate this limitation.
Finally, other leadership styles in addition taysormational leadership may have
contributed to employee engagement, and locusrmfaanay not have proved to be a
mediating variable with respect to transformatideablership and/or employee
engagement.

Theoretical Framework

The theoretical framework for this study asseseadédrship in a nonprofit
organization using transformational leadership th€as measured by the Multifactor
Leadership Questionnaire) to determine whethestoamational leadership led to
employee engagement (as measured by the Utrechkt Bvigagement Scale) with a
mediating variable of locus of control (as measurgthe Work Locus of Control Scale).
Leadership is a popular research topic in theditee, and transformational leadership is
a well-documented theory. Transformational leadprisha dynamic leadership style
wherein the leader motivates and inspires follovilersugh coaching, mentoring,
communication, feedback, and support uniting thath evshared vision and mission to
improve efficiency and productivity (Bass, 1985heTMultifactor Leadership
Questionnaire measures a leader’s idealized infiele@nspirational motivation,

intellectual stimulation, and individualized coresidtion using a 45-question
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guestionnaire. A sample of questions from the Nadtor Leadership Questionnaire may
be found in Appendix A.

Followership is a relatively more recent additiorthie literature. Yet it is a well-
supported area of study. Employee engagementidoavership concept in which
engaged employees demonstrate vigor, dedicatiahalasorption (Schaufeli et al.,
2002b). Engaged employees are more likely to sinopvaved efficiency and
productivity and less likely to consider leavingithobs (Schaufeli et al., 2002b).
Improving efficiency in employees has long beemal @f organizations in their drive to
succeed and streamline costs. The Utrecht Work dgrgant Scale measures employee
engagement using a 17-question questionnaire. Tieetd Work Engagement Scale
guestionnaire may be found in Appendix B.

Locus of control means an individual’s perceptidieantrol. This control may be
internal or external (Spector, 1988). Individualwan internal locus of control consider
their actions and behaviors to be predictors af fladures or successes (Spector, 1988).
Individuals with an external locus of control viethers (supervisors, managers, the
universe) as having control over their successéailares (Spector, 1988). Internal locus
of control is also linked to a decrease in turnaoeges (Lewin & Sager, 2010; Ng &
Butts, 2009; Tillman et al., 2010) and higher perfance, because those with internal
locus of control take responsibility for their owations (McKnight & Wright, 2011;
Paino, Ismail, & Smith, 2011). The Work Locus offf@l Scale measures an
individual’s locus of control using a 16-questiamegtionnaire. The Work Locus of

Control Scale questionnaire may be found in Appei
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Leadership is “one of the most observed and lead¢nstood phenomena on
Earth” (Burns, 1978, p. 19). Yet, transformatiolealdership provides a more specific
definition and a means to measure its existen@sdt presents styles that are clearly not
transformational for clarification purposes (ifeansactional leadership and laissez-faire
leadership). As organizations seek to improve igfficy and performance, they should
look to transformational leadership’s example gsiide in achieving those goals.
Similarly, employee engagement improves efficieanyl performance. Both concepts
share similarities of empowerment, support, feelpeeammunication, and motivation as
well as parallel outcomes of increased efficieqgductivity, and decreased turnover
intention. Additionally, locus of control may ac a mediating variable with regard to
the degree an employee experiences engagement.

Significance of the Study

The results from this study may provide nonprofgamizations with solutions to
isolate efficient leadership tactics to improve égpe behavior. This study may also
help nonprofit organizations identify employees enltkely to be engaged. Curbing
employee burnout may allow nonprofits to enjoy @ased efficiency and productivity,
thus improving the likelihood of success and/ord@she nonprofit to better fulfill its
programs and mission. Additionally, this study vaildl in filling the literature gap on the
effects of transformational leadership on emplogegagement with locus of control
acting as a mediating variable. The success ofnodihprganizations is critical to
positive social change, especially on topics asialtio survival and success as

leadership and followership. Nonprofit organizatioaise awareness in almost every
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area of society, from disease prevention and ¢arehildren’s issues, to animal rights,
and to civil rights, just to name a few. Indeedsipee social change is dependent on
nonprofit organizations. Their survival is too e#sa to neglect. Identifying and
researching obstacles, challenges, and opportsifidieorganizational success such as
leadership theories and followership models thi henprofit organizations maximize
their scarce resources should be a priority irrélsearch arena.
Summary

This study examined whether transformational lestupraffected employee
engagement in 30 nonprofit organizations acrossadh@try, and, if so, how.
Transformational leadership is a theory of leader#iat utilizes communication, ethics,
feedback, support, and coaching to motivate anunraemployees and unify them with a
common vision and goal. Employee engagement is@ytthat states that employees
who enjoy job control are characterized as haviggry dedication, and absorption
leading to increased job satisfaction. Both themaiee thought to increase organizational
efficiency and productivity and to reduce turnoaad negative workplace behavior.
Additionally, locus of control is the theory thatividuals perceive the world from either
an internal or external locus of control. Thosehvah internal locus of control feel that
they have the power to change their circumstans@srasult of their own behavior.
Those with an external locus of control feel powssland assume that what happens to
them is a result of the decisions others (i.e.estipors) make.

The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire was ugseslirvey employees in a

nonprofit organization to assess the existenceaottormational leadership, the Utrecht
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Work Engagement Scale was used to survey the sanpleyees to assess the existence
of employee engagement, and the Work Locus of @bS8trale was used to survey the
employees to determine if they have internal oemél locus of control. The data from
the surveys were then analyzed using descriptatessts and inferential statistics
(multiple regression) to determine whether a refeghip between the two theories of
transformational leadership and employee engageexested and whether locus of
control acted as a mediating variable of both.ridtiely, the results of this study are
valuable from four perspectives. First, the stutifobowership in nonprofit
organizations will contribute to the literaturec8rd, this study may provide an
additional field of research for transformatioreddiership and employee engagement if
its locus of control acts as a mediating variablard, nonprofit organizations are the
very root of positive social change, raising awas=snand lobbying for legal, social, and
personal change in every arena of society. Fondlstudy exists that examines
transformational leadership’s effects on employagagement in nonprofit organizations
with the mediating variable of locus of control.ush this study may positively contribute
to the body of literature.

The literature review follows this introduction seq, in which the three
concepts’ (transformational leadership, employegagement, and locus of control)
original theorists’ research and work is discus3éu current literature on the topics is
then discussed. Chapter 3 introduces the reseatitodology and design, discussing the
appropriateness of the population, variables, aststused. Chapter 4 includes the

analysis of the data from the three measuremerd to@stablish a relationship between
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transformational leadership and employee engagemewnprofit organizations.
Chapter 5 then provides a conclusion of the rebe&ioally, references list the work on

which this study is based.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

This literature review was written based on redear¢he Business Source,
Academic Source, and ABI/INFORM Global databasat@nwWalden University
Library. Key words used for the literature reviawludetransformational leadership
employ* engag;work engagemenandlocus of contral For the original theories, the
research was conducted as far back as was necésshoyoughly describe and define
the evolution and establishment of each theory.clineent literature review was
conducted on literature published within the pregié years.

L eadership

In approaching this topic, a thorough search ofiteeature revealed that no
similar research project on the effects of tramsftional leadership on employee
engagement with locus of control as a mediatingabé in nonprofit organizations could
be found. As nonprofit organizations are criticaktfect positive social change through
their ability to create awareness and unite indiald towards a common cause, as well
as to conduct fundraising in order to carry outrthession and improve conditions, this
research is appropriate and necessary.

Leadership, in general, is an appropriate topigdsearch. Many individuals do
not understand leadership or how important andyratet really is. Likewise, they do not
fully recognize what an effect leadership may hawv@rganization and its followers.
However, in the discussion and research of leagersfien the flip side of leadership—
followership—is generally absent. The current stiabuses on three organizational

theories to determine whether a correlation existareen leadership styles and
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employee (follower) behavior. The first theorynartsformational leadership from Bass’s
(1985) perspective using his Multifactor LeaderdQigestionnaire. The second theory is
work engagement from Schaufeli et al.’s (2002) pective of the theory using their
Utrecht Work Engagement Scale. The third theotgass of control from Spector’'s
(1988) perspective of the theory using his Workusof Control Scale. The literature
review below presents the history of the theoryrafisformational leadership, followed
by a current literature review. Next, a historytloé theory of employee engagement is
discussed, followed by a review of the literatunetioe topic. Finally, a section on Locus
of Control and a comparison of similar studiesdal
History of Transformational L eader ship

Burns (1978) was the first to discuss the concéptosformational leadership.
In his analysis of leadership, he noted that paséne basis for all leadership (Burns,
1978): “The two essentials of power are motive @sburce. The two are interrelated.
Lacking motive, resource diminishes; lacking reseumotive lies idle. Lacking either
one, power collapses” (p. 12). Many times throughnstory, those motives were not
ethical or in line with what followers would chood&urns, 1978). Power then, for Burns,
was a relationship in which one person acquiesoattal to another. Moreover,
leadership is using this power for a defined puep@irns, 1978). Successful leaders use
motivation and other inspirational tactics to ceeatsense of satisfaction with followers
to induce them into complying with the leader (Byrh978). Transformational
leadership is described as the use of power t@aetihe goals of both the leader and the

followers in a positive manner (Burns, 1978). Rathan focusing on the negative,



25

transformational leaders focus on positive meansipfovement and motivation to
transform the present situations and circumsta(@eass, 1978). Unlike bureaucracies,
where formal authority in titles and positions nyanstitutionalized policies and
procedures, transformational leaders support iddadity, creativity, and open
communication (Burns, 1978).

Although goals may differ from leader to followerdaeven from follower to
follower, transformational leaders are known tacdiser a means of uniting everyone in a
common goal for a higher purpose (Burns, 1978bhis sense, transformational leaders
bring others together for a moral purpose (Bur838). Transformational leadership is
moral in the sense that it causes both leader@lmver to act ethically and conduct
themselves for a higher purpose (Burns, 1978).mbaral quality of transformational
leadership implies ethical and responsible leadiemstthout corruption or greed and
suggests trustworthiness.

Transactional leadership, on the other hand, iedierally defined as a
transaction between follower and leader, wheregnatter provides something of value
to the former in exchange for his/her compliancer(B, 1978). The objectives of the
follower and leader did not necessarily need toesmond in order for the transaction to
take place (Burns, 1978). Yet, both parties are ablealize their own goals: (a) the
transactional leader met his/her established ozgéinnal goals (e.g., a project completed
within the deadline), while (b) the follower achelhis/her personal goal (e.g., a desired
salary or bonus; Burns, 1979). Individual goal agkment is in stark contrast from the

common goals and vision of transformational leduprsTransactional leadership, unlike
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transformational leadership, is based on end esatlher than a moral purpose, and
conformity rather than change (Burns, 1978). Tratieaal leadership rarely impacts
transformational leadership (Burns, 1978). Thisisahwork set the stage for the further
development of transformational leadership.
Transformational L eadership

Overview

In designing the Multifactor Leadership Question@aBass (1985) set forth the
concepts of transformational leadership (a highéeoleadership theory) and
transactional leadership in which transactionadégship is defined as meeting defined
expectations resulting in defined rewards. Trams&dronal leadership, on the other hand,
is a method of increasing employee ownership, camemt, loyalty, and performance in
the organization (Bass, 1985). In assessing lehigessyles, Bass, Avollo, and
Goodheim (1987) acknowledged that the best methadalysis involves questioning
followers about leaders’ abilities. Conversely,angations typically question leaders
about followers’ abilities never truly assessing adership of the individual or
organization. While the basic tenets of the Muttiéa Leadership Questionnaire and its
underlying theories have evolved since 1985, & dascription of the concept is outlined
below.
Transformational L eader ship

As organizations in the 2tand 2% centuries moved from a model where
employees diligently followed orders, and transawi leadership sufficed, to a model

where employees demanded job control and inpwgebdatisfied, organizations
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embraced transformational leadership (Bass, 1988)py and satisfied employees likely
make better, more productive employees. While rieasters display a wide range of
leadership traits including those characterizedadl transformational and transactional
(discussed more fully below), leaders exhibitingnarily transformational leadership
attributes are considered transformational lea(aiss & Steidlmeier, 1999). Likewise,
those leaders who exhibit primarily transactioealdership attributes are considered
transactional leaders (Bass & Steidimeier, 1999)stNindividuals fail to fall squarely
into either category completely. Although transfatimnal leadership is often considered
a more positive leadership style, the best leaaensbe those who practice both
transformational and transactional leadership retien merely substituting
transformational techniques in place of transaetfioechniques (Bass & Steidlmeier,
1999). Different organizational circumstances talldifferent leadership styles. The
theory of transformational leadership is set ouddecribe a set of leadership attributes
and behaviors in which leaders are adaptive antiyelg lead employees through times
of organizational change (Bass, Jung, Avolio, &dder, 2003). Employees often view
change with distrust and fear. By aligning emplaye&h organizational goals and
values, transformational leaders create employgadtig trust, commitment, and
confidence, increasing productivity and performafia&ss et al., 2003). Studies show
that the elevated employee confidence acquiredigfiréransformational leadership
contributes to organizational success (Bass e2@03). This observation is a significant
finding because organizations typically fail to sleeir success measured through their

employees’ satisfaction. Overall, transformatideadership is credited with improved
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organizational performance, higher standards, andaeased acceptance of work-
related challenges (Bass et al., 2003; Hater & BE388) as well as capitalization of
opportunities and innovation (Bass, 1985). Tramsfdional leadership qualities add to
the success derived by transactional leadershilitigeayet the reverse does not hold
true (Seltzer & Bass, 1990). In other words, tratisaal leadership traits do not increase
a transformational leader’s success.

All organizations experience change as part of tteategic advantage and as a
means of competition. At the highest organizatideatls, transformational leaders
affect change by creating a new vision through campation and understanding and
then aligning the organization and its culture ambiis amended mission and goals (Bass
& Avolio, 1993). They do not just announce charigdact, transformational leaders
rally employees around the organization’s visiosttengthen the organizational culture
and foster growth within it (Bass & Avolio, 199Fjocus on the shared vision is in
contrast to transactional leaders who focus orsthieis quo and business as usual (Bass
& Avolio, 1993). Clearly, transactional leaders egpthat employees act as they are
instructed because they are paid to do so, notisedhaey are inspired to achieve more.

Transformational leaders follow verbal motivatiorthwactions (Bass, 1990). In
other words, they talk the talk and walk the waltqving to employees that the leaders
and the organization are committed to the visich@wals and showing consistency
between words and actions (1990). Thus, transfoomaltleaders are able to inspire
employees to reach greater heights and to focusatiention on organizational results

(Bass, 1985). As everyone has experienced, trusesanore easily to those who do as
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they say they will do. Transformational leadersiigans putting trust to work in
organizations, as transformational leaders buildttin organizational relationships.

In later reincarnations of the model, Bass anddBtegier (1999) assumed a level
of ethics and morality inherent in transformatioleadership. Simply put, they believed
that true transformational leaders are charactétgeethics in the leader’s and the
organization’s vision, the leader’s own moralitgdahe leader’s ethical choices (Bass &
Steidimeier, 1999). Previous research omits thea&thspect of transformational
leadership, considering even unscrupulous leaddre transformational as long as they
meet the criteria discussed below—idealized atteibudealized behaviors, inspirational
motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individized consideration (Bass &
Steidimeier, 1999). Indeed, transformational leskigritself was at times considered
unethical, as it could be viewed as painting arealistic or overly optimistic picture for
followers and convinced employees to put orgarornati concerns above their own (Bass
& Steidlmeier, 1999). Yet, this view overlooks htwe transformational leaders bring
individuals together for a common purpose and commision in line with
organizational goals, creating a more fulfillingdasatisfying work environment for
employees (Bass & Steidlmeier, 1999). Creatingtiafgang workplace can only be
considered virtuous given that individuals speredlibtter part of their waking hours at
work.

To this point, little has been discussed aboutriievidual nature of
transformational leaders. For example, charisnsaés as a key component of

transformational leadership (Bass, 1985). Likewilsese claiming to have served under
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transformational leaders describe qualities of@éespequality, fairness, an inspirational
character, enthusiasm, an ability to perceive ttiygortant from the mundane, and
devotion to the organizational vision (Bass, 1986&)a result, employees are motivated
to follow with pride and trust, without fear thaiety may fail (Bass, 1985). Such leaders
stand out from ordinary managers and leaders anwd a8 models of what can be
accomplished (Bass, 1985). Transformational leatelgtransform the workplace.
While charismatic leaders often lead followersuocess, they also cause intense
feelings, either positively or negatively, amonigdiowers so that ordinary leaders often
enjoy more stable relationships with followers (8ak985). Additionally, when
charismatic leaders fall victim to greed, corruptiand power, they can no longer be
considered transformational leaders (Bass & Stet#m 1999). Transformational
leadership, then, is an ethical relationship adttru

In a transformational organization, employee tugraates are quite low, because
employees show great commitment to the organizatnehpride in it (Bass & Avolio,
1993). Individuals are aligned with the organizagibvision and goals rather than their
own personal pursuits (Bass & Avolio, 1993). Leadartransformational organizations
lead by example and encourage trust and confideriteir abilities and in the company
(Bass & Avolio, 1993). Trust and confidence areinsic rewards. Transformational
leadership qualities in top level executives alssist organizations in recruiting highly
gualified employees, as individuals often seeksuah leaders for whom to work (Bass,
1990). Significantly, studies find that employe&® take on leadership characteristics

of their own immediate supervisor so that transttional leaders breed transformational
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leaders, and transactional leaders breed transatteaders (Bass, 1990). This
mimicking effect might suggest that those employels seek transformational
workplaces were, themselves, potential transfonatileaders. At the same time,
research indicates that transformational leadeiskiljs may be taught quite successfully
(Bass, 1990). Organizations may benefit from primgjdeadership training in this area.
Idealized Influence

Transformational leadership is further defined twyrfcharacteristics: idealized
influence, inspirational motivation, intellectuainsulation, and individualized
consideration. Leaders who demonstrate qualitie#saasformational leadership earn
employees’ respect, esteem, and confidence byngwtnployees’ needs before their
own (Bass et al., 2003). By creating a positive el@d leadership, employees follow the
leader’s example and adopt those same attributess(& al., 2003). Transformational
leaders demonstrate equal and fair treatment ehailoyees and practice ethical
conduct consistent with the values and goals obtiganization (Bass et al., 2003). Such
leaders also communicate with employees in ordentpower them and create
ownership in their jobs (Bass et al., 2003). Ineotiords, transformational leaders
influence employees by their very qualities andoaist The concept of idealized
influence evolved over time from charisma (Bas85)9to idealized influence and added
a fourth category of traits—inspirational motivati(Bass & Avolio, 1993).
Inspirational motivation

Motivation has always been necessary to causenadtransformational leaders

inspire followers by challenging them, creatingngiigance to their jobs, and supporting
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each employee through positive visions and goadsgkt al., 2003). These leaders
motivate others to reach goals previously consdierattainable (Bass & Steidlmeier,
1999). In doing so, transformational leaders usegttitforward communication and
vision to create meaning and purpose as well asgiye outcome for followers (Bass,
1997). Transformational leaders provide the ingjmneemployees needed to reach
higher and achieve more.
Intellectual stimulation

Any individual can dole out instructions. True leeship is a skill.
Transformational leaders encourage individual pigndition and contributions, inspiring
creativity in decision-making and problem solvilgaés et al., 2003). Through such
involvement, followers are persuaded to speak thewds without fear of retribution
(Bass et al., 2003). By promoting intellectual stiation, transformational leaders are
able to inspire deeper understanding and critidaking at higher levels in their
followers (Bass, 1985). In discussing all perspedtiof the issue at hand, rather than just
what is immediately necessary, transformationaléesare able to elicit more creative
and well-rounded ideas and solutions from follow@&ass, 1985). That is,
transformational leadership stimulates employedsetoreative and innovative.
Individualized consideration

Life is not static. Without growth and change,ecbmes stagnant.
Transformational leaders participate in leadersleyelopment by fostering followers’
career growth by leading by example and activedghéng individuals and providing

such opportunities for growth and learning whil&ramvledging each employee’s
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different wants and needs (Bass et al., 2003). érsadb so by delegating increasingly

demanding assignments to subordinates, encourttggng to take on more
responsibility, grow as employees, and develop then leadership qualities (Bass,
1985). Moreover, while transformational leaderattadividuals equally and fairly, they
do not treat them all alike; rather, they valueitidividuality of each and respond in kind
(Bass, 1985). Transformational leaders also usaraamcation to increase involvement
and ownership (Bass, 1985). Individuals valuetfa@atment and the potential for career
growth that transformational leadership provided.
Transactional Leadership

Another leadership style sometimes practiced alitly transformational
leadership is transactional leadership. The thebtsansactional leadership, in which
leaders reward employees for their accomplishmeotstively impacts employee
performance (Bass et al., 2003). Transactionaklesduip increases productivity through
acknowledging achievements and clearly statingdstats for rewards (Bass et al., 2003).
Yet, transactional leadership generally adopts odgtshown to have worked in the past
without taking risk and without pushing employeagHter than previously established
expectations (Bass, 1985). Thus, transactionaklksad differs fundamentally from
transformational leadership.

Other differences between the two leadership sgpes. In a transactional
organization, employees focus on individual pussaitd gains rather than organizational
goals (Bass & Avolio, 1993). Work becomes a quia quo exchange—performance of a

specified task for a specified reward (Bass & Appli993). Such organizations enjoy
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very little creativity, as employees are not matdehor empowered (Bass & Avolio,
1993). Transactional leaders adhere to the clichgit it is not broken, do not fix it,
blindly following business-as-usual protocols (Bds890). Such practices often lead to
organizational inefficiency and poor performancag8 1990). Most individuals have
experienced these types of transactional organizsti

Contingent rewards. Transactional leaders use more extrinsic rewtdas their
transformational leadership counterparts. Withadbncept of transactional leadership,
contingent rewards are used when leaders set gndlsommunicate them to followers
along with the rewards they would receive if thegtitihose goals (Bass, 1997). Those
who meet the established goals are awarded andwatdaiged (Bass, 1997). Rewards
are positive reinforcement tools, yet such rewargsdependent upon the leader’s access
and control over such rewards (Bass, 1990). Masagihout authority or resources to
provide rewards are left with empty and unfulfillpebmises (Bass, 1990). Yet, managers
with authority, resources, and control to reward which employees identify and find
valuable have higher levels of success (Bass, 1@€90arly, the motivation to reach
these goals is personal in nature, rather thanmstegifrom a commitment to the
organization or inspiration from the leader.

M anagement-by-exception (active). Another type of transactional leadership is
management-by-exception. In the case of active gemnant-by-exception, leaders set
forth goals and standards as well as what conssitumacceptable performance (Bass et
al., 2003). Those who fail to meet the establisheals are punished (Bass et al., 2003).

Leaders who practice active management-by-exceptasely supervise employees in
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order to quickly remediate inappropriate behavigags et al., 2003). Lack of autonomy
and control are forms of negative reinforcemerteristingly, employees report doing
very little for such leaders (Bass, 1990). Thisetyb leadership is profoundly different
than the positive transformational leadership aggino

Management-by-exception (passive)

Management-by-exception also has a passive foreortrast to the active
management-by-exception style, in the passive,d&sders fail to set clear goals and
standards for employees and respond only whendteegotified of a problem, or choose
not to respond at all (Bass et al., 2003). In thisn of transactional leadership, leaders
act only in the presence of deviation in perfornga(®ass, 1997). This leadership style is
not likely to increase performance or productifyaldman, Bass, & Einstein, 1987.)
Obviously, management-by-exception is not a leduieistyle that motivates or inspires
employees.

Laissez-faire

The final type of transactional leader style isléiesez-faire leadership style.
Laisses-faire leadership is a term given to nodestdp practices at all, even when the
situation demands it (Bass, 1999). This type afiéeship contributes to poor job
satisfaction and low levels of efficiency (Bass92) This leadership style appears
inappropriate in almost any setting.

All styles compared, transformational leadershipesgps to be the best style for
both followers and leaders. In assessing outcormesmdership such as extra effort,

effectiveness, and satisfaction, as would be egpettansformational leadership is more
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successful than the other leadership styles, woiigingent reward leadership is
somewhat successful (Bass, 1999). Active managebyeakception leadership comes in
third in terms of performance followed by passivenagement-by-exception leadership
(Bass, 1999). Laisses-faire leadership is the mastessful form of management and
leads to the most negative results (Bass, 19993.dutcome is predictable. More
importantly, transactional leadership providesacpcal method of accomplishing
organizational goals, while transformational leatigr achieves much more than simply
the organization’s short-term goals (Bass, 1999)il\accomplishing specified tasks
satisfied the expectations of transactional leddpr$ransformational leadership leads to
increased ownership in job tasks, inspiration tuexe more, an ability to rise to a
challenge, and increased individual self-esteensgB8999). Whenever possible and
practicable, transformational leadership seemstthé best choice for leaders to
accomplish goals and increase performance.
Current Literatureon Transformational L eader ship

Current literature on transformational leadershipported and concurred with
the original theorists’ heavily researched andistidoncepts. Transformational
leadership has been a popular leadership theorg gsintroduction by Burns (1978)
and expansion by Bass (1985; as cited in Fu e2@1.0). This theory states that
transformational leaders are those that inspirerstto accomplish more than expected of
them and unite them with shared values and orgtoiad mission in an ethical manner

(Fu et al., 2010; Ismail et al., 2010; Li et aD1B). Transformational leadership therefore
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is aligned with the tradition of nonprofit organiens to carry out their mission ethically.
Zagorsek, Dimovski, and Skerlavaj (2009) stated tha
Rather than analyzing and controlling specific siestions with the followers by
using rules, directions and incentives, transforomai leadership focuses on
intangible qualities such as vision, shared valaad,ideas in order to build
relationships, give larger meaning to separateifies, and provide common
grounds in order to enlist followers in the chapgecess. (p. 148)
Quite literally, transformational leadership, ataebre, involves transformation and
meaningful change and is the impetus for such (R, 2009). Like nonprofit
organizations trying to change the world in a pesitnanner, transformational
leadership positively transforms organizations il cultures and working conditions.
Transformational leadership is a visionary thedrgxaeptional leadership and
accomplishment (Fu et al., 2010) comprised of fmmponents: idealized influence,
inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulatioand individualized consideration
(discussed more fully above; Giri & Santra, 20Hnail et al., 2010; Li et al., 2010;
Valdiserri & Wilson, 2010; Williams, Parker, & Tuen 2010). Transactional leaders care
about doing the work correctly, while transformatbleaders care about acting ethically
(Bennett, 2009). The current literature agreestthasformational leadership is ethical
and is built upon the principles of idealized imfhce, inspirational motivation,
intellectual stimulation, and individualized coresidtion. Clearly, transformational
leadership is an appropriate leadership theormdmprofit organizations to assist them in

reaching their goals and accomplishing their missio
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Transformational L eader ship in Organizations

Most literature on transformational leadership exe® the concept as it relates
to business organizations with less research ohgpadpencies and universities. Rowold
and Rohmann (2009) looked at the emotional expesf the leader. As predicted,
transactional leaders are not emotionally as ie tuith their followers as
transformational leaders (Rowold & Rohmann, 20@9honprofit organizations,
individuals are often drawn to a cause throughveaitlife experiences and resulting
passion, creating a need for leaders to be emdiyanaune with followers to direct that
passion towards the mission. Positive emotionsuymreanore consistent outcomes than
negative emotions (Rowold & Rohmann, 2009). In,faegative emotions have an
adverse impact on performance and organizatiortabmes (Rowold & Rohmann,
2009). Positive emotions often prove critical impomfit organizations because
employees of nonprofit organizations traditionarn less than their private sector
counterparts. While the basic recognition and reassociated with transactional
leadership are effective and produce positive emnetin followers in nonprofit
organizations, transformational leaders who porp@asitive emotions elicit more positive
emotional responses from their followers and areegaly more effective leaders
(Rowold & Rohmann, 2009). Overall, transformatiolealdership proves to be very
effective in nonprofit organizations (Rowold & Roam, 2009). Although
transformational leader’s positive contributiomtinprofit organizations may be a
predictable outcome of the study, it is nevertreleseful for purposes of this dissertation

and in contributing to the literature on transfotimaal leadership in the nonprofit sector.
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Organizational training/learning is no exceptiontfte positive results of
transformational leadership. In another study réseilts indicate that students in training
scenarios where instructors practice transformatitgadership are significantly more
likely to perform better, and the dropout ratesrdase (Patrick, Scrase, Ahmed, &
Tombs, 2009). Often, nonprofit organizations hawetéd resources to devote to
training, and leadership efforts that improve tiragresults should be implemented in
nonprofit organizations to reduce waste. Furthémiaistrators who practice
transformational leadership also lead to reducetbirer rates in staff (Patrick et al.,
2009). Turnover is very costly to organizationsanms of recruitment and training,
which is particularly significant for nonprofits thiscarce resources. Specifically, those
instructors acknowledged to be examples of transitional leaders demonstrate role
model behaviors and actively model tasks to beopexéd, as well as and coach, mentor,
and provide feedback to students (Athalye, 2008jdReet al., 2009). Transformational
instructors act as role models and motivate stsdgthalye, 2009). This approach is
more interactive and hands-on than other leadestilips and more appropriate for
nonprofit organizations to motivate and inspire &yees.

Literature on transformational leadership in theagie sector is more abundant
than the philanthropic sector. Although not speaeify designed in a nonprofit setting,
one study indicates that transformational leadprstdreases product branding through
brand-based personal perception (Morhart, Herzofjpgaczak, 2009). Many nonprofit
organizations are financially limited in what thegn accomplish in terms of marketing

and advertising, and transformational leadership pravide them with a viable option
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to solidly brand themselves. Transformational |eski@ increases employee
commitment and aligns employee goals with orgaitnat goals while decreasing
turnover rates (Morhart et al., 2009). The extraknaommitted employees accept
significantly contributes to organizational brarglend success (Morhart et al., 2009).
Savings in terms of efficiency, productivity, angicdeased turnover rates may make or
break a nonprofit organization, suggesting tramsédional leadership may greatly
improve a nonprofit organization’s chance of susc&onversely, transactional
leadership negatively impacts brand building inamigations (Morhart et al., 2009).
Significantly, the study indicates that transforimaal leadership may be learned, to
some degree, through training (Morhart et al., 2008is finding is compelling for any
organization, nonprofit or otherwise.

Finally, with regard to the transformational leatlan/herself, Mancheno-Smoak
et al. (2009) asserted that transformational leadeestion everything, create a shared
vision, inspire action, lead by example, and supha individual. Challenging the
process involves challenging the status quo anddaisks, while inspiring a shared
vision is the process of organizing others undewrabrella of shared goals and
objectives for the organization’s future and isauplished through completion of goals
and, ultimately, the shared vision (Mancheno-Snetal., 2009). Enabling others to act
involves empowering others, building them up, ancoairaging teamwork (Mancheno-
Smoak et al., 2009). Modeling the way is, literalgading by example and inspiring
support, while encouraging the heart means recognaccomplishments and individual

successes and generally celebrating achievememtscfMno-Smoak et al., 2009).
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Collectively and individually, these characteristaf transformational leaders suggest
that transformational leadership is not only appaip but necessary in nonprofit
organizations. Importantly, transformational leajdénemselves, enjoy high levels of job
satisfaction (Mancheno-Smoak et al., 2009). Thesditees are very similar to idealized
influence, inspirational motivation, intellectuainsulation, and individualized
consideration, supporting the nurturing natureafsformational leadership.

Another characteristic of transformational leadsisumor. Notably, leaders who
use high levels of humor increase team goal comopleindividual performance
outcomes and creativity significantly also resutin increased innovation (Arendt,
2009). Humor may be used to relieve stress andtinggdArendt, 2009). In order to
keep individuals focused on tasks at hand and Yiglotivated, it is often necessary to
reduce negativity and stress, especially in norpoofanizations where reductions in
waste is necessary for success.

Interestingly, Mancheno-Smoak et al.’s (2009) sttaiynd that those leaders who
avoid uncertainty are actually likely to be effgettransformational leaders. This finding
may be because such leaders often embrace chaag#emto reestablish certainty
within the organization (Mancheno-Smoak et al., 900 other words, when leaders are
confident and at ease with change, that sentimansfers to followers, and ease in times
of change may be critical to a nonprofit organizatin the event of altered mission or
goals. Finally, one study suggests that gendeerdifices affect perceptions of
transformational leadership. Specifically, Aymamr&bik, and Morris, (2009) found that

female subordinates perceive female transformdtieaders more positively than male
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subordinates (Ayman et al., 2009). Yet, no incdesises in perception are noted in the
case of male transformational leaders (Ayman e2809). The authors suggested that
this discrepancy may be the result of a confliog@hder roles versus leader roles for
many men (Ayman et al., 2009). Although more worhawe entered leadership
positions in recent decades, it is clear that gerales are still obstacles for women in
the workplace, and this topic appears to be anapeopriate for future research. This
topic is also important to note in nonprofit orgaations led by women so that they can
take steps to ensure male subordinates are matigatkinspired to the same degree as
female employees.
Ethics

The current literature supports the notion thatdfarmational leadership is an
ethical form of leadership, not intending to coetmgbe, or force employees into action.
Transformational leadership has long been assalcvata ethical behavior through its
emphasis on shared values and goals (Paarlberyigna 2010; Schwepker & Good,
2010). Shared values and goals are the cornerstoranprofit organizations.
Transformational leaders also promote ethical bieinakrough modeling of appropriate
behavior and leading by example (Brown & Reillyp20Schwepker & Good, 2010) and
positively influence followers’ perceptions of orgzational fairness (Kirkman, Chen,
Farh, Chen, & Lowe, 2009). Followers expect nonparfjanizations to be ethical in
nature again suggesting that transformational pga@piate for nonprofit organizations.
Transformational leaders inspire followers to aghimore by creating a shared vision,

leading by example, building a group mission, daffgrsupport, feedback, and a creative
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environment, and voicing high expectations froniofekers (Schwepker & Good, 2010).

Improved productivity and efficiency may mean thigedence between success and
failure for a struggling nonprofit organization. Wehsome argue that transformational
leaders may use their leadership skills for unattparposes, such behavior does not
constitute legitimate transformational leadersl8phwepker & Good, 2010; Toor &
Ofori, 2009). As a result of the ethical atmosphaeated by transformational leadership,
these organizations also enjoy high levels of tiash employees (Brown & Reilly,
2009; Schwepker & Good, 2010). It may be that stisan increasingly important point
of concern with employees after recent corporaa@dals and the events leading to the
Wall Street and housing market collapses, andnbikess true for nonprofit
organizations, which are expected to ethicallydm®ations.
Self-Awar eness and Emotional Intelligence

Transformational leadership is an appropriate |lesdde style for all levels of an
organization. Recent studies criticize Bass’s ()28l others’ early theories on
transformational leadership for focusing only op tbanagement and excluding middle
and lower management (Sur & Prasad, 2011). Itvsoois that poor lower and mid-level
managers may undermine the effect of a transfoomatieader at the top. Additionally,
some evidence suggests that the more self-awateatier is, the better their
transformational leadership skills are (Sur & Pdag®11). Self-awareness is the ability
of an individual to effectively and honestly evakiais/her strengths and weaknesses
(Sur & Prasad, 2011). As a result, Sur and Prag20E1) study found that, as an

individual progressed up the managerial rankshbrsgelf-awareness increased. This
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finding is, perhaps, a result of increased expegeand the challenges and learning
opportunities that come with it, thus implying tipabper training and support at the
middle management level lead to improved transftional leadership at the top levels
(Sur & Prasad, 2011). In other words, transfornmatideadership should be practiced
and taught throughout an organization. As nonparfianizations are engaged in
transforming the world for the better, the entirgamization should utilize
transformational leadership.

Additionally, the theory of emotional intelligenaeppears in the literature review
of transformational leadership. Goleman (1998) deed emotional intelligence as the
relationship and results of emotions and rationalights working together. Emotional
intelligence consists of self-awareness, the giititmanage our emotions, the ability to
motivate others, the ability to empathize, andahiity to connect with others (Goleman,
1998). While self-awareness concerns one’s altdityonestly evaluate his/her own
attributes and see him/herself in a similar fastasmthers perceive him/her, emotional
intelligence is defined as an individual’s abilityact with empathy and social awareness
(Corona, 2010), as well as their own emotions (R&lKarounos, 2009; Sayeed &
Shanker, 2009). Emotional intelligence is compaseidur elements: self-awareness
(acknowledgment of one’s abilities, limitationsdaralues), self-regulation (one’s ability
to monitor his/her emotions and keep them in chee&n under stress), motivation
(one’s ability to lead by example), and empathye(smability to understand and relate to
another’s emotions (Reilly & Karounos, 2009; Say&eshanker, 2009). Reilly and

Karounos (2009) added a fifth element to emotiamalligence—that of social skills in
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which individuals are adept at establishing andwaaning relationships and networks.
Self-awareness, self-regulation, and motivatiorrotrongly indicate how successful an
individual manages him/herself, while empathy iatks how successful an individual
manages others (Sayeed & Shanker, 2009). Thus)dugls of each of the four elements
of emotional intelligence strongly suggest the pneg of transformational leadership
(Sayeed & Shanker, 2009). Nonprofit organizatioitsroemerge as a result of tragedy
(as in the case of Mothers Against Drunk Driversjlisease (as in the case of the
American Heart Association), and emotions oftery pldarge part in them.
Transformational leaders may be more effectiveringing employees together, as well
as donors to support the cause.

Emotional intelligence is further broken down it parts—intrapersonal and
interpersonal intelligence. Interpersonal inteltige is the talent for empathizing with
others, while intrapersonal intelligence (like smifareness) is the accurate recognition of
one’s own characteristics (Corona, 2010). Thosk high levels of emotional
intelligence are able to more productively motivatel manage others, are more capable
decision-makers, are able to adapt more easilyganizational change, and are generally
more successful (Corona, 2010). Transformatioreaddes are expected to possess high
emotional intelligence, again suggesting that fiansational leadership is appropriate in
a nonprofit setting for bringing employees togetiogvards the organization’s goals and
donors together towards the cause.

Emotional intelligence, as it relates to transfaioraal leadership, fits within the

concepts of idealized influence, inspirational matiion, intellectual stimulation, and
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individualized consideration. Transformational leegdare typically found to possess high
levels of emotional intelligence, acting as roledwis for followers, earning their respect,
contributing to an ethical workplace, and unitiogdwers with shared vision (idealized
influence) and a common mission (inspirational ratton; Corona, 2010; Ismail et al.,
2010). Transformational leadership is thereforeseziant with a nonprofit organization’s
focus on mission and values. Transformational lesadiso inspire creativity (Gong,
Huang, & Farh, 2009) and innovation (intellectuahsilation) and establish an
atmosphere of open communication, providing feekilaac! support (individualized
consideration), and form strong follower/leader d®(Corona, 2010; Ismail et al., 2010).
Creativity and innovation are often vital toolstthanprofit organizations use to fulfill
their missions and accomplish their goals with feédiresources. Those with high levels
of emotional intelligence possess the key to bextgaordinary transformational leaders
(Corona, 2010). Emotional intelligence is a qualityerent in the original theory of
transformational leadership without formal defimitior recognition.
Empower ment

Employee empowerment is a critical result of transfational leadership.
Previous research recognizes empowerment as annoeltof transformational leadership
(Bass et al., 2003). Gill, Flaschner, Shah, and®&ny(2010) described empowerment as
an employee’s ability to make decisions and possassol over his/her job. Current
research suggests that empowerment has a medifizag) on organizational
commitment (Gill, Mathur, Sharma, & Bhutani, 201dmail, Mohamed, Sulaiman,

Mohamad, & Yusuf, 2011). The concepts of idealizglience, inspirational motivation,
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intellectual stimulation, and individualized coresidtion, as first described by Bass
(1985), do not on their own lead to empowermemhéis et al., 2011). Rather,
empowerment requires a supervisor’'s behavior ivelgtempowering employees, and
an employee’s ability to be empowered, throughgomtrol, the ability to make job
decisions, and the availability of choices (Isnediél., 2011; Paarlberg & Lavigna, 2010).
Transformational leadership (and thus empowermesmedicated on idealized
influence, inspirational motivation, intellectuainsulation, and individualized
consideration and increased organizational comnmtrfismail et al., 2011). Moreover,
Gumusluoglu and llsev (2009) found that individaati consideration, above the other
three elements of transformational leadership, ecdéhe confidence of followers and
inspires individual achievement, thus empoweringleyees, and leaders who challenge
followers and give them meaning in their jobs ilh&tigher levels of empowerment.
Indeed, transformational leadership and empowerm@isntdecrease work-related stress,
as employees feel more in control over their jalis iacreased flexibility (Gill,

Flaschner, & Bhutani, 2010). Finally, empowermémbtigh transformational leadership
increases job satisfaction and commitment to tigameation in employees (Castro,
Perinan, & Bueno, 2008). The outcomes of empowetm@b satisfaction, self-
confidence, meaningful work, and commitment todlganization—are essential to
nonprofit organizations where employees may exfeefihd meaning, fulfilment, and

job satisfaction. Therefore, transformational lealg appears to be necessary for the

success of a nonprofit organization.
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Organizational Commitment

Turnover is very costly to organizations. Thus, iaying employee commitment
to the organization should be a goal of any leddan levels of employee empowerment
with high levels of turnover lead to reduced e#imy, productivity, and quality and
increased operational costs (Gill et al., 2011)rd/&pecifically, newer employees are
less productive than seasoned and experienced geaslofurther contributing to higher
labor costs (Gill et al., 2011). Nonprofit orgarinas with scarce resources cannot afford
high turnover and low productivity. Leaders whogbige transformational leadership
define objectives and goals, thereby reducing streemployees and the intention to quit
(Biswas, 2009; Gill et al., 2011). Three factortedmine strong organizational
commitment. They are trust in the organization®on, a strong work ethic, and lack of
plans to leave the organization (Ismail et al.,2)0These characteristics are all critical
for employees in nonprofit organizations. Transfational leadership also improves
organizational commitment through idealized infloeninspirational motivation,
intellectual stimulation, and individualized coresidtion (Castro et al., 2008; Ismail et
al., 2011). Strong organizational commitment assalt of transformational leadership
may potentially lower turnover and training costsgl @amprove performance in nonprofit
organizations.

Moreover, transformational leadership is an effeciommunication tool that
may be used to increase organizational commitnvghen leaders fail to properly
explain decisions out of fear that employees wallupset, it actually causes employees to

become dissatisfied and disengaged, even leading smployees to respond with
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negative behavior (Holtz & Harold, 2008). Usingiiséormational leadership, leaders

foster trust and open communication through whindy toffer explanations to
organizational decisions in a manner that leadsiployee acceptance of and agreement
with the information (Holtz & Harold, 2008). Howayéhe same is not true of
transactional leaders (Holtz & Harold, 2008). Cornmnant to the organization and its
mission is essential to the survival of nonprofganizations.
Job Satisfaction

Transformational leadership also positively affgotssatisfaction. Gill et al.
(2010) defined job satisfaction as the positiveifigs employees enjoy when they are
recognized for having achieved goals in line witéit own values. Transformational
leadership leads to increased job satisfactiorutfirdhe provision of a clear
understanding of objectives, goals, and rolesethereducing stress (Biswas, 2009; Gill
et al., 2010; Paarlberg & Lavigna, 2010). In facnsformational leadership leads to
improved moods in employees overall, and employdesexperience job satisfaction
and good moods are more productive (Tsai, Chenh&n@, 2009). Nonprofit
organizations rely on efficient and productive eoygles to accomplish their goals.
Likewise, empowerment derived from transformatideablership in which employees
have control over their jobs and decision-makinijtads increases job satisfaction (Gill
et al., 2010). Similarly, increased creativity aadf-efficacy derived through
transformational leadership leads to higher leeéjsb satisfaction (Biswas, 2009; Gong
et al., 2009) and increased productivity (Tsaile2®09). However, goal ambiguity

results in increased job-related stress (Paarldrgvigna, 2010). Again,
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transformational leadership is consistent withrieeds of nonprofit organizations in
improving employee productivity, efficiency, andeevjob satisfaction.

Certain characteristics of transformational leadi@rare more important for job
satisfaction than others. Although studies havdioogrd that job satisfaction is not
solely dependent on transformational leadershig,that a combination of transactional
and transformational leadership styles is oftenewealistic, appropriate, and effective,
the inspirational motivation and individual consial®on aspects of transformational
leadership significantly increase job satisfactiBennett, 2009; Ho, Fi, Poon Wai, &
Keng Boon, 2009). Specifically, inspirational metidon positively influences the spirit
of teamwork increasing performance, and individumalsideration, acting as mentor and
coach, and taking interest in employees on a palt$evel creates feelings of
appreciation and decreased turnover (Biswas, 200%t al., 2009). Additionally, while
rewards and recognition (transactional leadergygjtively influences job satisfaction,
management by exception (both active and passing)especially, laissez-faire
leadership negatively influence job satisfactiod arcrease turnover rates (Bennett,
2009; Ho et al., 2009). Transformational leadershipere leaders demonstrate concern,
support, and consideration for employees, leadisgiver levels of job satisfaction
(Castro et al., 2008). On all fronts, transformadildeadership is a more suitable
approach than transactional leadership for postrganizational consequences in

nonprofit organizations.



51

I nnovation

Dynamic organizations must cultivate innovation anehtivity to remain
competitive. Innovation and creativity are thoutghbe more prevalent in organizations
where transformational leadership is practicedkidas 2011; Rank, Nelson, Allen, &
Xian, 2009). Specifically, transformational leadepsproduces an environment
conducive to creativity, ethics, and motivation &iexe transformational leadership is the
process where leaders and followers lift one andthaew levels of inspiration (Jaskyte,
2011; Paarlberg & Lavigna, 2010). Such organizatiame more innovative than
organizations that do not employ transformatioeatlership (Jaskyte, 2011; Rank et al.,
2009). Creativity, innovation, and ethics are caltito nonprofit organizations as they
attempt to make positive social change with limitesburces. Leaders in these
organizations share similar characteristicsigger pictureoutlook that includes long-
term goals, consideration for others, taking chana@rking diligently, flexible and
creative, recognize employees, and delegate atyl{daskyte, 2011). Transformational
leadership improves training in a positive mannegbestioning old conventions and
creatively inventing new avenues of innovation effitiency (Garcia-Morales, Lloréns-
Montes, & Verda-Jover, 2008). Moreover, in teamansformational leaders provide an
arena of open communication in which members mayestdeas, thus enhancing
innovation and creativity through support of a sidavision (Eisenbeiss, van
Knippenberg, & Boerner, 2008). Without innovatiordareativity, many nonprofit

organizations may not succeed in this ever changortd and difficult economy.
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In fact, innovation and creativity have long besaaxiated with improving
organizational financial success (Haq, Ali, Azeétijazi, Qurashi, & Quyyum, 2010).
Followers of transformational leaders feel supgberd encouraged to participate in
discussions, make suggestions, and offer honestncmication (Eisenbeiss et al., 2008;
Haqg et al., 2010). In such a context, employeésskte to offer ideas and criticism
(Jaskyte, 2011). Nonprofit organizations cannatrafto block any roads by which ideas
for improvement, reduction in waste, and goal catiph may be delivered. Employees
in such environments also experience increasedslevself-efficacy (Gong et al., 2009)
and enjoyed higher levels of intrinsic rewards legdo more engaged, empowered, and
motivated employees who are willing to take riskd accept challenges (Haq et al.,
2010). As a result, transformational leadership #&t stage for innovation and creativity
(Eisenbeiss et al., 2008; Gong et al., 2009; Had.e2010) as well as increasing the
effectiveness of individual task performance (Ran&l., 2009). Similarly,
transformational leadership is critical to orgatimaal learning, which is the cornerstone
of innovation, through open communication, teamwarkativity, and effective
dissemination of information (ZagorSek et al., 2009ansformational leadership may
prove to be an important tool for nonprofit orgatians to compete for donations, to
meet organizational goals, to fulfill their missgy@nd to weather a difficult economy.

Furthermore, the four components of transformatitesdership are responsible
for innovation and creativity. Indeed, it is theura of transformational leadership
(idealized influence, inspirational motivation,eftectual stimulation, and individualized

consideration) that is a central component to iation, through inspiring employees,
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bringing them together for a common goal with sHaralues, and setting a safe
environment for creativity (Gumuslglu & llsev, 2009). Specifically, these four
dynamics of transformational leadership lead tansic motivation and self-efficacy
necessary for supporting and nurturing creatividgrcia-Morales et al., 2008;
Gumusluoglu & llsev, 2009bThe transformational leader strongly influenceofwers’
performance, self-worth, and confidence levels (@sionglu & lisev, 2009). With
regard to Gumuslygtu and llsev’s (2009) study, transformational leatip improves
market success of innovation, a surprising outcofitee study. Specifically,
transformational leadership inspires employeesituee the success of their innovations
through a shared vision and commitment to the sscokthe new product or concept
(Gumusluglu & llsev, 2009). Thus, nonprofit organizationsitllo not embrace
transformational leadership may jeopardize theicsss, causing donors to make
contributions to other nonprofit organizations tatmonstrated more creativity and
innovation.
Individuals Versus Groups

Transformational leadership positively affects bioidividuals and groups.
Earlier research typically looked at either indivédl or group outcomes of
transformational leadership rather than compaiiegwo (Wang & Howell, 2010). In
researching the effects of transformational leddprat the both individual and group
levels, Wang and Howell (2010) added two componenBass’s (1985) model—
clarifying ambitious goals and objectives and pcan) team-building exercises. The

authors differentiated between individual and groufcomes of transformational
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leadership by stating that transformational leaddtsence individuals through
empowerment and encouragement to reach their paltedevelop their skills, and
increase their self-esteem by treating them indigily and with respect as well as
furnishing opportunities for learning and developin@Vang & Howell, 2010). Differing
goals of any nonprofit organization may demand #&maployees work individually or in
groups, and transformational leadership improveseftficacy, productivity, and
performance of both, adding to the successful cetignl of goals. Additionally,
transformational leadership fosters employees’tifleation with their jobs and the
organization through a shared vision and commotsd¥dalumbwa, Avolio, & Zhu,
2008). As a result, employees find value in thelasjand strongly associate with their
work, taking pride in their performance and efficg¢&/alumbwa et al., 2008). Research
on groups, on the other hand, emphasizes clarifgijectives and goals of the group,
developing shared values, and focusing on how tbepgwill reach its goals together
(Eisenbeiss et al., 2008; Paarlberg & Lavigna, 20%8ng & Howell, 2010).
Transformational leadership helps to create anrenment of creativity and sharing of
ideas and information, allowing employees to bettetheir jobs in groups and reducing
issues related to diversity through open commuimnashared values and through the
use of the shared ideas and information (Kearn&ekert, 2009). The key difference is
that leaders should treat individuals individualhd treat groups collectively (Wang &
Howell, 2010). By acting as a mentor and emphagiambitious goals, transformational
leaders are able to improve individual outcomesr{gvé& Howell, 2010; Williams et al.,

2010). Also, by creating group values and belieés)sformational leaders are able to
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improve group outcomes (Wang & Howell, 2010; Watifr& Mohr, 2009). However,

some evidence suggests that individual leaders &iawere significant impact on
individual outcomes, as opposed to groups (Aymaal.e2009). Perhaps groups require
more than one leader practicing transformatioredéeship to bring them together more
effectively. Yet, transformational leadership igpagpriate for nonprofit organizations in
improving outcomes for both individuals and groaps contributing to organizational
success.

In more recent years, virtual teams/groups havacéd much research attention.
Virtual teams are inherently more complex than ogreups due to lack of visual cues
and conversational characteristi®aifvanova & Bono, 2009). Additionally, e-
communication is considerably more time-consumasgtyping requires four times the
time that speaking requires, increasing the diffies facing virtual teams (Purvanova &
Bono, 2009). Due to these obstacles, many timadgls use a top-down, hierarchical
approach to communication and information dissetiinacausing a negative reaction
in followers (Purvanova & Bono, 2009). Yet, whitartsformational leadership is not as
common in virtual teams as face-to-face teamsstdamore profound and positive effect
on productivity in virtual teams than face-to-faeams (Purvanova & Bono, 2009). This
finding may be due to the nature of transformatideedership to enhance
communication, thereby reducing the vague and amalbig) quality of virtual teams and
enhancing the quality of two-way open communicatmuoreate a shared vision
(Purvanova & Bono, 2009). Many larger nonprofitamgations may utilize virtual

teams comprised of employees in different officed different regions more than
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smaller nonprofit organizations with one locatiget virtual teams are becoming more
common. Therefore, methods for improving their &3s¢ such as transformational
leadership, are necessary. Moreover, some resegdtichtes that transformational
leadership is more effective in groups where tiaéée is older than other group members
as opposed to the same age or younigeai(ney, 2008). When teams are comprised of
similarly qualified individuals, age becomes a @aiceven though the leader practices
transformational leadership (Kearney, 2008). Nofipooganizations should heed this
warning and compensate accordingly to improve ttiences for team success and goal
completion.
Transactional Leadership

Transactional leadership is a common leadershlp sged in organizations
everywhere. In contrast to transformational leddprdransactional leadership is the
exchange of desired behavior for desired rewarddilset al., 2011; Valdiserri &
Wilson, 2010). Transactional leadership is thougtie an appropriate leadership style
for static, stable organizations as opposed to mymarganizations going through change
or crisis (Ismail et al., 2011). In the case of lditger, transformational leadership proves
to be a more effective leadership style (Ismadlgt2011) and contributes to higher
standards of ethics and integrity (Trapero & Deddr, 2010). Larger, established
nonprofit organizations may enjoy a more stabldrenment and operations, yet newly
formed nonprofit organizations may go through orgational change as they go through
trial and error, before recognizing the effectiveasures and tools they will need to

further their missions. Transformational leadershgy be vital as nonprofit
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organizations engage in change. Transactional telgbe through pressure to reach goals
and achieve rewards, often leads to unethical behaile transformational leadership
appeals to employees’ values and contributes toattonduct (Schwepker & Good,
2010; Toor & Ofori, 2009). However, transactioreddership is consistently more
ethical than Laissez Faire leadership style (T@geDe Lozada, 2010), categorized as
ineffective in which a lack of leadership existgshwno one taking responsibility for
meeting goals and the designated leader remaimimyaived and unwilling to make
decisions or deal with employees (Valdiserri & Wits 2010). While it may be necessary
to practice transactional leadership at times sfamational leadership is the most
effective leadership method for nonprofit organimas, especially those going through
organizational change.

To compare, transformational leaders practice hangsnotivating, and inspiring
leadership. Transactional leaders generally useéngent rewards where the follower
and leader agree upon the objective and reward &3antra, 2010) and intervene either
when problems or errors occur or to reward those mbet defined goals (management
by exception, active; Ismail et al., 2010; Valdis& Wilson, 2010) or in the end to take
corrective action (management by exception, pas$rapero & De Lozada, 2010).
While transformational leadership is more effectegpecially in organizations going
through change, transactional leadership is an itapborganizational concept (Ismail et
al., 2010). Transactional leadership and transfaonal leadership are not mutually
exclusive; instead, transformational leadershipdsuipon transactional leadership,

increasing its effectiveness (Ismail et al., 20@)ing to work, performing one’s job,
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and receiving compensation for work done is a bas&nple of transactional leadership.
All organizations practice transactional leaderghipgarying degrees. Transformational
leadership, however, augments performance, sucaedsuality of the work done,
which is critically important to nonprofit organteans.
Public, Private, and Nonprofit Sectors

Scholars have traditionally considered transforameti leadership to be more
prevalent in private sector companies. Howeveenepesearch states that it is equally
effective and pervasive in public sector agen@aggesting that public organizations are
not the red-tape-filled bureaucracies once perdef\Wright & Pandey, 2010). Likewise,
as transformational leadership brings togetherezhaision and a collective mission,
along with inspiring employees to reach beyond etgigns, it is highly effective in
nonprofit organizations (Giri & Santra, 2010; Jasky011). In fact, placing importance
on the organizational mission and vision meanstthasformational leadership is even
more relevant in the public and nonprofit sectd¥sight & Pandey, 2010). Commitment
to the mission and vision is vital to the succdss monprofit organization. Additionally,
bureaucracies rely on uniformity and predictabitliyough formal polices and processes
to ensure stability and equity, leaving little roéon individual judgment (Wright &
Pandey, 2010). This type of organizational striectaotually leads to employee turnover
and alienation (Wright & Pandey, 2010). Insteaalhs$formational leadership focuses on
flexibility and adaptability of both follower anéader (Wright & Pandey, 2010). In times

of change and uncertainty, nonprofit organizatioesd employees who adopt flexibility
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and adaptability to meet goals and fulfill missioRkexibility allows nonprofit
organizations to effect positive social change.
Conclusion

Transformational leadership theory has existediémades, and extensive
research has been conducted on the theory soutrahtliterature supports and agrees
on its viability, value, and appropriateness in tmyganizational contexts. The only
inconsistencies noted in the literature involve mestances where transformational
leadership are proven effective and the study ade¢hareas. The research is more
advanced and expansive in nature rather than guesii, exploratory, or critical (i.e.,
innovation and the differences between groups adididuals). From all appearances,
transformational leadership is a proven theory.

Evolution of the Work Engagement Theory

Per sonal Engagement/Per sonal Disengagement Theory

In 1990, Kahn conducted a grounded theory on patsmgagement and personal
disengagement in the workplace setting. He defperdonal engagement as “the
harnessing of organization members’ selves to therk roles” and personal
disengagement “as the uncoupling of selves fronkwales” (Kahn, 1990, p. 694).
Specifically, Kahn (1990) studied individuals’ carad and outlook from the perspective
of their work experiences and how group and indigicexperiences further affect their
work experiences (Kahn, 1990). Workers personalyage when they find the work to
be meaningful, safe, and had the ability to d&&hn, 1990). Low levels of these factors

lead to personal disengagement (Kahn, 1990). Simikkhose who are personally
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engaged are more likely to be present (or highlgrapnKahn, 1992). Anxiety is a barrier
to being present (Kahn, 1992). These charactesistigate the framework of employee
engagement.

Before the theory of employee engagement was peaphasholars looked at the
negative end of that scale—burnout. In an efforetdirect workplace psychological
research from negative aspects to positive aspautisin noting specific deficiencies in
the Maslach-Burnout-Inventory and the Burnout Meagtwo widely used measurement
tools of employee burnout; Enzmann, Schaufeli, sems& Rozeman, 1998), Schaufeli
et al. (2002) further developed Kahn’s (1990) tyesdfrpersonal engagement and
personal disengagement, arriving at the concepbok engagement, in which they
identified causes and barriers to employee engagieamel designed the Utrecht Work
Engagement Scale to measure engagement. Spegijfiealkmann et al. (1998) found
that the Maslach-Burnout Inventory focused too maly on the concept that burnout
occurred only in those occupations where employeeked directly with other
individuals, such as human service fields (i.ersimg and teaching; Enzmann et al.,
1998). Additionally, the Maslach-Burnout Invent@ysumes that burnout and
engagement are different degrees of the same \esgjabhereas the current model uses
an analysis of different variables for burnout frmse for engagement for a two-factor
model, which better explains causes of burnoutearghgement than the single factor
model (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). They also deteexdi that the Burnout Measure is too
one-dimensional, contains deficient operationalirato the point that it is difficult to

adequately assess the validity of the results faitglto properly explain their
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assumptions through a theoretical framework (Enzneral., 1998). In constructing the
Utrecht Work Engagement Scale, the researchersl tlode engagement is not merely the
opposite of burnout (Schaufeli et al., 2002b). Ratkach concept requires
measurements of separate variables (Schaufeli, @0812b). As such, the scale measures
burnout using the criteria of exhaustion, cynicismg inefficacy (Maslach-Burnout-
Inventory and the Burnout Measure) and measuresgemgent using the criteria of
vigor, dedication, and absorption (Utrecht Work &gpgment Scale; Schaufeli et al.,
2002b). It should be noted that individuals maybgher burned out nor engaged—
engagement and burnout are not the only stateeplace behavior.
Job Demands-Job Resources M odel of Burnout

Researching burnout provided the authors with lgpRrispective on the two
extremes of burnout and engagement. In contrakettheory that burnout only occurs in
the human services field, Demerouti, NachreinekeBaand Schaufeli (2001) developed
the job demands/job resources theory, suggestatgthoccupations are vulnerable to
burnout. The authors defined job demands as thogsiqal and/or mental requirements
of one’s position that require both physical andchtakexertion, potentially leading to
stress and exhaustion (Demerouti et al., 2001)rdedurces, on the other hand, are
defined as physical, emotional, and/or mental f&cbd one’s position that contribute to
an individual’s success, decrease the effects gditnee job demands, and lead to
learning and growth (Demerouti et al., 2001). Aitgb studies have indicated that job
resources are often both internal and external,deuti et al. (2001) focused only on

external resources for purposes of their Job Desi&@sources Model of Burnout.
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External job resources include “job control, pot&rfor qualification, participation in
decision making, and task variety” (Demerouti et2001, p. 501). Essentially, higher
rates of job demands with lower instances of jadoueces lead to burnout.

When job demands are high and job resources areclmployees often withdraw
from their jobs, and motivation levels drop (Demdret al., 2001). More specifically,
when job demands are high, employees generallyusuzto exhaustion; whereas, when
job resources are low, employees generally disenffagh work; and when both job
demands are high, and job resources are low, emgsosuffer from both exhaustion and
disengagement, or burnout syndrome (Demerouti e2@01). Significantly, job
demands are more sensitive, and employees devetapgtion from high levels of job
demands more quickly than they become disengagetulbw levels of job resources
(Demerouti et al., 2001). These findings may pre\ada interesting lesson for
organizations.

Burnout Theory

Burnout is a potentially hazardous condition to Ewpes’ health and mental
well-being. Initially thought to only occur in thieiman service professions, burnout was
first measured using the Maslach Burnout Inven{dBl) scale developed by Maslach
and Jackson (1981). The model considered burnoot fhree different perspectives.
First, exhaustion is described as low levels ofgynavithout regard for the source
(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Second, cynicism retera disassociation or apathy for
one’s job (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Finally, pesfional efficacy focuses on both an

individual’s job skills and proficiencies as wedl his/her interpersonal skills (Schaufeli
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& Bakker, 2004). Notably, professional efficacyaiso found to positively affect

engagement (Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 200@lviduals who score high on the
exhaustion and cynicism categories and low on th&epsional efficacy category are
considered to be suffering from burnout (Schawidiakker, 2004). It is difficult for
employees to adequately perform their jobs when #ine exhausted, cynical, and feel
they do not have sufficient skills for the position

The MBI went through several incarnations beforevrg at its final stage. The
first version of the MBI measured three contribgtfactors for burnout: emotional
exhaustion, depersonalization, and personal acesinmpént (Maslach & Jackson, 1981).
Higher scores in the areas of emotional exhaustnehdepersonalization along with low
scores in personal accomplishment are consideredgsindicators of burnout, yet no
correlation between personal accomplishment andtther two factors exists (Maslach
& Jackson, 1981). Stressful personal contact doumtkes to both emotional exhaustion
and, less directly, depersonalization, leadinguimbut, yet is not shown to affect
personal accomplishment (Leiter & Maslach, 198&nfcantly, emotional exhaustion
does not, itself, lead to low levels of personalamaplishment except in cases in which
emotional exhaustion first led to depersonalizaflagiter & Maslach, 1988). Burnout is
also found to be a strong indicator of low levelsvork commitment (Heuven, Bakker,
Schaufeli, & Huisman, 2006; Leiter & Maslach, 19883% discussed in the
transformational leadership section, organizatiaoahmitment may save organizations

from the costs associated with turnover.
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More specifically, organizational relationships aavsignificant impact on
employees’ well-being. Negative workplace interpeed interaction with an employee’s
supervisor and role conflict directly lead to ernafil exhaustion, while high levels of
emotional exhaustion and negative relationshipk aifpervisors and coworkers lead to
depersonalization (Leiter & Maslach, 1988). Thipelsonalization causes workers to
feel less committed to the organization, to pulagvirom the job, and to thus experience
less personal accomplishments (Leiter & MaslacB8).9As a result, negative
relationships with workers’ supervisors lead torfmut and decreased commitment
(Leiter & Maslach, 1988). Other factors contribgtito the elements of burnout are heavy
workloads, deadlines, role conflict, job ambiguiggck of control, coworker
relationships, and supervisor relationships (Mdsl&chaufeli, & Leiter, 2001). Thus,
transformational leadership may considerably imprithese relationships, especially the
worker/supervisor relationship, thereby alleviatmgnout.

The MBI continued to evolve. In the more recensiars of Maslach Burnout
Inventory, from the MBI-Human Services Survey,iie MBI-Educators Survey, finally
to the current MBI-General Survey, depersonalizaisoreplaced with cynicism, and
personal accomplishment is replaced with profesgiefiicacy (Maslach et al., 2001).
The creation of the general survey acknowledgédsatharganizations and professions
are vulnerable to burnout (Maslach et al., 20G13ldo defines a spectrum of workplace
responses, with burnout at one end and engagerina ather (Maslach & Leiter,
2008). Indeed, burnout is considered to be the sippoeaction of engagement, leading

to absenteeism, turnover, and physical and emdtiwadth issues (Maslach et al., 2001).
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Maslach and Leiter (2008) provided the three aspaicengagement of energy,

involvement, and efficacy. Moreover, burnout imgagmployee performance leading to
decreased efficiency and even problems in emplopeesonal lives (Maslach & Leiter,
2008). Finally, in the latest version of the burhscale, indicators of burnout are
expanded and include workload/demands, role canfbbe ambiguity, potential rewards
and recognition, quality of workplace relationshifasrness, values, and job-person fit
(Maslach & Leiter, 2008). While workload and ladkcontrol are significant elements of
burnout, values are strongly related to rewardatiomships, and equitable treatment,
which have a strong negative correlation to burifbeiter & Maslach, 2009). Such
organizations seem to lack any type of transforomati leadership.

As a result of the burnout theory, it became edsieletect individuals susceptible
to burnout. Early warnings of burnout are evidehew either exhaustion or cynicism
(but not both) are experienced (Maslach & Leit®0&). In other words, these two
factors appear to be closely related, generallywogy together, so that the presence of
one and the absence of the other suggest an unstabe, eventually leading to either
burnout or a return to engagement (Maslach & Lei608). Likewise, those employees
suffering from a poor job-person fit are likelyldecome burned out over time (Maslach
& Leiter, 2008). Dissatisfaction with one’s job alsay lead to lack of engagement and
eventually turnover (Maslach & Leiter, 2008). Agdiurnout potentially causes negative

health consequences, and turnover is very costhyganizations.
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Work Engagement Theory

Engagement

Engagement is thought to be the opposite of buri®egearchers looked at work
engagement and found that it is not just the op@asaction of burnout or lack of the
burnout factors (Schaufeli et al., 2002b). Rateegagement is predicted by three
separate factors from those of burnout (Schaufeli.e2002b). In developing a model of
engagement, engagement is defined as a generglizdoinged state of positive outlook
as opposed to intermittent or momentary positiedifigs or as caused by any single
factor (Schaufeli et al., 2002b). With regard te three hallmark characterizations of
engagement, vigor is defined as having “high leweélsnergy and mental resilience while
working, the willingness to invest effort in one®rk, and persistence even in the face
of difficulties” (Schaufeli et al., 2002b, p. 7dedication is described as having “a sense
of significance, enthusiasm, inspiration, prided ahallenge” (Schaufeli et al., 2002b, p.
74). Finally, absorption is described as beingl{fabncentrated and deeply engrossed in
one’s work, whereby time passes quickly and onedifisulties with detaching oneself
from work” with awareness and clearness (Schaetai., 2002b, p. 75). Absorption,
thus, is similar to Kahn’s (1992) concept of beprgsent. Later, however, it was
determined that vigor and dedication are the claments of engagement and the polar
opposite of the two burnout elements of exhausdiwh cynicism, respectively (Llorens,
Salanova, Schaufeli, & Bakker, 2007). These facioesin contrast to the MBI, which
suggests that engagement is merely the absenodicétors for burnout (Schaufeli et al.,

2002b). Generally speaking, engagement and buareuefined by the two
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characteristics of connecting with others and slatnon, either positively (in the case of
engagement) or negatively (in the case of burrShitnazu et al., 2008). Yet, the two
concepts remain at opposite ends of the same gasieising different variables.

As predicted, burnout and engagement are modetatdighly negatively
correlated (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Burnout cimites to turnover rates (Schaufeli
& Bakker, 2004). Initially, the three-factor modslburnout was found to successfully fit
the data (Schaufeli, Martinez, Marques Pinto, Salan& Bakker, 2002). While burnout
and engagement were previously thought to be ofgesds of a continuum,
engagement and burnout are predicted by diffesatbfs (Schaufeli et al., 2002b).
However, vigor and exhaustion have an oppositéioalship along the element of energy
(Gonzalez-Rom4, Schaufeli, Bakker, & Lloret, 2086haufeli & Salanova, 2007a). In
other words, high levels of energy indicate thespnee of vigor, and low levels of
energy indicate the presence of exhaustion (Gonfabena et al., 2006). Importantly,
engaged workers are more likely to be proactiveéppm at a higher level, and contribute
to the overall success of an organization (Schaefell., 2008). Additionally, engaged
employees enjoy higher levels of workplace wellAggiSeppéla et al., 2009). Clearly,
engaged employees perform better and are more @redthan an employee suffering
burnout.

Moreover, engaged employees are more likely taubeessful in the future,
gaining more skills in overcoming demands and albssathan their unengaged
counterparts (Salanova, Schaufeli, Martinez, & By@®909). Interestingly, burnout does

not indicate future failure (Salanova et al., 20Q@} studies of engagement prove that
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engagement is a stable and pervasive state rateatfleeting or momentary feeling
(Seppala et al., 2009Fngaged employees are generally happier and msrgvao enjoy
good health, help build their own job resourcesl iafect others with their engagement
(Shimazu & Schaufeli, 2009Additionally, engaged workers enjoy better hedtian

their unengaged coworkers (especially burned owbdckers), perform better and above
expectations, provide superior customer serviGepare committed to the organization,
have less desire to leave the company than unedgadrirned out employees, and even
improve organizations’ financial succeShimazu & Schaufeli, 2009bLike
transformational leadership, engagement affectsrozgtions’ overall success, leading to
increased productivity and improved performance.

Similarly, dedication and cynicism have an opposstationship along the
element of identification (Gonzélez-Roma et alQ&0Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007a).
Therefore, high levels of identification indicateetpresence of dedication, and low levels
of identification indicate the presence of cynici@@onzalez-Roma et al., 2006). As a
result, high levels of energy and identificatioeglict engagement, and low levels of
energy and identification predict burnout (Bakk&chaufeli, Demerouti, & Euwema,
2006; Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007a). Interestingtyputcome of burnout results when
self-efficacy levels decrease, while improved apson levels appear to be an outcome
of engagement (Bakker et al., 2006). In fact, afficultimately is associated with all
three elements of engagement, resulting in a feemgagement dimension rather than a
third dimension of burnout, and is related to jebaurces, whereas exhaustion and

cynicism are related to job demands (Schaufeli.eP@06a; Breso, Salanova, &
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Schaufeli, 2007). Possible explanations for thésets are that engaged workers feel
more competent in their job duties (Schaufeli et2006a). Indeed, in later studies,
absorption appears to be a result of engagemdmrréitan a factor of engagement
(Lorente, Salanova, Martinez, & Schaufeli, 2008)all, job demands influence
exhaustion levels more than other factors (Heuvexh ,€2006). Job resources mediate
engagement more than the other factors, and logldef job resources actually lower
employees’ senses of competency (Heuven et al§)200b demands appear to be the
real culprit in tipping the scales from engagenteriiurnout. As organizations continue
to downsize in the recent recession, and remampgloyees take on the tasks of those
laid off, it may potentially result in an epidenatburned out employees.

Researchers further distinguish and compare burmdiengagement. Delving
deeper, studies show that engagement (and bursdutiher determined by affective
characteristics along the spectrums of activatwgof and exhaustion) and pleasure
(dedication and cynicism; Langelaan, Bakker, Vammen, & Schaufeli, 2006).
Employees’ personalities are generally affectethieyr work positively (feelings of
stimulation and joy) or negatively (feelings oftiation, agitation and stress; Langelaan et
al., 2006). The research suggests that engagedgaas! report higher levels of positive
effects from work, while burned out employees répbagher levels of negative effects
from work (Langelaan et al., 2006). These obsemwatare interesting, as being engaged
or burned out may actually affect employees’ petioep in the workplace.

With regard to personality, neuroticism (feelindgslcead, anxiety, and

irritability) and extraversion (feelings of friendéss, energy, and happiness) are
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associated with burnout and engagement, respecfivehgelaan et al., 2006). Similarly,
three categories of personality temperament ase®@fe in determining burnout and
engagement (Langelaan et al., 2006). These caésgaglude strength of excitation
(one’s ability to sustain control in the face ofrieased stimulation), strength of inhibition
(using the appropriate behavior for the situati@mg mobility (adapting to change and
remaining flexible; Langelaan et al., 2006, p. 52yh levels of these three categories
of temperament indicate engagement, while low Ewéthe three categories indicate
burnout (Langelaan et al., 2006). Interestinglyro&cism is highly predictive of
burnout, perhaps increasing levels of stress, véxteaversion levels are predictive of the
levels of engagement (high to low; Langelaan ¢28I06). Perhaps outgoing individuals
establish better workplace relationships (job reses) to better adapt to changing
environments and stress.
Many may consider engaged individuals to be workesdt should be noted
that engagement differs from workaholism (Schaufedris, & Bakker, 2006). Indeed,
workaholics:
... are high in involvement, high in drive, aogvlin enjoyment, whereas ‘work
enthusiasts’ are high in involvement and enjoymandl low in drive (thus
resembling engaged workers), and ‘disenchantedevsrire low in involvement
and enjoyment, and high in drive (thus resembliaghed-out workers).
(Schaufeli, Taris, & Van Rhenen, 2008, p. 174)
Although engaged workers are similar to workahdliesause they are both absorbed and

engrossed in their work, the compulsive componémtarkaholism is absent in engaged
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employees (Schaufeli et al., 2006b; Taris, Schaliebhimazu, 2010). Rather, the

enjoyment workers derive from their jobs is thesohg force behind the absorption found
in engaged employees (Schaufeli et al., 2006b) KAhmlics, on the other hand, work
excessively and compulsively, without regard to etary incentives, and after meeting
organizational demands (Schaufeli et al., 2006khodigh engaged employees report
feeling tired at times, this feeling differs sigoéntly from exhaustion and is actually
identified as a positive feeling, one associatetth wijob well done and a sense of
accomplishment (Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007b). Eedagorkers are clearly not
workaholics.

Other differences between workaholics and engagetless exist. One noted
difference is that workaholics express stressirsteand health issues as a result of their
work, but engaged employees do not (Schaufeli.eR@D6b). In fact, despite what one
would expect, research suggests that workaholidsnpe poorly, yet engaged workers
are quite productive (Schaufeli et al., 2006b). @ileworkaholism shares characteristics
of both burnout and engagement, yet the three iackpcategories remain distinctive,
maintaining their own elements and dimensions (Sfehieet al., 2008). Indeed, engaged
workers find satisfaction in work and family comgaito workaholics (Shimazu &
Schaufeli, 2009). Interestingly, self-employed induals are likely to be either engaged
or a workaholic because of their ambition and datiba (Gorgievski, Bakker, &
Schaufeli, 2009). Likewise, the job resources ireatiepreneurial environment are those

very job resources (autonomy, job control, managenetc.) that lead to engagement



72

(Gorgievski et al., 2009). Engagement may expldiy many entrepreneurs achieve
great success and why entrepreneurship is so apgpéalsome.

Researchers again looked at burnout, engagemehty@kaholism together.
Simply stated, burnout negatively affects bothredources and job demands, while
engagement positively affects only job resourceh@8feli et al., 2008). Therefore, job
demands contribute to burnout and workaholism btiengagement, while job resources
relate positively to engagement and negativelyumbut and workaholism (Schaufeli et
al., 2008). Meanwhile, workaholism and engagemesitrely relate to job satisfaction
and commitment with burnout negatively contributinghese factors (Schaufeli et al.,
2008). Finally, studies suggest that engaged erapbgnjoy better mental and physical
health than their burned out counterparts (Schieeffall., 2008).

Job demands and job resources are such a crigtaindinant of engagement and
burnout that a model was created to more cleadwsheir relationship. The Job
Demands-Resources is based upon the observatatysithdemands (the actual physical
and emotional demands of the job) increase fatigghde lack of job resources (lack of
work control, lack of support, lack of decision-nrak lead to disengagement (Salanova
& Schaufeli, 2008). Conversely, job resources,(centrol, feedback, and variety;
Salanova & Schaufeli, 2008) contribute to engageraed offset the effects of job
demands, leading to improved performance, motimattommitment, and proactivity
(Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2p@id lowering absenteeism and
turnover intention (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Sifieally, job resources contribute to

engagement, and engaged employees perform prdgdi8adanova & Schaufeli, 2008).
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In other words, job resources have an indirectceff@ proactivity through increased
engagement (Salanova & Schaufeli, 2008). Workisdtest, satisfies individuals’ needs
for independence, proficiency, and interpersonaheation (Salanova & Schaufeli,
2008). Interestingly, monetary rewards are not comignreferenced as a job resource.
Job demands. The first part of the jobs demand-resources misdeb demands.
Job demands are defined as those specific jobsdasgigned to an individual (Schaufeli
& Bakker, 2004). Job demands differ from occupatmoccupation, yet similarities in
their effect is evident and universal (Bakker et2006). Job demands negatively
contribute to burnout when those duties becomdtwdensome (Bakker, Demerouti,
Taris, Schaufeli, & Schreurs, 2003; Schaufeli & Bai 2004). At this point, job
demands become a source of stress, influencingthiee categories of burnout, such as
exhaustion (Bakker et al., 2003b; Schaufeli & BakR®04), and decreased job
performance (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). Job demsamalwever, are not found to be an
absolute contributor to burnout but do significgmtégatively affect engagement
(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Yet, the best determgnfiactor in burnout are job demands
rather than lack of resources (Bakker, Demeroutgchaufeli, 2005). Moreover, in
contrast with job resources, no reciprocal relaiop exists between job demands and
burnout (Schaufeli, Bakker, & van Rhenen, 2009)aiAgjob demands are significant
indicators of a potential surge in cases of bur@sud result of the current recession.
High levels of job demands lead to exhaustion, tmmributing to burnout
(Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2003). Negativedis of job demands in the presence

of burnout contribute to employee health issues endsequently, absenteeism (Bakker
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et al., 2003a; Demerouti, Le Blanc, Bakker, SchiaueHox, 2009; Schaufeli & Bakker,

2004; Taris, Stoffelsen, Bakker, Schaufeli, & Vaiei@ndonck, 2005;). Significantly,
high levels of emotional work demands are equdllypt more responsible for burnout
as psychological or quantitative demands, and tiyreontribute to feelings of
depersonalization, whereas quantitative demandst(Vegchel, De Jonge, Stderfeldt,
Dormann, & Schaufeli, 2004). Interestingly, low é&év of quantitative demands
negatively impact individuals’ senses of profesaladficacy (Vegchel et al., 2004).
Reasonable explanations include the possibilityitidividuals consider themselves
more proficient when they are able to successfudifform a large number of tasks, at
least until they reach the point where they leaeioaustion and, eventually, burnout
(Vegchel et al., 2004). Meanwhile, job control laasigh correlation with the other
burnout factors and decreases exhaustion (Vegtlaél 2004). Clearly, lack of control
in the workplace negatively impacts employees gy@ng so far as to ease the effects of
exhaustion.

Job resources. The second component of the job demands-resouarodsl is job
resources. Job resources refers to those skitlssources available to an individual that
allows him/her to better cope with the job demafBthaufeli & Bakker, 2004),
providing a buffer to those job demands (Korunkabi€ek, & Schaufeli, 2009). In other
words, job resources may be those task-relatethlgerelated, or organizationally-
related skills that allow an individual to procgsis demands in such a way as to reduce
the associated stress (Schaufeli & Bakker, 20@b) rdsources also differ from

occupation to occupation, yet similarities in thefiiect is evident and universal (Bakker
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et al., 2006). Job resources motivate employees wiey provide autonomy, growth,
and aptitude, positively affecting engagement (8t#ea& Bakker, 2004). Motivation
derived from job resources is both intrinsic anttiegic (Llorens, Bakker, Schaufeli, &
Salanova, 2006; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). For examn the case of intrinsic
motivation, support and feedback from supervisorgribute to an individual’s feelings
of belonging and worth, providing job motivatiorc{taufeli & Bakker, 2004). Similarly,
when employees are able to meet organizationasgthady are extrinsically motivated
by this success (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Higrels of engagement lead to lower
occurrences of the intention to quit or a reductioturnover (Schaufeli & Bakker,
2004). High levels of job resources also prevemhbut and contribute to engagement
while mitigating job demands (Schaufeli & Bakke®02; Vegchel et al., 2004). It should
be noted that job resources are more importantjtisrtheir effect on job demands due
to the profound effect of job resources on workagrggnent (Schaufeli et al., 2009).
Additionally, high levels of job resources redu@alth risks associated with burnout
(Heuven et al., 2006). Overall, job control andmup are the primary job resources
responsible for increased levels of engagementiancbased levels of burnout (Vegchel
et al., 2004; Taris et al., 2005). Employees wheetebsolutely no support or control
often have difficulty replacing those job resouregth others that may raise them to the
level of engagement.

Additionally, job resources are directly connedi@ihvolvement in both
affective commitment and dedication. Affective coitment is associated with pleasant

feelings for the organization, and dedication soagted with pleasant feelings for the
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job itself (Bakker et al., 2003a). Specificallyrtegn job resources such as autonomy and
input in workplace decisions lead to increasedlggéinvolvement, and job resources
such as encouragement from leaders lead to inctéagels of affective commitment
(Bakker et al., 2003a; Taris et al., 2005). Intengdy, engagement is more highly related
to work commitment than job involvement (HallbergS&haufeli, 2006). With regard to
dedication, job resources, such as control oveisahgies and decision-making abilities
lead to increased dedication (Bakker et al., 200Rarther, the job resources of feedback
and coaching lead to increased levels of engage(Bakker et al., 2003a). In terms of
engagement, job resources are singularly resp@naitd mitigate turnover (Bakker et al.,
2003a). Indeed, job resources increase the balehe’s self-efficacy leading to
engagement (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007a). Yet, tdgkb resources lead to cynicism, a
component of burnout (Bakker et al., 2005). Sigaifitly, pessimism decreased job
resources leading to decreased performance andadect organization success (Bakker
et al., 2006). Finally, job resources improve leval engagement, which in turn improve
levels of performance (Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Dermgré& Schaufeli, 2009a). In fact,
higher levels of performance indicate a possiblatieship to increased organizational
financial success (Xanthopoulou et al., 2009a). ihbeeased productivity derived from
engaged employees clearly has a positive effeanaorganization’s financial success.
Moreover, employees’ personal resources enable tbewercome stress and
improve their emotional state, actually alteringitlperceptions of the workplace and
protecting them from exhaustion (Xanthopoulou et2007a). In fact, individuals’

personal resources impact their personality atieo.e., building confidence levels)
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and improve motivation and performance (Xanthopowbal., 2007a). Additionally, job
resources increase individuals’ personal resoup¢asthopoulou et al., 2007a).
Employees who enjoy high levels of job resources@arsonal resources are engaged
employees (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007a). Resouneesaeffective in improving
employees’ resiliency to job demands that theyaase an organization’s likelihood of
success (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007a). Notablyrgslources reduce cynicism more than
exhaustion, while autonomy fails to significantgduce the effects of workload toward
either cynicism or exhaustion (Xanthopoulou et20Q7b). Moreover, engaged
employees improve the overall organizational emment and lead to improved
customer service, retention, and approval (Schia&f€halanova, 2007b). As noted
above, extroverted employees are more likely terigaged, which may explain the
improvement in those organizational environmentshinch many engaged employees
work.

Interestingly, personal resources are classifidtinee ways. With regard to the
three categories of personal resources (efficatgeen, and optimism), personal
resources are not effective in mitigating the dffexf job demands on exhaustion
(Bakker et al., 2006). Yet, self-efficacy, whilentobuting to engagement, does not
contribute to burnout in cases where employeestépe levels of self-efficacy (Breso,
Schaufeli, & Salanova, 2011). Conversely, persogsburces are somewhat effective in
fostering job resources and engagement, implyiagjtb resources build personal
resources (Bakker et al., 2006). Finally, selfezftly is effective in increasing

employees’ well-being, possibly creating a cycleevghincreased job resources mitigate
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the effects of job demands, leading to increaseeldenf engagement, and in turn leading
to increased sense of self-efficacy (Bakker e28I06; Llorens et al., 2007). Overall, job
resources contribute significantly to employeegjagement and motivation, as well as
job commitment, and mediate job demands (Bakkdra®eli, Leiter, & Taris, 2008).
Indeed, according to research, job resources arsdma resources are reciprocal over
time with regard to engagement (Xanthopoulou, BgkRemerouti, & Schaufeli,
2009b). Job resources and job demands have a pb&iftect on employees and
organizations, such that organizations that danbvely try to improve both areas may
be setting themselves up for failure.

Work/home interference. When individuals are not able to meet the neéds o
both work and their personal lives, they may suffiere stress. A work/life balance is a
concern for most men and women (Montgomery, Peebetsaufeli, & Den Ouden,
2003). Work-home interference refers to the imbadaof demands associated with these
two conflicting roles (Montgomery et al., 2003; B#s, Montgomery, Bakker, &
Schaufeli, 2005). Individuals’ demands at home Itaswan overall increase in work
demand, thus increasing an individual’s stress (gamery et al., 2003; Peeters et al.,
2005). Like work demands, home demands fall intedltategories of emotional,
guantitative, and psychological (Peeters et aD520At the same time, high levels of
home resources contribute to overall work resouir@gasing an individual’s level of
engagement (Montgomery et al., 2003; Peeters,2(5). Conversely, high levels of
work demands lead to decreased resiliency andaseteburnout at work (Montgomery

et al., 2003; Peeters et al., 2005). In fact, wiarke programs designed to facilitate a
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work/life balance do not significantly reduce therie-home interference (Montgomery
et al., 2003). This finding is an unexpected restiwvork/life balance programs.

While research shows that work and home demantsdiger the same limited
resources of an individual, it has also shown itnatlvement in both roles of work and
home increases an individual’s repertoire of resesirallowing the individual to better
adapt and grow in both realms (Montgomery et &03). In other words, each separate
demand either positively or negatively contributeshe other (Montgomery et al., 2003;
Peeters et al., 2005). High levels of work and hderands lead to burnout, and high
levels of work and life resources lead to engagerfMaontgomery et al., 2003). Even in
one’s personal life, job resources are invaluableis/her emotional and physical well-
being.

Interestingly, men and women handle work-home fatence differently (Peeters
et al., 2005). For women, work demands that interféith home demands cause a higher
rate of burnout (Peeters et al., 2005). For mewgher, home demands that interfere
with work demands cause a higher rate of burnoegt@s et al., 2005). At the same
time, spousal crossover is noted wherein burnoahgspouse increases the other
spouse’s level of burnout, while one spouse’s eaeget increases the other spouse’s
level of engagement (Bakker et al., 2005). The#erdnces are consistent with more
traditional gender roles wherein women take carth®@home, and men work.

With regard to home demands, they cause similaitteeas work demands.
Specifically, significant amounts of home demandstftal home demands and

emotional home demands) lead to the exhaustiortamdism components of burnout,
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while mental home demands are responsible for gmicalone (Bakker et al., 2005).
Yet, surprisingly, home resources (like personsbueces) are not associated with either
burnout or engagement (Bakker et al., 2005). Ieappthat personal and home resources
do not prevent burnout alone but rather add to weskurces positively.

Ways of improving engagement. Understanding how job demands and job
resources affect engagement and burnout is cracideveloping ways to improve both
areas. Research shows that certain actions takerghpizations may help to improve
employees’ levels of engagement (Shimazu & Scha@@09b). First, feedback in the
form of employee evaluations from supervisors amthdin resources proves to be a
valuable tool in improving engagement (Shimazu &&deli, 2009b). Employees feel
more connection with their jobs when they recewep®rt and feedback about their
performance, including opportunities for trainimgdadelineation of goals, thus leading to
higher levels of engagement (Shimazu & Schauféld9). Second, providing career
development opportunities and redefining the jeblitalso increase engagement
(Shimazu & Schaufeli, 2009b). Career developmedtradefining an employees’ job
challenge the employee, increasing the employédissst, thus increasing the
employee’s job resources (Shimazu & Schaufeli, BP0Bhird, leadership skills are
effective in increasing the levels of engagememmployees (Shimazu & Schaufeli,
2009b). Engagement proves to be contagious (engagpbbyees increased the
engagement level of otherwise unengaged employaed)eadership skills provide
motivation, support, feedback, and mentoring foplEyees (Shimazu & Schaufeli,

2009b). Fourth, training programs designed to mseeemployees’ skills and confidence
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increase their self-efficacy, thus making it likétyimprove engagement (Shimazu &
Schaufeli, 2009b). Self-efficacy initiates the @of improved engagement where self-
efficacy increases engagement, which in turn iregeg@erformance, which in turn
increases self-efficacy (Shimazu & Schaufeli, 2Q08iith and finally, opportunities for
upward mobility within the organization increasedks of engagement (Shimazu &
Schaufeli, 2009b). The ability to ascend the caapwladder enhances employees’ job
resources, a key component to engagement (SchéuBakker, 2004). Although not
entirely specific about concrete actions employeay take to increase engagement, the
guidelines above should be a solid starting panthy organization interested in
making improvements.

The survey instrument. The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale is the
measurement tool for assessing engagement andfydenjob resources and job
demands. Overall, the Utrecht Work Engagement Ssalfective across races and
countries and is a better model than a three-fagiproach (as attempted by Sonnentag
(2003). In an attempt to further reduce the nunabeuestions on the survey tool,
Schaufeli, Bakker, and Salanova (2006) used thebtwoout dimensions of exhaustion
and cynicism against four engagement dimensiongyof, dedication, absorption, and
professional efficacy to create a revised engagestate better fitting the data. The
authors then tested the new scale in order to addtaiances in age, gender, and
profession (Schaufeli et al., 2006a). Results sti@awno significant differences are
related to age or gender, but that rates of buramuhigher (and rates of engagement are

lower) in blue collar workers than in white colleorkers (Schaufeli et al., 2006a). This
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difference may be a result of lowered job resoufessan indicator of engagement) in
such positions (Schaufeli et al., 2006a). As whih longer version, the shorter version
produces a negative correlation between burnoutagdgement (Schaufeli et al.,
2006a). The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale has tesésd repeatedly and is
consistently reliable and valid.

The addition of self-efficacy happened in latersigns of the Utrecht Work
Engagement Scale. Interestingly, professional &fffovas originally considered to be a
dimension of burnout (Schaufeli et al., 2006a). lde&r, Schaufeli et al. (2006a) found
that high levels of professional efficacy actuabntribute to engagement in a more
reliable manner. Thus, the authors, in later vassiaf their engagement scale, included
professional efficacy in the engagement dimensfBebaufeli et al., 2006a). A shorter
survey may increase the likelihood that individuails complete it, thereby proving
more valuable to researchers attempting to redaiga sample size.

Work Engagement
Engagement

Like transformational leadership, the current tare on employee engagement
supports and validates the original theorists’ifuigg with only minimal modifications
and updates. Also like transformational leaderstmpployee engagement is relevant in
the nonprofit sector, as nonprofit organizatiomaggle with funding, and lowering
turnover rates and improving productivity are catito their success. To create a
successful organizational culture, organizationstimclude employees in decision-

making at every level to create engagement and @emvolvement in bettering
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systems and processes (Raines, 2011). More s@dlgificigh levels of employee control
and involvement in their jobs lead to high levdigngagement (Raines, 2011).
Organizations can increase employee engagementtivbgmrcreate an environment
where employees feel involved and that include egg®s in decisions while providing
an atmosphere of communication with support andifaek (Raines, 2011). These
trademarks of engagement are very similar to teds@nsformational leadership. Thus,
transformational leadership is expected to strongdgliate employee engagement and
improve working conditions in nonprofit organizatgas well as their chances for
success. Babcock-Roberson and Strickland (201@gtbat charismatic leadership,
among other things, as it relates to employee asrgagt and found that it is positively
related to employee engagement. This statemenestgythat transformational leadership
and employee engagement will also be positiveteel, as some researchers consider
charismatic leadership to be similar to transforareatl leadership in terms of employee
inspiration and motivation. Moreover, organizatibimast is essential to employee
engagement and may be the most influencing fastengagement, and the two factors
are so reciprocal that they create an upward spir@ome (Ali Chughtai & Finian,
2008). Employees, as well as donors, the genetdigpand recipients, expect nonprofit
organizations to act ethically. Building and prayihat trust must be a central concern
for nonprofit organizations. Trust and communicatiwe especially important during
organizational change to maintain engagement amdrtitynicism (Watt & Piotrowski,

2008). Trust, too, is essential to nonprofit orgations to effect change in a positive
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manner. Additionally, these findings are all cotesas with the original theorists’
assertions.

However, as transformational leadership is a mstabdished and accepted
theory, engagement theory is still somewhat evglvaspecially with regard to the
definition of engagement. Most researchers agree gprtain conceptual components of
engagement. Christian, Garza, and Slaughter (2afigd that high levels of engagement
lead to higher levels of performance, suggestipgyehological involvement in the task
being performed. Employee engagement varies frévarairganizational theories, as it is
narrowly related to performance and workplace s#itacy (Christian et al., 2011). For
nonprofit organizations struggling with decreasedations in a difficult economy,
increased performance may be a single decidingrfactheir success. Additionally,
researchers generally conclude that engagemenst®ngenergy, job satisfaction, and
commitment, among other things. However, GrumanSaid (2011) stated that
employee engagement is both a state and a beh8pecifically, the state of
engagement leads to behaviors of engagement, whechleads to increased levels of
performance (Gruman & Saks, 2011). Yet, it mushdked that engagement is not the
same as workaholism. Workaholism is defined assstze and compulsive work
practices (Sonnentag, Mojza, Binnewies, & Schd&. Engaged employees are not
subject to the same health risks, absenteeismuanover intentions as burned out
employees or workaholics. Thus, nonprofit organiret must ensure that they do
everything in their power to create an atmosphdrerarzemployees are engaged to

improve performance, decrease turnover, and makmust of scarce resources.
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Another study helped further describe engagemdnagarajan and Renugadevi
(2011) defined engagement as an employee’s featihgtachment to his/her work
physically, emotionally, and intellectually. Thetlaors elaborated that engagement exists
when management cares about the well-being ofrtiagee; when the employee is
challenged in his/her job; when employees haverobtd make decisions; when the
satisfaction of the customers is important to tfganization; when advancement
opportunities exist for the employee; when the piztion’s reputation is strong as a fair
employer; when team members work well together;wdmaployees have adequate job
resources; when management listens to employedsyla®n management provides open
communication and suggests that leaders implenueht@n environment through clear
communication, leading by example, individual castios, and a collaborative
approach to employees (Thiagarajan & Renugadeti] 2While it may appear to be a
tall order to fill, nonprofit organizations mustogide these types of employment
opportunities and characteristics if they are taat and retain quality talent. It is
especially true for nonprofit organizations thatrmat compete monetarily with private
sector salaries. Indeed, to promote engagemenggeasnwho act fairly and
communicate honestly, as well as provide suppogniployees, are more successful at
improving engagement than managers who do not (Kewsal., 2009). Leaders in
nonprofit organizations must be vigilant in praictgcfair treatment and providing honest
communication as well as support, even when themselves, are very busy.
Additionally, virtuous employees are more engagee,more satisfied in their jobs, and

suffer less stress than nonvirtuous employees @&rkKoyuncu, 2010). Virtue leading
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to job satisfaction is particularly true with redao women (Burke & Koyuncu, 2010).
Finally, those employees who work in organizatithveg are considered ethical, legal,
and socially responsible are more likely to haxghbr levels of engagement than
employees who work in unethical organizations (20@10). Nonprofit organizations are
expected to act ethically and virtuously. Employattsacted to nonprofit organizations
are thus likely to act ethically and virtuously itiigelves, potentially creating an
environment congruent with engagement.

Engagement may be enhanced in several ways. iRnlstiduals are more
engaged when the organization and the employee iatdea performance agreement in
which the employee’s functions are clearly outlied open to negotiation (Gruman &
Saks, 2011). Next, engagement facilitation is aefiwherein coaches, mentors, training,
and other supporting elements are specified (Grugn8aks, 2011). The final step
involves feedback and appraisal (Gruman & Saks1R0Vhen these elements are
implemented, employees become more engaged, afaipance improves (Gruman &
Saks, 2011). Struggling nonprofit organizations riiag it difficult to make the time and
free the manpower to implement such strategieshgeincreased productivity demands
that they find a means of providing the support feediback employees need.
Additionally, flexibility in one’s job is an impoaint factor in contributing to employee
engagement (Pitt-Catsouphes & Matz-Costa, 2008 Ram et al., 2008). Flexibility is
more important with workers aged 45 and over, agleyees anticipate remaining in the
workforce longer than previous generations (PittsGaphes & Matz-Costa, 2008).

While nonprofit organizations may require employeeperform certain duties on a
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regular basis to meet demands, they may still geemployees with the flexibility in
how these duties are conducted.

Other similarities in the current literature to thréginal model exist. Specifically,
engaged employees are more likely to be passiahatgt their work (Sharma &
Anupama, 2010), to be dedicated to the organizdb@merouti, Mostert, & Bakker,
2010), to remain at the organization (decreasettar; de Lange et al., 2008;
Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2008; Kowske et al., 2008hRan et al., 2008; van
Schalkwyk et al., 2010), and to perform betterpélivhich have a positive impact on an
organization’s financial success (Swaminathan &aRelkaran, 2010). Indeed, passion
may be what draws employees to nonprofit orgaroratiDedication, decreased
turnover, and improved performance that positivelgacts financial success is simply
too essential for nonprofit organizations to disnidoreover, employee engagement can
literally mean the difference between organizaticuacess or failure (Bhatnagar &
Biswas, 2010). However, when conditions occur t@iflan individual’'s success in
his/her job performance, engagement suffers (W&tdibwney, 2009), suggesting it
may be more fragile and needs time to recover flturbances or ebbs and flows.
Indeed, disengaged employees sabotage organiZdtrareial success (Endres &
Mancheno-Smoak, 2008). Nonprofit organizations oawaffford to ignore the positive
effects of employee engagement on both working itmmng and financial success.

A review of the current literature also found ttia elements of vigor,
dedication, and absorption are important in stuglgngagement. Vigor and dedication

are considered to be the core dimensions of engagiefeading to absorption (Mostert
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& Rathbone, 2007). While briefly mentioned in thegmal theory of work engagement,

absorption is considered to be akirflaw yet separate from it. However, more recent
research suggests that flow, a heightened psycicalagjate wherein individuals are
completely engrossed in their work, may be considler measure of absorption, intrinsic
motivation, and job satisfaction (Burke, 2010; Mot& Rathbone, 2007). More fully,
flow is described as possessing the balance d$ siecessary to accomplish the task
without suffering from too much stress or becontimg bored, being completely
absorbed in the task, and inspired by the actsél(@teele & Fullagar, 2009). Indeed,
employees who are considered to have more floweadperience increased self-efficacy,
considered themselves to have done a better jobexgmerience the three factors of
engagement of vigor, dedication, and absorptionk&wW2010). With increased efficacy,
performance, and dedication, nonprofit organizaticannot ignore the benefits of flow
and engagement to their financial success. Additipnlike engagement, flow is
associated with decreased physical and psychologa&-related health risks (Burke,
2010). In order to increase workplace flow, orgatians are advised to provide
feedback, clearly communicate the organizationakmn, goals, and job duties, offer
training, extend employees job control and decismaking abilities, and remove
distractions so that employees can accomplish tasks (Burke, 2010). Although
clarifying goals, providing feedback, and suppatemployees are important concepts
for any organization, these guidelines are esddntimonprofit organizations who want

to make the most of scarce resources.
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While seemingly similar, engagement also diffecsfrjob satisfaction. Job
satisfaction results from an individual's percepttbat his/her job is fulfilling in some
way (Wefald & Downey, 2009). Job satisfaction exishen one perceives his/her job to
fit with his/her expectations and values (HermseRd&sser, 2008). Engagement goes
beyond job satisfaction and exists when employeelsmotivated, absorbed, and
dedicated to their jobs (Wefald & Downey, 2009)gkged employees put more of
themselves into their position and duties (Herm&d&tosser, 2008), again similar to the
experience of transformational leadership. Thesendtions are important for both
researchers and managers alike when measuringneesc®atisfied employees may not
exhibit the same heightened performance as engagpbbyees. Nonprofit organizations
cannot afford to confuse the two concepts and fmgsis on creating engaged
employees.

One notable addition throughout the review of therent literature on the topic
of engagement is occupational citizen behaviorguPational citizen behaviors, or those
behaviors of going above and beyond what is reduiréhe workplace, are consistently
seen throughout the literature on engagement (diglben, Harvey, & Bolino, 2009). In
fact, occupational citizen behaviors exists askgest all its own in the literature of
occupational psychology. Similarly, organizatiopadtice is defined as distributive
(fairness of rewards), procedural (fairness ofge# and procedures), and interactional
(fairness in individual treatment) justice in therkplace (Moliner, Martinez-Tur,
Ramos, Peird, & Cropanzano, 2008). The absenceonifpational justice contributes to a

decline in occupational citizen behaviors (Molieegrl., 2008). Although separate and
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distinct theories on their own, both occupationtiten behaviors and organizational
justice contribute to engagement through a fedingell-being (Moliner et al., 2008).
Further, as discussed above, ethical organizationsore likely to enjoy engaged
employees than unethical organizations (Lin, 200®reover, both occupational
citizenship behaviors (going above and beyond #fleof duty) and organizational justice
(fair treatment) contribute to an ethical workplage discussed above, nonprofit
organizations are expected to be ethical. As sumhprofit organizations appear to be
natural environments for occupational citizen betyavand occupational justice.
Training/education. Engagement is also important with regard to ingiand
education. Due to high demands for creativity amgbvation, job training has created a
multi-billion dollar industry (Noe, Tews, & McConh®achner, 2010). To make the
most of dollars spent on training, research ackaedges that students are as important as
the trainers for true learning to take place (Nibale 2010). The student/teacher
relationship is similar to the fact that followense as integral a component of leadership
as the leaders. As with work engagement, learnbshave more control over their
lesson content and pace are more engaged andrpdyétter than those students who do
not have such control (Noe et al., 2010). Likewasewith work engagement, learning
engagement is based on a supportive environmengnicaurages open communication
and questions (Noe et al., 2010). Finally, engageniduals, especially those who enjoy
both autonomy (Richman et al., 2008) and role tlaperform better in training and
learning environments than their non-engaged copaits (Steele & Fullagar, 2009).

Interestingly, researchers found that engagemetdrfand constructs are the same in
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the classroom and in the workplace (Wefald & Dowrg909). Training requires effort
and time—time away from work duties and time needetiaster the new skills learned
in training—»both of which are valuable resourceaamprofit organizations. To make the
most of training, nonprofit organizations must eedhe students are engaged.
Job Demands-Resour ces

Engagement is further reliant upon the job demardsurces model. Job
demands are literally the physical and emotionalaleds required of the job functions,
while job resources are those elements that emgtolyave at their disposal to ease the il
effects of the job demands (de Lange et al., 2@8man & Saks, 2011; Klusmann,
Kunter, Trautwein, Ludtke, & Baumert, 2008; Most&rRathbone, 2007). Job demands
are often inherently stressful, or they may becstressful over time as more and more
effort is required to meet them (Klusmann et @00& Nahrgang, Morgeson, &
Hofmann, 2011). However, when employees feel tigit job demands are challenging
and a good fit for their skills and expectatiomgyt are more likely to be engaged
(Hermsen & Rosser, 2008). Nonprofit organizatiomsusd attempt to match employee
skills with job duties to ensure a good fit to mimze the effects of job demands to the
extent possible. Job demands without adequatesgiurces often lead to stress, burnout,
and health-related problems (Bakker, Hakanen, Deatiei& Xanthopoulou, 2007;
Nahrgang et al., 2011). Moreover, high levels of gemands without sufficient
detachmen(the ability to stop thinking about work while ayviom work) lead to lower
levels of engagement and health issues over timen@tag, Binnewies, & Mojza, 2010;

Sonnentag et al., 2008). Indeed, time away fronkuwsmmportant to relieving the effects



92

of job demands, but only when employees are aligllfodisengage and detach from
their jobs and recover (Kiuhnel, Sonnentag, & Westr@809). In fact, the ability to
recover during time away from work leads to incezb®b resources (Kihnel et al.,
2009; Mostert & Rathbone, 2007; Sonnentag et @082 Conversely, when individuals
are not able to detach and recover during non-\wotks, they are more likely to exhibit
health issues related to stress (Kowske et al9;200stert & Rathbone, 2007).

Nonprofit organizations must ensure that employee® adequate resources to prevent
job demands from negatively impacting them andr theiformance as well as encourage
employees to spend time away from work pursuing then interests. Failure to do so
may cause employees’ productivity to decline. Aiddilly, workplace stress is related to
bullying. Rodriguez-Mufioz, Baillien, De Witte, Mor@Jiménez, and Pastor (2009)
found that employees suffering from stress and dutrare more likely to be subjects of
bullying behavior in the workplace, which compoutis effects of stress and burnout.
Engaged employees who display satisfaction withr jobs are less likely to be targets
for workplace bullies and instead are consideneel of usand part of the organizational
team (Rodriguez-Mufioz et al., 2009). It is thos@leyees that appear to set themselves
apart from thénerdthrough their job dissatisfaction and stress énatmore attractive to
bullies (Rodriguez-Mufioz et al., 2009). The isstibutlying has made headlines in
recent years and is being taken very serioushhbyredia, schools, politicians, and
parents. Yet this subject must not be overlookatienworkplace and particularly not in
nonprofit organizations. Nonprofit organizations axpected to conduct operations

ethically, which does not include bullying. Likewidbullying may signal that the victim
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is not engaged and that the organization is migki@gpportunity to encourage
engagement among employees, all of which may bexdsttal to success of the
nonprofit organization.
The other arm of the job demands-resources mogiab isesources. Job resources
are those
... physical, psychological, social, or organmaal features of a job that are
functional in that they help achieve work goalsiuee job demands, and
stimulate personal growth, learning, and develogmkab resources, which
initiate a motivational process, can come fromdtganization (e.g., pay, career
opportunities, and job security), interpersonal aodal relations (supervisor and
co-worker support, and team climate), the orgarmnatf work (e.g., role clarity
and participation in decision making), and from task itself (e.g., skill variety,
task identity, task significance, automonmy (sae)¢d performance feedback).
(Gruman & Saks, 2011, p. 126)
Specifically, when autonomy, two-way communicataith a manager, and potential for
training and advancement (job resources) existk\@wagagement levels are higher
during week-long periods (Bakker & Bal, 2010). There job resources an employee
has, the better he/she may handle job demandsr{lalus et al., 2008). Although
nonprofit organizations may be stretched in terfrtgne and manpower, they must
ensure that employees have adequate job resoorbatance demands to prevent
burnout and to maintain high levels of engagem#sii.resources are particularly

important both intrinsically and extrinsically maditing. Intrinsically, job resources serve
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as the catalyst for workplace development (Bakkda$, 2010). For example, feedback

allows individuals to focus on their deficienciesorder to overcome them as well as
acknowledging their positive performances (BakkeB&, 2010). They also serve as
extrinsically motivating through rewards for empd@g reaching their goals (Bakker &
Bal, 2010). Struggling nonprofit organizations nmmy be financially able to provide
extrinsic rewards, in which case they should fatse heavily on intrinsic rewards.
Finally, Bakker and Bal's (2010) study supported tiotion of an upward spiral of
workplace engagement in which the more one becemgaged, the more work
resources the employee has, and the more resdabhecemployee has, the more engaged
he/she becomes. Lack of job resources is a pricauge of turnover (de Lange et al.,
2008; Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2008). Again, nonpafganizations cannot afford high
turnover rates and must provide job resources nagpemsate for job demands.

One researcher suggested a possible omission joldttemands-resources
model. Van den Broeck, Vansteenkiste, De Witte, lagnts (2008) suggested that a
missing component in the jobs demands-resourceginsthat of self-determination
theory in which an individual’'s psychological needsutonomy, belongingness, and
competence, along with job resources, are neceksagyployee engagement. In this
context, autonomy means an individual's acceptantiee motivations and
consequences of his/her behavior/conduct (Van deadR et al., 2008). Belongingness
is defined as being part of a team and the buildingorkplace relationships (Van den
Broeck et al., 2008). Finally, competence is anmvidldial’s ability to successfully and

skillfully complete his/her tasks, which is simil&ut not the same, as self-efficacy (Van
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den Broeck et al., 2008). Notably, it is not thesgth of the need that is a determining

factor, but the personal perceptions of satisfaatibneeds that is of critical importance
in an individual's performance and motivation (M#am Broeck et al., 2008). During the
literature review on employee engagement, no attuglies on self-determination theory
were found in the current literature. Nonetheless\profit organizations should
recognize employees’ psychological needs. Emplogéesn take salary cuts when
choosing to work in nonprofit organizations vergues private sector. Therefore, intrinsic
rewards are necessary to balance the loss.

Further, job demands/job resources are instrumentaicupational safety. When
job demands are high without correspondingly hahrewards, organizations
experience more on-the-job safety violations dusttain and stress (Hansez & Chmiel,
2010). Meanwhile, when high levels of job resour@esavailable, the perception of
management’s commitment to occupational safetyeas®s (Hansez & Chmiel, 2010).
Safety perception is a useful, but unexpected,coécof employee engagement.
Nonprofit organizations must take great care tac&wocupational accidents and injuries
in order to reduce costs in insurance premiumsrabsism, and lawsuits. They should
ensure job resources balance job demands to thatedssible.

Home-work interference. Home-work interference is part of the job demands
resources theory. Simply stated, job demands withmper job resources lead to
depletion of energy and stress, in which case, eyepls take that stress home causing it
to interfere with their home lives, possibly leaglio health issues (Mostert & Rathbone,

2007; Sonnentag et al., 2008; Van Ruysseveldt,9r&8oVerboon, 2011). Yet, studies
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show that job control and job variety as well aghéng opportunities reduce these ill
effects and increase engagement (Van Ruyssevedtlt 2011). In fact, both formal and
informal learning opportunities are critical to vethg stress related to work demands
and increasing performance and self-efficacy (Vagdleveldt et al., 2011).
Additionally, work-life benefitting organizationg@blicies increase employee engagement
(Richman et al., 2008). This last statement isomti@ast to what the original theorists’
found. They stated that work-life benefitting orgaional policies do not significantly
affect employee engagement either positively oatiegly. However, nonprofit
organizations must be mindful of the tendency opleyees to carry their stress outside
the workplace and ensure that they are making exféoyt to reduce stress by providing
job resources to offset job demands.

Further, home-work balance is a strong indicat@rafjagement. While
workplace stress increases stress at home, sisessoome have a negative impact on an
individual's work life, both of which complicatedtother (Kanwar, Singh, & Kodwani,
2009; Mostert & Rathbone, 2007; Shankar & Bhatna2@t0). An emphasis on family
and home (rather than work) life leads to higheelg of happiness and satisfaction and
lower levels of stress (Kanwar et al., 2009; Sirg10). Conflict between the two very
different but equally important life compartmergads to unhappiness in both, and
harmony between the two compartments enriches(Bathwar et al., 2009; Shankar &
Bhatnagar, 2010). Each compartment enriches ofictsnivith the other equally
(Kanwar et al., 2009; Shankar & Bhatnagar, 201@weler, some disagreement in the

literature exists as to whose responsibility a havoek balance falls—the organization
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or the individual—with research to support bothteotions (Shankar & Bhatnagar,
2010). Yet, recent literature indicates that thewser is becoming clear that it is the
employer’s duty to provide the programs and ina@stithat would encourage employee
engagement and is the only option in this incregiginoomplex world and market
(Richman et al., 2008; Shankar & Bhatnagar, 2000 profit organizations should
encourage employees to value their home livesilllipay off through employee
engagement. Interestingly, however, one study pditd a possible negative outcome of
engagement with regard to home life. This studygsats that individuals who enjoy high
levels of work engagement expend more personaliress that lead to less involvement
at home (Halbesleben et al., 2009). Indeed, indalslare more likely to neglect their
home life for work than the reverse (Halbeslebeal.e2009). Reasons for this disparity
may be that individuals rationalize putting worlogb home/family because doing so
may lead to increased monetary rewards that magfibéime family (Halbesleben et al.,
2009). One possible exception is that of highlysaxentious employees who prioritize
and strategize to find ways to meet the demandt®ibf work and home lives and prevent
interference (Halbesleben et al., 2009). Althoughprofit organizations may struggle to
secure funding, they must recognize that emplogéseshave commitments outside of
the workplace, and they should support those comaerits to enhance employee
engagement and because it is the ethical thing.to d

Engagement, or lack thereof, also has an effetioome relationships.
Interestingly, engagement is transferred from tla@ no the woman when women are

highly empathic, yet the reverse is only true wheth parties are highly empathic—even
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highly empathic men do not benefit from a womamgagement if the woman is not also
highly empathic (Bakker, Demerouti, Shimazu, Shiea Kawakami, 2011).
Engagement is also said to be contagious. Crossaeers when an individual's feelings
are transferred from one spouse to another (Bakkéanthopoulou, 2009). In a close
relationship like marriage, transference of feedimgnot a surprising finding. Overall,
engaged employees appear to be happier in all @spietheir lives, in which case
nonprofit organizations, in their mission to effeacisitive social change, must support
engagement and take advantage of every means dlreyohdoing so.

Burnout. Many studies confirmed that burnout is not thpagite of engagement,
as originally posited, but is considered to bedtweceptual opposite with a negative
relationship. Both burnout and engagement aredmsbached from different points of
view (Andreassen, Ursin, & Eriksen, 2007; Gan, Y,attgpu, Zhang, 2007; Klusmann et
al., 2008). Burnout is characterized by exhaustignjcism, and decreased self-efficacy,
with exhaustion and cynicism leading to decreasdfeesficacy, while engagement is
characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorpffordreassen et al., 2007; Gan et al.,
2007; Howard, 2008; Klusmann et al., 2008). Sonstofa leading to burnout include
hours worked, negative behavior in the workplagb,insecurity, lack of control,
insufficient staffing, role ambiguity, and lack sipport (Howard, 2008). These factors
are in line with job demands. Additionally, engagemis further dependent on job
demands and job resources, with high job demancedsing engagement and high job
resources increasing engagement (Bakker et al7,; 20@ward, 2008; Klusmann et al.,

2008). In fact, high levels of job demands with l@wels of job resources lead to burnout
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(Bakker et al., 2007; Mostert & Rathbone, 2007;HRetnn & Joubert, 2007). Key job

demands include job duties, workplace stress, artdquity of job duties. Key job
resources include job control, decision-makingighiénd job independence (Rothmann
& Joubert, 2007). Nonprofit organizations must pobthemselves from burned out
employees, who suffer from health issues and eixhipher absenteeism and turnover
rates, all of which is very costly to organizatioherestingly, burnout is observed in
areas of life outside work, such as relationshffgfg, Gan, & Cham, 2007). Moreover,
engagement affects an individual’s personal lifeerms of health benefits (Bakker et al.,
2007). Again, the findings in the current liter&ware consistent with the original model
of burnout.

Although the theory of workplace engagement has lageot topic in the recent
literature, engagement is actually scarcely foumgractice (Attridge, 2009). In fact, this
lack of engagement has a profound negative effegroductivity (Attridge, 2009).

While Attridge (2009) found that upper managemennt executives are more engaged
than rank and file employees, they are also foortuetengaged with their profession
rather than the organization in which they worke3d statistics are alarming and present
a clear need for action in the workplace, espgcwith regard to nonprofit organizations
with scarce resources that depend on employeerpaaface. Engaged employees
increase a company’s bottom line (Attridge, 20@%) such, nonprofit organizations must
realize that their very survival depends on elirtingaburnout and encouraging employee

engagement by any means at their disposal.
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L ocus of Control

Both transformational leadership and employee emgagt theories indicate that
an employee’s level of control is critical for bdthbe realized. This study attempts to
further highlight the importance of job control@ligh the application of a third
variable—Ilocus of control. Locus of control wasfimtroduced by Julian Rotter in 1954
(Tillman et al., 2010). Locus of control is a thgdhnat states that individuals have either
an internal locus of control or an external loctisantrol (Srivastava, 2009). An internal
locus of control is the perception that the indisaticontrols his/her own actions and
consequences, while external locus of controlesprception that others (supervisors,
managers, the organization, the universe) haveaanter the individual, and outcomes
are dependent upon those with control (Tillman.e2810). Internal job control
positively influences job demands and allows indiixls to better handle stressful
workplace scenarios without negative health conseces (Karimi & Alipour, 2011).
Employees with internal job control are likely te proactive in finding practical
solutions to conflict, while employees with extdrjzd control tend to avoid conflict
(Qiang, Bowling, & Eschleman, 2010; Taylor, 201@eVen, 2010). Interestingly, some
research suggests that individuals are more coattfierin job situations where the locus
of control to which they most identify is similar that of the actual work environment
(Byrne, 2011). However, other research suggeststianvironment is irrelevant for
those with an external locus of control. It indesthat individuals with external locus of
control are generally prone to stress and depreg¢Mohapatra & Gupta, 2010;

Srivastava, 2009) and may exhibit dysfunctionaldvedrs (Paino et al., 2011).
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Additionally, managers with internal locus of catare more supportive and involved
than managers with external locus of control (By@L1). In fact, managers with
internal locus of control share many charactessbictransformational leaders including
collaboration, support, participatory involvemeartd communication (Mohapatra &
Gupta, 2010). Internal locus of control is alsdéd to a decrease in turnover rates
(Lewin & Sager, 2010; Ng & Butts, 2009; Tillmanadt, 2010) and higher performance,
because those with internal locus of control tasponsibility for their own actions
(McKnight & Wright, 2011; Paino et al., 2011). Tledindings are similar to the
increased performance resulting from employee eslgagt and transformational
leadership, suggesting that leaders with intelw@ald of control may be likely to be
transformational leadership, and employees witirirl locus of control may be more
engaged. Moreover, employees with an internal leéu®ntrol generally enjoy more job
satisfaction than those with external locus of calnais those with an internal locus of
control have less role conflict, ambiguity, and wad, all of which contribute to stress
(Singh & Ashish, 2011; Tillman et al., 2010). F@ethemployees with an internal locus
of control are largely social and considerate al ageskilled at influencing others more
than those with an external locus of control, as'®tocus of control may act as a
determining factor in successful personal and wWaderelationships (Qiang et al.,
2010). Employees with an internal locus of contnaly even be considered empowered
with the increased job resources of control thaigaie the harmful effects of job
demands (Jha & Nair, 2008; Meier, Semmer, Elferéagacobshagen, 2008; Wilson,

2011), and those with an external locus of cordrelmore likely to develop burnout
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(Alarcon, Eschleman, & Bowling, 2009; De Hoogh &rktay, 2009; Meier et al., 2008).

This strong association between internal locusootrol and employee empowerment
suggests that locus of control is, indeed, a nacgg®mponent of transformational
leadership and employee engagement, both of whialsfon the positive outcomes of
empowerment.
Similar Studies

Two previous studies examined both transformatitesdership and employee
engagement. First, Tims, Bakker, and Xanthopou2®1Q) measured transformational
leadership’s effect on employee engagement on daddgy basis in two Netherlands’
organizations, where most employees worked as ttanssi In doing so, they
hypothesized that transformational leadership wbialge a positive effect on employee
engagement through improved job resources due tivation and stimulation, that
transformational leadership would improve selfety, and that a leader’s optimism
would have a contagious effect on followers (Tirhale 2010). In doing so, the authors
used a shortened version of the Multifactor Leddpr@uestionnaire (12 items), a
shortened version of the Utrecht Work EngagemealeS® items) in order to measure
the traits of both leader and follower, a shortemedion of Schwartzer and Jerusalem’s
(1995) scale to measure trait self-efficacy, asti@tened version of the Life Orientation
Test—Revised to measure trait optimism (Tims et28110). The authors also added a
definition of job resources so that employees caeatify the presence or absence of
job resources (Tims et al., 2010). Additionallycle@mployee was told to consider

his/her individual supervisor when completing thaltilactor Leadership Questionnaire
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rather than one or two specific leaders (Tims e28l10). The authors then collected data
through daily dairy survey responses by the paiais (Tims et al., 2010). In this way,
the authors were able to measure transformatieadelrship, employee engagement,
self-efficacy, and optimism on a day-to-day basisrdahe course of a week (five
business days; Tims et al., 2010). Transformatitgzalership’s positive effect on
employee engagement on a day-to-day basis andieptisnmediating effect on
transformational leadership and employee engageameatday-to-day basis were
supported, but self-efficacy’s mediating effectttansformational leadership and
employee engagement on a day-to-day basis wasippoded (Tims et al., 2010).
Second, Babcock-Roberson and Strickland (2010) unedshe mediating effect
of transformational leadership on organizationatenship behaviors through employee
engagement on undergraduate psychology studemtsaflarge university. They
hypothesized that transformational leadership wpalsitively affect employee
engagement; that employee engagement and orgamaktitizenship behaviors would
be positively related; that transformational leatigy and organizational citizenship
behaviors would be positively related; and that leyge engagement would mediate the
effect between transformational leadership androrgdional citizenship behaviors
(Babcock-Roberson & Strickland, 2010). The authumsd a shortened version of the
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire to measure ¢time charismatic qualities of
transformational leadership, the Utrecht Work Eregagnt Scale to measure employee

engagement, and the Organizational Citizenship Beh&cale to measure
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organizational citizenship behaviors (Babcock-Reber& Strickland, 2010). All of the

authors’ hypotheses were supported (Babcock-Rob&sstrickland, 2010).
Current Study

This study focused on transformational leadersleffact on employee
engagement and looked at locus of control as aaterddf employee engagement.
Hypotheses are (a) transformational leadershiptipeli effects employee engagement;
and (b) locus of control has a mediating effecemployee engagement. This study used
the full version of the Multifactor Leadership Qtieanaire to measure transformational
leadership, the full version of the Utrecht Workggement Scale to measure employee
engagement, and the full version of the Work LaauSontrol Scale to measure locus of
control.

The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire, developg®ass (1985), is a 45-
guestion survey using a 5-point Likert scale frofm& at al) to 4 frequently if not
alwayg that measures transformational leadership amsactional leadership (active,
passive, and laisses-faire). For transformaticeediérship, the survey also measured the
gualities of idealized influence, inspirational mation, intellectual stimulation, and
individualized consideration. High scores for thekaracteristics indicated
transformational leadership. The Multifactor Leath@p Questionnaire has been used in
over 300 studies and is widely held to be valid egldble (Corona, 2010; Haq et al.,
2010; Ismail et al., 2011; Li et al., 2010; Trap&®e Lozada, 2010; Wang & Howell,

2010).
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The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale, developed by8eh and Bakker,

(2004), is a 17-question survey using a 7-pointttilscale from Onevel) to 6
(always/every dgy Questions pertain to employees’ levels of vigiaglication, and
absorption. All questions are positive in naturghtscores on all questions indicated
engagement. The creators of the Utrecht Work EngagéScale conducted cross-
cultural, longitudinal, and multisample studiesapproximately 100 articles to validate
the theory and scale (Breso et al., 2011; Schaeffali., 2009; Shimazu & Schaufeli,
2009; Taris et al., 2010). Likewise, the curretgrature on the topic of employee
engagement acknowledges the instrument’s validityraliability.

Spector (1988) developed the Work Locus of Corfiadle, which is a
measurement survey used to assess locus of cdd&aleveloped this scale as an
alternative to Rotter’s (1966) Internal-Externaln@eal Locus of Control Scale. The
Work Locus of Control Scale is a 16-question sumweiyng a 6-point Likert scale from 1
(disagree very mugtio 6 @gree very mugh Questions pertain to employees’
perceptions of their control in various circumsescAll questions are both positive and
negative in nature. Reversed scoring was used &sune internal versus external locus
of control. Much less research on the Work Locu€oiitrol Scale exists in the literature
than the other two survey tools discussed in tinidys One study suggested that a three
dimensional approach would produce a better fit@let al., 2006), yet no scale has
been proposed to replace the Work Locus of Coftcale, and it has been widely used

(Oliver et al., 2006).
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The three survey-instruments are self-reportedtopresires. Participants were
asked to provide answers, based on their own expeEes and perceptions, to the
guestions on all three questionnaires. Togetherthtee instruments contained 78
guestions. Participants answered the questionaghran online survey tool (Survey
Monkey).

Conclusion

For the most part, current literature supportedatiiginal model of employee
engagement. It was also the case of transformatieadership, in which the current
literature supported the original model. Both tie®appear to be aligned in terms of a
positive work environment and attitude towards emgeés. It is anticipated that using the
two models together to study employees in nonpaosfjanizations and applying the
theory of locus of control on employee engagemeihthwelp to bridge the gap in the
literature in these areas. The theories appearedniplement one another, with
transformational leadership accounting for the égadownership in the workplace
conditions, employee engagement acknowledgingfthiatvers require certain intrinsic
rewards for enhanced performance and job satisfacind locus of control explaining
differences between individual levels of engagemiéntployees should not merely be
ordered to work harder and better, as it may leagkhaustion, stress, and/or burnout.
The dual focus on leaders and followers in thislgig a significant contribution to the
research in the area of nonprofit organizationswvaifichelp bridge the gap in the

literature on the study of leadership and followgrs
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Chapter 3: Research Method

Introduction

While some research exists on the topic of botldeship and followership in
nonprofit organizations, after an extensive seasaly two studies were found that
focused on a relationship between transformatitazalership and employee engagement
in any sector, and neither looked at the relatignalith an employee’s locus of control
as a mediating variable. Given the critical rol@pfit organizations play in
contributing to positive social change, this gapignificant. Additionally, this study
could lead to a better understanding of the nattifellowership and improve
performance and efficiency. Therefore, this studgmneined how transformational
leadership affects employee engagement in 30 nbhprganizations (15 youth services
organizations; 10 human service organizations;faedcommunity service
organizations) located across the United Stategyuieasnployees’ locus of control as a
mediating variable. Employees were surveyed ugiadgMultifactor Leadership
Questionnaire, the Utrecht Work Engagement ScaldVdork Locus of Control Scale,
three self-reporting survey tools measuring tramsé&tional leadership, employee
engagement, and locus of control, respectivelyrédponses were completely
anonymous. Only general demographic information eadiected from the employees.
Demographic data included age, gender, ethni@hgth of time employed at the
organization, pay scale, and employment categoaya Bbom the surveys were analyzed
using multiple regression to detect whether aiaahip between transformational

leadership and employee engagement exists in dhnigplar organization and whether
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locus of control acts as a mediating variable oplegee engagement. This study added
to the research with regard to leadership andvarship in nonprofit organizations.
Additionally, if locus of control proves to be a diating variable for employee
engagement, testing for locus of control will seageanother tool employers may use to
test and choose employees for a particular posifiorthat end, this study may contribute
to improving leadership and workplace conditionsedmployees in nonprofit
organizations.

This chapter describes the research design ugbdiatudy as well as the
population and sample. Next, the instrumentatiah\ariables are explained, and an
argument for the appropriateness of the methodakgyovided. The feasibility and
appropriateness of the study is then discussedyalidity and reliability of the three
survey tools follow. Finally, an explanation of timormed consent and ethical
considerations and a summary section concludekfapter.

Population and Sample

The population used in this study is more thanmiilBon nonprofit organizations
in the United States. The sample consisted of 3pradit organizations from three broad
categories of services. The sample specificiallysegied of 15 youth services
organizations, 10 human service organizations fieccommunity service organizations
located across the United States. The organizatiens of varying sizes and are
organized for various missions and visions. Allaangations made their staff email

addresses public record.
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The sample size was limited to 300 employee regsmdl employees were
adults over the age of 18. This sample was chameitsf501(c)(3) status. The nonprofit
organizations participating in this study and segwvas the sample may or may not have
other locations and branches not participatingpéxdample.

Employees of 30 nonprofit organizations (15 yowdtviEes organizations, 10
foodbanks, and five community service organizafidnsated across the United States
that have made employees’ email addresses publicd®n their websites were used in
this study. These organizations were identifiechgisvww.Guidestar.org’s database. The
categories of nonprofit organizations were chosentd the general cooperative nature
of such organizations (and the cooperative natliteeoemployees in such organizations)
to participate in the survey, as well as the sizh® nonprofit organizations in terms of
number of employees. According to www.Guidestar.t@uideStar is the most
complete source of information about U.S. chariéied other nonprofit organizations
there is. Search our database of more than 1.B&mIRS-recognized organizations to
find a charity to support, benchmark your own nafips performance, research the
sector, and more” (Guidestar, 2013).

This study used a multiple regression to analyeedtita. To determine the proper
sample size for each, G*Power 3.1.2 (Faul, ErdfelBachner, & Lang, 2008) was used
to conduct a power analysis. For multiple regresdioe desired sample size was 68
participants (but no more than 300 usable surveéyppwer analysis was conducted for a

multiple regression with two predictors, a mediuffiea size { = .15), an alpha level of
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.05, and power established at .80, and the desaexble size was 68 participants (but no

more than 300 usable surveys).

For this study, the leaders used for purposeseoMultifactor Leadership
Questionnaire were based on the employees’ imneethanager or supervisor. In the
case of senior management/executives, it was lmas#te organization’s leadership, in
general. The Multifactor Leadership Questionnasra survey tool used to measure
leaders from the perspective of the follower rathan assessing leadership style from
the perspective of the leader him/herself. Theeefladers were chosen based on
observed characteristics of others within the oigion.

Participants were informed of the intent to condeskarch for academic
purposes through internal email. Assurances of ynay were provided to all
participants, and the participants were informed pgarticipation is voluntary. They were
assured that no one at the organization will seatiswers to the questionnaires.
Participants were told only the general naturénefdtudy to prevent any biased answers.
Participants were given the option of receivingppycof the results of this study once
completed. Participants were shown a consent fgqom wpening the survey in Survey
Monkey. The full content of the email distributedthe participants is attached in
Appendix D. Consent was considered given when@paints clicked the box to begin
the survey. The Multifactor Leadership Questionmatonsisting of 45 questions, was
used to measure transformational leadership (am$actional leadership; dependent
variable). The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale wasd ts measure employee

engagement (independent variable), and the Worki4 of Control Scale was used to
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measure locus of control (mediating variable). Aiddally, basic demographic
information was gathered including age, gendenieity, length of time employed at the
organization, pay scale, and employment category.

The questionnaires were delivered to the parti¢gaia Survey Monkey, an
online survey tool. Participants were given 2 menthwhich to complete the
guestionnaires. Reminders were sent out via erftail A week. The survey remained
open until the minimum number of surveys were nediand remained open until the
licensed number of surveys (300) were received. él@n after 2 months, surveys were
no longer being submitted, the survey was closed tlae data were collected.

Feasibility and Appropriateness

This study was entirely feasible for a number afsans. First, the organizations
and their employees were all readily available bgne and email. Therefore, contact
and data collection presented no obstacles. Setomdponprofit organizations were
varied, diverse, and were located throughout thmty. The results of this study on the
topics of leadership and employee engagement aya@levant to the nonprofit sector.
Additionally, locus of control may provide an oftsdt for research in both areas of
transformational leadership and employee engagembi#t study helped bridge that gap
and encourage future studies in this area.

With regard to appropriateness, according to Cré$2@09), “if the problem
calls for (a) the identification of factors thafluence an outcome, (b) the utility of an
intervention, or (c) understanding the best predscodf outcomes, then a quantitative

approach is best” (p. 18). As a result, a quamntgadpproach was a more appropriate
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strategy than other research methodologies. Adtitip, “if a concept or phenomenon
needs to be understood because little researdhelegsdone on it, then it merits a
gualitative approach” (Creswell, 2009, p. 18). T$tisdy utilized the Multifactor
Leadership Questionnaire, the Utrecht Work Engage:i8eale, and the Work Locus of
Control Scale, three survey tools, to quantitayiygdther and measure data relating to
transformational leadership, employee engagemedtlacus of control, respectively, all
of which are widely-used measurement tools andapipeoughout social science
literature. Therefore, it was appropriate for tiigdy to utilize a quantitative approach.
Indeed, according to Creswell (2009):
Characteristics of a qualitative research problesn @) the concept is
“immature” due to a conspicuous lack of theory prelious research; (b) a
notion that the available theory may be inaccuiatgpropriate, incorrect, or
biased; (c) a need exists to explore and desdmdehenomena and to develop
theory; or (d) the nature of the phenomenon mayeauited to quantitative
measures. (p. 99)
As previously mentioned, the body of literaturetia subjects of transformational
leadership, employee engagement, and locus ofaare extensive and thorough, and
each theory is well-established and accepted. Autdilly, this study used three
guantitative survey tools to collect the data. Efi@e a quantitative approach was

appropriate for this study.
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I nstrumentation

This study used three survey instruments to medsamsformational leadership
and employee engagement. The first instrument n@dtultifactor Leadership
Questionnaire, which measures transformationaklesiip, the second was the Utrecht
Work Engagement Scale, which measures employeaengant, and the third was the
Work Locus of Control Scale, which measures lodusoatrol. These three instruments
have been thoroughly tested for validation andbdity over the years, and are widely
found in the literature.

The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire is a 48sjion survey using a 5-point
Likert scale from Orfot at all) to 4 frequently if not alwayshat measures
transformational leadership and transactional lesdme (active, passive, and laisses-
faire). For transformational leadership, the suraksp measured the qualities of idealized
influence, inspirational motivation, intellectuainsulation, and individualized
consideration. High scores for these charactesigtidicated transformational leadership.
The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire has ameoended Cronbach’s Alpha of .85
(Tims et al., 2011). The Multifactor Leadership Qu@nnaire has been used in over 300
studies and is widely held to be valid and religkderona, 2010; Haq et al., 2010; Ismail
et al., 2011, Li et al., 2010; Trapero & De Lozaddl0; Wang & Howell, 2010).
Permission to use the Multifactor Leadership Questaire was granted by Mind
Garden, Inc. (www.mindgarden.com) and is attaclseflgpendix E.

The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale is a 17-questiovey using a 7-point

Likert scale from Orfeve) to 6 @lways/every dgy Questions pertain to employees’
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levels of vigor, dedication, and absorption. Alegtions are positive in nature. High
scores on all questions indicated engagement. Tieet Work Engagement Scale has a
recommended Cronbach’s Alpha of .89 (Tims et &1,13. The creators of the Utrecht
Work Engagement Scale conducted approximately i@secultural, longitudinal, and
multisample studies to validate the theory andes(Bieso et al., 2011; Schaufeli et al.,
2009; Shimazu & Schaufeli, 2009; Taris et al., 20Lkewise, the current literature on
the topic of employee engagement acknowledgedteument’s validity and reliability.
Permission to use the Utrecht Work Engagement Seadegranted by Wilmar B.
Schaufeli, PhD (www.schaufeli.com) and is attache@ppendix F.

The Work Locus of Control Scale is a 16-questiovey using a 6-point Likert
scale from 1disagree very mugtio 6 @gree very mugh Questions pertain to
employees’ perceptions of their control in varieusumstances. All questions are both
positive and negative in nature. Reversed scoriag wged to measure internal versus
external locus of control. One author suggestedréscof the single-factor structure of
the Work Locus of Control Scale was .64; the inaéreliabilities of the two-factor
structure were .76 for the Internal subscale aBdaBthe External subscale” (Oliver et
al., 2006, p. 844). Much less research on the VWodus of Control Scale existed in the
literature than the other two survey tools discdsedhis study. One study suggested that
a three dimensional approach would produce a biet(@liver et al., 2006), yet no scale
was proposed to replace the Work Locus of Contecal& and it has been widely used
(Oliver et al., 2006). Permission to use the Waookus of Control Scale was granted by

Paul E. Spector, PhD (shell.cas.usf.edu) andasla¢td as Appendix G.
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Reliability and Validity

Cronbach’s alpha tests of internal consistencyeeaslucted on the
transformational scale of the Multifactor Leadeps@Questionnaire. Also known as the
coefficient alpha, the Cronbach’s alpha providesrttean correlation between each pair
of items and the number of items in a scale (Brikeep & Snelgar, 2006). Cronbach’s
alpha coefficients was evaluated using the guidslsuggested by George and Mallery
(2003) where > .9 Excellent, > .8 Good, > .7 Acebjd, > .6 Questionable, > .5 Poor, <
.5 Unacceptable.

The Survey Tools

The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire and theetht Work Engagement
Scale were both chosen for their reliability. Bethvey tools have been widely used
throughout the literature on transformational lealdg and employee engagement. The
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire measures #etisnal and transformational
leadership along six factors: (a) charisma/inspret; (b) intellectual stimulation; (c)
individualized consideration; (d) contingent rewg active management-by-
exception; and (f) passive-avoidant leadership (idv& Bass, 1999, p. 445). Internal
reliability of the Multifactor Leadership Questicaire may be determined with
Cronbach’s alpha. Avolio and Bass (1999) produedidbility ranging from .63 to .92
across all six factors. Aviolio and Bass said thia intercorrelations among each of the
higher order factors also provided further evidefocaliscriminant validity” (p. 455).
Likewise, internal reliability of the Utrecht Wolkngagement Scale may be determined

with Cronbach’s alpha. According to Shimazu e{2008), “[internal consistency of the
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scale was sufficiently highu€.92) and the test—retest reliability with an intdrof two
months was .66” (p. 511). However, although widedgd, some considered the Work
Locus of Control Scale to be insufficient, suggeglocus of control could be more
accurately measured with a two or three factor tatier than a single factor, as
proposed by Spector (1988; as cited in Oliver 28l06). Oliver et al. (2006) stated that
“[t]he Cronbach’s alpha for scores of the singletéa structure was .73; the internal
reliabilities of the two-factor structure were fot the Internal subscale scores and .87
for the External subscale scores” (p. 838). Far $hiidy, Cronbach’s alpha was used to
determine internal reliability of the data, as ottests, such as test-retest, inter-rater or
inter-observer, and parallel-forms or alternateri®rwere either not relevant or not
feasible.

This study sought to assess whether transformatieadership had an effect on
employee engagement and whether locus of contreéd@as a mediating variable on
employee engagement in a nonprofit organizationcdraplete this research, three well-
established survey tools to measure transformdtieadership, employee engagement,
and locus of control were distributed to employeéhin a nonprofit organization. With
regard to criterion-related validity, the threevayrtools have been adequately and
sufficiently tested and have proven criterion-retavalidity, demonstrating that they
accurately measure transformational leadership)@me engagement, and locus of
control. Additionally, given the results of similstudies, this study had construct
validity. With regard to external/internal validjtgts with construct validity, due to the

enormity of the body of work on the subject of sfammational leadership and employee
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engagement and the similarity of the two from ktbtnleader and follower perspective,
this study likely had strong external validity. Hever, without further testing, internal
validity was difficult to sufficiently establish ey this study provided a useful base from
which to start. Finally, with regard to consequaintialidity, this study looked at only the
effects of transformational leadership on emplogregagement with a mediating variable
of locus of control on employees in a nonprofitamigation and did not purport to
measure or establish any other claims.
Computer Software

SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Scier®tasistics Student Version 19.0
was the software that was used to analyze datagrstudy. This program was chosen
because of ease of use and functionality. Percemtdgs and frequencies were provided
for nominal data, and standard deviations and means provided for interval or ratio
data. Descriptive statistics were used to attempescribe transformational leadership
(dependent variable), employee engagement (indepéndriable), and locus of control
(potential mediating variable).

Resear ch Design

The research on the topics of both transformatiteeaership and employee
engagement is extensive and thorough, with morgddmesearch available on locus of
control. According to Creswell (2009), “if the pileln calls for (a) the identification of
factors that influence an outcome, (b) the utidifyan intervention, or (c) understanding
the best predictors of outcomes, then a quantgatpproach is best” (p. 18). A

guantitative approach “is also the best approacaltséoto test a theory or explanation”
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(Creswell, 2009, p. 18). Additionally, “if a condegr phenomenon needs to be

understood because little research has been domgtloen it merits a qualitative
approach” (Creswell, 2009, p. 18). Thus, a quantgaapproach was more appropriate
strategy than other research methodologies, as neselarch has been conducted on
transformational leadership, employee engagemeadtlacus of control. In addition,
given the theories used in this study and theintjtative survey instruments, a
guantitative approach was appropriate in this daselly, in order to determine
outcomes of transformational leadership on empl@yegmgement and mediation effects
of locus of control on employee engagement, a diadine approach was appropriate.
This study utilized the Multifactor Leadership Quesnaire, the Utrecht Work
Engagement Scale, and the Work Locus of ContrdeStaee survey tools, to
guantitatively gather and measure data relatirigattsformational leadership, employee
engagement, and locus of control, respectivelynfemployees from 30 nonprofit
organizations (15 youth services organizationdhdifdan service organizations; and five
community service organizations) located acrosdJiméed States. The three scales were
guantitative in nature, consisting of questionsigdiikert scales. The Multifactor
Leadership Questionnaire asked employees for irdbom about an organizational
leader. The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale and tbik\Wocus of Control Scale
sought information about the individual employedsaracteristics and perceptions.
These three survey instruments have been provertioveand study to be valid,
reliable, and appropriate measurements of the fiineaomena of transformational

leadership, employee engagement, and locus ofaprespectively. The Multifactor
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Leadership Questionnaire has been used in ovestBdies and is widely held to be valid
and reliable (Corona, 2010; Haqg et al., 2010; I$etaal., 2011; Li et al., 2010; Trapero
& De Lozada, 2010; Wang & Howell, 2010). It is theenchmark measure of
Transformational Leadership” (Mind Garden, Inc.1@p The creators of the Utrecht
Work Engagement Scale conducted approximately i@secultural, longitudinal, and
multisample studies to validate the theory andes(Bieso et al., 2011; Schaufeli et al.,
2009; Shimazu & Schaufeli, 2009; Taris et al., 20Much less research existed on the
Work Locus of Control Scale than the other two syriools discussed in this study. One
study suggested that a three dimensional approaaldyproduce a better fit (Oliver et
al., 2006), yet no scale has been proposed toacefite Work Locus of Control Scale,
and it has been widely used (Oliver et al., 2006).

Also, in conducting the literature review, approately 95% of the current
literature on both transformational leadership amgloyee engagement, as well as locus
of control, utilized quantitative methodology. lmedk the only studies found to use a
gualitative approach did not use the Multifactoatlership Questionnaire, the Utrecht
Work Engagement Scale, or the Work Locus of Cor8zlle to test for the existence of
the phenomena. In fact, by using the Multifactoadership Questionnaire, the Utrecht
Work Engagement Scale, and the Work Locus of CbBirale—quantitative
measurement tools—this dissertation must necegdaribased on quantitative analysis.

The survey tools were delivered to employees thiargelectronic survey tool.
Survey Monkey is an online survey distribution aotlection service that uses “SSL

encryption and multi-machine backup to keep youa dacure” with “over 10 years of
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experience in survey methodology and web technasogyou can be confident in the
guality of the data” (Survey Monkey, 2011). Surignkey’s privacy and security
policies are attached hereto as Appendix H.

Surveys were sent out to approximately 1,300 toabrofit employees from 30
nonprofit organizations. The survey remained opail such time as a minimum number
of 68 usable survey responses were collected asheteat such time as participants
stopped responding (approximately two months).

Resear ch Question 1

RQ1: Are transformational leadership scores prediobf employee engagement

in nonprofit organizations?

H1,: Transformational leadership scores do not prestigployee engagement in

nonprofit organizations.

H1. Transformational leadership scores do predictleyge engagement in

nonprofit organizations.
Resear ch Question 2

RQ2: Does locus of control mediate the relationgi@fween transformational

leadership scores and employee engagement in rfargrganizations?

H2,: Locus of control does not mediate the relatiopsigtween transformational

leadership scores and employee engagement in rfargrganizations.

H2,. Locus of control does mediate the relationshigvben transformational

leadership scores and employee engagement in rfarggganizations.
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To examine research questions one and two, a rieufegression was conducted
to assess whether transformational leadership sgoeelict employee engagement in
nonprofit organizations. A multiple regressionhs appropriate analysis when the goal
of research is to assess the strength of a refdtipmetween multiple independent and
dependent variables. For this analysis, the indépainvariables were transformational
leadership scores (continuous), transactional lshgescores (continuous), locus of
control (dichotomous), and gender (dichotomousg dépendent variable was employee
engagement (continuous). Data from the Multifatieadership Questionnaire were
scored according to the instructions from the Madtior Leadership Questionnaire and
come from questions 2, 6, 8, 9, 10, 13, 14, 1519821, 23, 25, 26, 29, 30, 31, 32, 34,
36, as these questions measured transformaticadgihip, while the other subscales of
the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire measuradsactional and passive avoidant
leadership traits. Each participant’s responséldse 20 questions were averaged to
create a participant’s score. The scores for eadiicpant were entered into the model
as an independent variable. Locus of control (iedelent variable) was measured with
Spector’s (1988) Work Locus of Control Scale. TherlMLocus of Control Scale is
comprised of 16 questions using a Likert scale &irwhere response options range from
1 (strongly disagregto 6 Gtrongly agreg Items 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 11, 14, and 15 were reverse
scored, as these items are negatively worded.cRemtits’ responses to the locus of
control scale were summed to create a total sGeader was self-reported in the
demographics section of the questionnaire. Therttbp# variable in the analysis was

employee engagement in nonprofit organizations.dépendent variable was measured
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with the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale. The Utr&¢btk Engagement Scale is

comprised of 17 questions using a Likert scale &irwhere response options range from
0 (neve) to 6 @lwayg. Participants’ responses were summed to cret@tabemployee
engagement score; data was treated as continuous.

The null hypothesis for Research Question 1 woakklbeen rejected if a
statistically significant correlation existed beametransformational leadership and
employee engagement. An alpha of value of .05ardsird for statistical significance,
was used to create a 95% confidence level.

The null hypothesis for Research Question 2 woalklbeen rejected if a locus
of control mediated the relationship between tramsétional leadership scores and
employee engagement in nonprofit organizationsaldha of value of .05, a standard for
statistical significance, was chosen to ensureda &dnfidence level, however, because
four analyses could be conducted, a Bonferronieotion was employed.

This study assessed whether transformational Ishgbeaffected employee
engagement and examined whether locus of contrbalraediating effect on employee
engagement in nonprofit organizations.

While much research suggests certain conditiortdehd to employee
engagement, no study recommends a leadershipcstygruent with those conditions.
Yet, transformational leadership, with its focusleading by example and motivating
and inspiring employees, may be the very leaderstlylp most likely to encourage and
foster employee engagement. This study lookedaastormational leadership’s effect on

employee engagement to determine whether a posgiggonship between the two



123

phenomena existed in nonprofit organizations withealiating variable of locus of
control. Necessarily through analysis of the déiiz, study was a step in establishing
whether transformational leadership and/or empl@&regagement may exist
independently in a nonprofit organization and wketbcus of control, either internal or
external, mediates the effects of transformatiteediership or degree of employee
engagement or both. This research suggested ttrath®mories contribute to a nonprofit
organization’s success.
Analysis

Variables

In this case, transformational leadership, tramsaal leadership, locus of control,
and gender represented the independent varialllesddpendent variable was employee
engagement. This study determined whether the diepérariable was affected by the
independent variables. The variables were measigeddinal variables, as the values of
each variable was a determining factor in the i@tahip between the dependent and
independent variable.
Multiple Regression

Multiple regressions are generally used to detegrtiie strength of a relationship
between more than one independent variable angendent variable. y = b0 +b1*x1 +
b2*x2 + e; where y = the response variable, bOrstant (which includes the error
term), b1 = first regression coefficient, b2 = sstoegression coefficient, x = predictor
variables, and e = the residual error (Tabachnidkdll, 2006) is the regression

equation that will be used.



124

This study used multiple regression, as is appat@rvhen attempting to identify
the factors involved in assessp@Rumsey, 2009). Multiple regression involves engpr
all independent variables into the model simultaisgoto determine each variable’s
effect on the dependent variable and the differérteeen them (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2006). Other tests used in this study includedrest, R-squared adjusted, anidtest.
TheF test tested the hypothesis (Rumsey, 2009). luevadl whether the dependent
variable was predicted by the independent variaflkesF test was used to test the
hypotheses that transformational leadership afferigloyee engagement. Theest
actually tested the null hypotheses—in this caaettnsformational leadership does not
affect employee engagement and that locus of comaono effect on employee
engagement. It allowed testing of transformatideatlership (the independent variable
coefficient of which is the betas) to determine ethimodel best described theariable
(employee engagement). R-squared adjusted wakdlesalues that were explained by
the model (Rumsey, 2009) and was represented bycamtage. In multiple regressions,
for each additional variable, R-squared alwaysdases or remains constant; it never
decreases (Rumsey, 2009). Thus, R-squared adpwatethe appropriate option, as it
took into account this increase in R-squared incdse of multiple independent variables
and “adjusts it downward according to the numberasfables in the model” (Rumsey,
2009, p. 110). In other words, R-squared adjustpthened the model’s suitability with
more than one variable. R-squared adjusted wagatstded and determined the
amount of variance transformational leadership#aational leadership, and locus of

control explained employee engagement. It is thiusmof the coefficient of
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determination and ranges from Positive 1 to NegativPositive 1 indicates a strong
correlation, while Negative 1 indicates a negatwgelation between the variables. If the
value is approximately 0, the independent variahlesdependent variable have no
relationship. Standard significance is less th&n Thet test compares the means of two
statistical groups to measure any differencesrtiat be present. Theest showed the
relevance of each independent variable on the digmevariable, and the beta
coefficients provided an assessment of the predictirength for the independent
variable. Beta coefficients explained the strerftthe association and the extent to
which transformational leadership predicted emptogregagement. Where every one
standard deviation from the mean, the beta coefftawvill change by one standard unit, a
strong relationship exists.

Linearity, homoscedasticity, and the absence oticullinearity was evaluated
before analysis was conducted. Linearity occursnadnstraight line relationship can be
seen between the independent and dependent varaidecan be used to estimate
based ox values. Homoscedasticity “ensures that the b#stgiline works well for all
relevant values of, not just in certain areas” (Rumsey, 2009, p. A®moscedasticity
assumes normal distribution around the line ofesgion. Linearity and
homoscedasticity were assessed through the usatbéisplots (Stevens, 2009).
Multicollinearity occurs when twa variables are strongly correlated, in which case
SPSS will not be able to determine whictariable is affecting. Variance Inflation
Factors was used to determine the presence or@sémulticollinearity. Variance

Inflation Factors values over 10 suggest that mailinearity is present (Stevens, 2009).
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Informed Consent and Ethical Considerations

An informed consent consistent with the requirem@fithe IRB was distributed
to all employees in the sample through Survey Mgnkmnsent was considered given
when participants click the box to begin the sunkgch email survey contained a
header readingfNFORMED CONSEN&long with the title of this dissertation. A coply
the consent is attached as Appendix D. The cortbentlisted the title and information
about the researcher (name, address, phone nuenb&i,address). Next, the consent
stated that the participants were asked to complstevey and offered more information
to those who request it. The purpose of the studlyasm approximation of the time
necessary to complete the survey was provided sRigke outlined, including an option
for individuals to withdraw from participation. Tlensent also contained a discussion of
the benefits of the study to the participants (n@mel potential benefits to other
nonprofit organizations and assured anonymity efsilwrveys and survey results. Contact
information was again provided as well as IRB contaformation. Participants were
reassured that participation in the research wastary and not mandatory, and an
acknowledgement of unforeseen risks was providad.cbnsent also contained
assurance that no costs were incurred or paymeeitvesl as a result of participation in
the study. The consent additionally contained my #pproval number (08-29-13-
0137367) and expiration date (August 28, 2014)aliinthe consent requested the
participants’ consent by clicking the box to bethia survey.

For purposes of this study, to ensure the highbsta standards, no employee

under the age of 18 was surveyed. Additionallyy@mhployees participated in this
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study. Those voluntary workers (individuals who di@a their time to the nonprofit
organization and were not paid a salary) were sk¢@to participate, as they were not
actual employees and were not subject to the s@mards and resources as employees.
Likewise, volunteers may work in very limited caji@s, on specific projects, or under
controlled conditions, preventing exposure to tme work and leadership
characteristics as employees. No names were reglestthe electronic survey. Certain
demographic information, such as age, gender, @tiniength of time employed at the
organization, pay scale, and employment categorg wellected in addition to the
survey responses. The organization itself was nexgrtioned in the dissertation. In this
way, all employees and the organization itselfpamgected both internally and
externally. All steps to ensure anonymity and aderfitiality were taken. Each employee
received an email with a link to the electronicvay: Only | had access to the completed
electronic surveys. Data from the electronic susweill be stored on an external hard
drive for 15 years, at which time the data willdvased from the hard drive. Raw data
obtained by the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale wagged to Wilmar B. Schaufeli,
PhD at the Department of Social and Organizati®sgchology Research Institute
Psychology & Health at the Utrecht University viaal, as a term of use for the Utrecht
Work Engagement Scale. Data obtained from the WWodus of Control Scale was
provided to Paul Spector, Department of Psychol®@ 4118, University of South

Florida, Tampa, FL 33620 USA.
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Summary

While literature on the topics of transformatiolesldership and employee
engagement in nonprofit organizations exists, ndyshas been conducted that measures
the effect of transformational leadership on empégngagement with a mediating
variable of locus of control in nonprofit organizats, resulting in a gap in the literature.
Given the critical role nonprofit organizationsyla contributing to positive social
change, this gap is significant. Therefore, thislgtexamined how transformational
leadership affected employee engagement with aatiedivariable of locus of control in
30 nonprofit organizations (15 youth services oiz@tions; 10 human service
organizations; and five community service orgamires) located across the United
States. Employees were surveyed using the Multifdatadership Questionnaire, the
Utrecht Work Engagement Scale, and the Work Lo¢@ontrol Scale, three survey
tools measuring transformational leadership, enmggagngagement, and locus of control,
respectively. All responses were completely anonysrio every way. Additionally,
general demographic information was collected ftbenemployees. Data from the
surveys were analyzed both descriptively to ach&veverview of the data and
inferentially using multiple regression to detecy @elationship between
transformational leadership and employee engageamehpossible mediating effect of
locus of control on employee engagement in thifiqdar organization. As a
relationship between transformational leadershipe@mployee engagement existed, this
study should help bridge the gap in the literatuith regard to leadership and

followership in nonprofit organizations. Howeveg, dear correlation between locus of
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control and employee engagement was noted, asfultyexplained in Chapter 4. To
that end, this study may contribute to improvingdership and workplace conditions for
employees in nonprofit organizations. Not only dtvaasformational leadership and
engaged employees create better organizationaltcorg] but they improve efficiency
and performance, thereby increasing organizatismetess, and decrease turnover,

which can be very costly to organizations in teohsecruiting and training.
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Chapter 4: Results

Introduction

This chapter outlines the data and the analysiBeoflata used in this study. Data
were collected from employees in 30 nonprofit orgations located using
www.GuideStar.org who listed employee email adaéregsiblicly on their websites.
Surveys were distributed through Survey Monkeyth@fapproximately 1,300 surveys
delivered, 164 responses were collected. Seveitiparits were removed because they
were not full time employees, as they fell outdiue scope of this study (i.e., they were
outside of the age group or were not full-time emgpks). Two outliers were removed
from the dataset (discussed below).

The surveys asked for basic demographic data imguahe, ethnicity, years of
service, gender, and marriage status. Followingl#mographic data, the survey
contained the Multi-Factor Leadership Questionnaire Utrecht Work Engagement
Scale, and the Work Locus of Control Scale surmeyruments. No other data were
collected.

Resear ch Questions

This study addresses two research questions. idtedsearch question is as
follows: “Are transformational leadership scoresdictors of employee engagement in
nonprofit organizations?” The second research ¢ueg as follows: “Does locus of
control mediate the relationship between transfdional leadership scores and

employee engagement in nonprofit organizations?”
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Once the data were collected, descriptive stagistiere analyzed to quantitatively
depict the sample. The data were then analyzed nsiritiple regression to determine
whether a correlation existed between the variaflee analysis is more fully described
below and will show that a correlation between sfarmational leadership and employee
engagement exists. However, this study was unaldetermine successfully that locus
of control influences employee engagement.

Data Screening

Data were collected for 164 participants from Nobenm¥, 2013 using
SurveyMonkey through December 2, 2013, at whicle tsmrveys were no longer being
received. All participants were employees of nofipayganizations. Data were assessed
for inclusion criteria, univariate outliers, andssing cases. To participate in the research,
individuals had to give consent, be full time enygles at nonprofit organizations, and
between the ages of 18 and 65. All individuals gawesent to participate in the study.
Five participants were removed because they wertuhidime employees. Two
participants were removed because they did not theedge requirement. Outliers were
assessed by transforming continuous datazstmresZ scores were calculated by
standardizing data to a mean of 0.00 and a start#aidtion of 1.00. Cases greater than
3.29 standard deviations from the mean were coresddautliers. Two outliers were
removed from the dataset. One case had data misspajterns and was removed from

the dataset. Final data analysis was conducted9bpdrticipants.
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Resear ch Questions
Resear ch Question 1

Are transformational leadership scores predictbentployee engagement in
nonprofit organizations?

To assess Research Question 1, and to deterntna@sformational leadership
scores, transactional leadership scores, locusrifa, and gender predict employee
engagement in nonprofit organizations, a multipledr regression was conducted using
SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciergtasistics Student Version 19.0. Prior
to conducting the regression, the assumptions whality, homoscedasticity, and
absence of multicollinearity were assessed. Notynatas assessed by examining values
of skew and kurtosis. To meet the assumption, skemst be -2 < x < 2 and kurtosis must
be -7 <x < 7. Skew (-0.77) and kurtosis (0.18)evexamined, and both values were
within the recommended parameters, indicating fs@mption was met.
Homoscedasticity was assessed with a residualesaat. The points were
rectangularly distributed about the regression, linéicating the assumption was met
(Figure 1). Absence of multicollinearity was asselswith variance inflation factors
(VIF). None of the values were greater than 10icaithg the assumption was met (Table
1).

Data Collection and Analysis
Data Screening
Data were collected for 164 participants from Nobkermd, 2014 using

SurveyMonkey through December 2, 2014, at whicle tsmrveys were no longer being
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received. All participants were employees of nofipoyganizations. Data were assessed
for inclusion criteria, univariate outliers, andssing cases. To participate in the research,
individuals had to give consent, be full time enygles at nonprofit organizations, and
between the ages of 18 - 65. All individuals gawesent to participate in the study. Five
participants were removed because they were ndirhie employees. Two participants
were removed because they did not meet the ageeetgnt. Outliers were assessed
with the creation of z scoresby transforming camtms data into z scores. D Z scores
were calculated by data were standardizing da@meadtean of 0.00 and a standard
deviation of 1.00. Cases greater than 3.29 stardaritions from the mean were
considered outliers. Two outliers were removed ftbmdataset. One case had data
missing in patterns and was removed from the datBs®l data analysis was conducted
on 155 participants.

Resear ch Questions
Resear ch question one

Are transformational leadership scores predictbentployee engagement in
nonprofit organizations?

To assess research question one, and to deteriniarsformational leadership
scores, transactional leadership scores, locusrdfa, and gender predict employee
engagement in nonprofit organizations, a multipledr regression was conducted using
SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciergtasistics Student Version 19.0. Prior
to conducting the regression, the assumptions whality, homoscedasticity, and

absence of multicollinearity were assessed. Notynadas assessed by examining values
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of skew and kurtosis. To meet the assumption, skest be -2 < x < 2 and kurtosis must
be -7 <x < 7. Skew (-0.77) and kurtosis (0.18)evexamined, and both values were
within the recommended parameters, indicating fs@m@ption was met.
Homoscedasticity was assessed with a residualegaat (Figure 1). The points were
rectangularly distributed about the regression, linéicating the assumption was met
(Figure 1). Absence of multicollinearity was asselswith variance inflation factors

(VIF). None of the values were greater than 10icaithg the assumption was met (Table

1).
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Figure 1 Residuals scatterplot to assess homoscedasticity.
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The multiple linear regression was significadf, 122) = 11.64p < .001,

adjusted?? = .25, indicating the model correctly accounted2®% of the variance in
employee engagement. The only significant predictdne model was transformational
leadershipB = 0.62,p < .001). As transformational leadership increasesrte unit,
employee engagement increases by 0.62 units. Theymothesis, transformational
leadership scores do not predict employee engagameanprofit organizations, must
be rejected in favor of the alternative hypotheRissults of the multiple linear regression
are presented in Table 1.

Table 1

Multiple Linear Regression With Transformationabdership Scores, Transactional
Leadership Scores, Locus of Control, and Gendedieteg Employee Engagement

Source B SE B t ) VIF
Transformational 0.62 0.11 51 5.78 .000 1.30
Transactional -0.07 0.14 -.04 -0.46 .650 1.28
Locus of Control -0.22 0.15 -12 -1.46 .148 1.06
Gender -0.15 0.18 -.07 -0.83 .409 1.05

Note. R4, 122) = 11.64p < .001, adjuste& = .25.
Resear ch Question 2

Does locus of control mediate the relationship leetwtransformational
leadership scores and employee engagement in rfargrganizations?

To assess research question2, and determine g lwfazontrol mediates the
relationship between transformational leadershgpesand employee engagement in
nonprofit organizations, a mediation analysis wasdeicted. Homoscedasticity and
absence of multicollinearity were assessed pri@otawlucting the mediation analysis.

Normality was assessed in the previous analysisy@idHomoscedasticity was assessed
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with a residuals scatterplot. The points were regiarly distributed about the regression
line, indicating the assumption was met (FigureAbsence of multicollinearity was
assessed with variance inflation factors (VIF). Blofthe values were greater than 10,
indicating the assumption was met (Table 1).

To assess for mediation, three regressions wermducted. For mediation to be

supported, four items must be met:
1. Transformational leadership must be related to eygad engagement,
2. Transformational leadership must be related tddbes of control,
3. Locus of control must be related to employee eng@ge while in the presence
of transformational leadership, and
4. Transformational leadership should no longer bigaificant predictor of
employee engagement in the presence of the loccendfol (Baron & Kenny,

1986).

First, the regression with transformational leadigrpredicting employee
engagement was conducted. The results of the mgnewere significant-(1, 133) =
39.18,p < .001. This suggests that transformational leddprwas positively related to
employee engagement. The logistic regression watsformational leadership
predicting locus of control was conducted next. Témults of the regression were
significant,y®(1) = 5.84,p = .016. This suggests that transformational leduersas
related to locus of control. The final regressiamswonducted to determine if locus of
control mediated the relationship between trans&tional leadership and employee

engagement. The results of the regression werdisagnt, F(2, 132) = 20.36p < .001.
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However, transformational leadership remained aifsogint predictor in the third
regression model, therefore Item 4 was not met;iatied can only be partially
supported. The null hypothesis, locus of contr@sioot mediate the relationship
between transformational leadership scores and®mplengagement in nonprofit
organizations, cannot be rejected. Results of tbeiation analyses are presented in
Tables 2 through 4.

Table 2

Mediation Results With Transformational Leaderdhipdicting Employee Engagement

Dependent Independent B SE B t p

Regression 1.
Employee engagement Transformationad.58  0.09 48 6.26 .001
leadership

Note. K1, 133) = 39.18p < .001.
Table 3

Mediation Results with Transformational LeaderdRrgdicting Locus of Control

Dependent Independent B SE Wald OR p

Regression 2:

Locus of control Transformational0.56 0.24 5.47 0.57 .019
leadership

Note.x*(1) = 5.84,p = .016.
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Table 4

Mediation Results with Locus of Control Mediatihg Relationship between
Transformational Leadership and Employee Engagement

Dependent Independent B SE B t p
Regression 3:
Employee Transformational 0.56 0.09 0.46 5.89 .001
engagement leadership
Locus of control - 015 - - .236
0.17 0.09 1.19

Note. R2, 132) = 20.36p < .001.

Slightly over half of the population was consideexdernal locus of control. The
vast majority of the population were more transfational than transactional leaders.
Specifically, 80 (52%) participants scored as exElocus of control; 100 (70%)
participants scored as transformational leader$;2an(21%) participants scored as
transactional leaders. The frequencies and pegesit@e presented in Table 5.

Table 5

Frequencies and Percentages for Locus of Contrdllagadership Style

Characteristic n %

Locus of Control

Internal 75 48

External 80 52
Leadership style

Transformational 100 79

Transactional 27 21

Descriptive Statistics
The majority of the population was female and WHapecifically, 121 were

female (78%), and 128 were White (83%). Many pagudiots indicated they were
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between 26 and 35 years old (56, 36%). When adkedt aow many years they have

worked for the organization, the slight majorit2($3%) indicated Oto 3 years. Sixty-six
(43%) participants indicated they have graduatdieége, followed by 36 (23%) who
stated they completed graduate school. Almostdfdtie participants indicated they

were married (74, 48%), followed by single (57, 37#any participants indicated they
held a management position (55, 36%) and cited #weirage household income between
$25,000 to 49,999 (56, 36%). Demographic charatiesiare presented in Table 6.
Table 6

Frequencies and Percentages for Participants’ Deraplgic Characteristics

Variable n %
Gender
Male 34 22
Female 121 78
Age
18 - 25 17 11
26 — 35 56 36
36 — 45 30 19
46 — 55 32 21
56 — 65 20 13
Time in organization
0-3 82 53
4-8 44 28
8-12 16 10
Over 12 13 8
Ethnicity
White 128 83
Hispanic 11 7
Native American 4 3
Black or African American 12 8
Asian 5 3
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 6 1

(table continues



140

Variable n %
Education
High school graduate 7 5
1 year of college 8 5
2 years of college 7 5
3 years of college 11 7
Graduated college 66 43
Some graduate school 20 13
Completed graduate school 36 23
Marital status
Single 57 37
Married 74 48
Divorced 15 10
Separated 2 1
Other 7 5
Current job category
Clerical 4 3
Administrative 34 22
Management 55 36
Senior management 20 13
Executive 5 3
Other 37 24
Household income
$0 - 24,999 6 4
$25,000 - 49,999 56 36
$50,000 - 74,999 39 25
$75,000 - 99,999 19 12
$100,000 - 124,999 16 10
$125,000 - 149,999 6 4
$150,000 - 174,999 3 2
$175,000 - 199,999 3 2
$200,000 and up 7 5

Note Percentages may not total 100 due to roundiray.err

Means and standard deviations were conducted ototiteghnuous variables of
interest. Those variables included: transformatiteaership, transactional leadership,
vigor, dedication, absorption, and the work loctisantrol (WLCS) total scores.
Transformation and transactional leadership soowakl range from 0 to 5; higher scores

indicate greater alignment with that leadershipestyigor, dedication, and absorption
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scores could range from 0 to 6; higher scores atdigreater alignment with that
subscale. And work locus of control total scoresldeange from 16 to 96; higher scores
indicate an external locus of control and lowemrasandicate an internal locus of
control. Cronbach’s alpha values were also conduct@ssess the internal consistency
of the scales. All scales, but transactional lestupr were found to be acceptable
(George & Mallery, 2010). The alpha value of .5B8tfansactional leadership indicates
that the internal consistency for the scale was fBeorge & Mallery, 2010).

Previously, the Multi-factor Leadership Questiomeaa survey instrument that has been
proven to be reliable and valid in measuring tramsftional leadership, has
demonstrated good to excellent internal consistéoricgll scales across a large sample
(Bass & Riggio, 2006). A low alpha value can be ttua low number of questions, poor
internal relationships among the items, or hetanegas scales or constructs (Dennick &
Tavakol, 2011). However, because the instrumentsabdcales have been previously
established as reliable, all subscales will be dgednalysis. Means and standard

deviations for these scores are presented in Taldkng with Cronbach alpha values.
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Table 7
Cronbach Alpha Values, Means, and Standard Dewnatfor Transformational

Leadership, Transactional Leadership, Vigor, Detlima, Absorption, and the Work
Locus of Control Total Scores

Scale score M SD No. of items a
Transformational leadership 3.68 0.75 .93 20
Transactional leadership 3.12 0.60 .58 8
Vigor 4.33 0.92 .82 6
Dedication 4.62 1.06 .85 5
Absorption 4.15 0.94 75 6
Employee Engagement 4.35 0.91 .93 17
WLCS 39.44 9.67 .85 16

Multifactor L eadership Questionnaire
Idealized I nfluence (Attributed)
Participants reported the following idealized iefice (attributed) scores (Figure

2):

Idealized Influence (Attributed)
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Figure 2 Idealized influence (attributed).
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According to the Multifactor Leadership Questionadvianual, leaders who
demonstrated idealized influence (attributed) cdwseployees to take pride in the fact
that they worked alongside him/her, helped fostHfrrespect in employees, went beyond
what was required, and demonstrated confidences(&asvolio, 2004). The 50
percentile score for idealized influence (attrilol)tes 3.00. In this case, 132 out of 155
participants scored at the 50 percentile levebava, representing approximately 85% of
the sample scoring at or higher than 50 percetiteohorm. The 60 percentile score for
idealized influence (attributed) is 3.25. In thisdy, 122 participants scored at the 60
percentile level or above, representing approxiimat@% of the sample scoring at or
higher than 60 percent of the norm. The 95 perlgestiore for idealized influence
(attributed) is 4.00. Eighty-five participants sedr4.00 or above, representing
approximately 55% of the participants scoring atigher than 95 percent of the norm.
Idealized I nfluence (Behavior)

Participants reported the following idealized isfhce (behavior) scores (Figure

3):
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Idealized Influence (Behavior)
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Figure 3 Idealized influence (behavior)

According to the Multifactor Leadership Questionadvianual, leaders who
demonstrated idealized influence (behavior) opdgussed beliefs and values,
influenced employees to identify with a shared psg made ethical decisions, and
encouraged a shared vision (Bass & Avolio, 2004g %0 percentile score for idealized
influence (behavior) is 3.00. In this case, 137a@ut55 participants scored at the 50
percentile level or above, representing approxim#®8% of the sample scoring at or
higher than 50 percent of the norm. The 60 perleestiore for idealized influence
(behavior) is 3.25. In this study, 129 participastsred at the 60 percentile level or
above, representing approximately 83% of the salsgueng at or higher than 60
percent of the norm. The 95 percentile score fealided influence (behavior) is 4.00.
Eighty-two participants scored 4.00 or above, repnéing approximately 53% of the

participants scoring at or higher than 95 percéth® norm.
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Inspirational Motivation

Participants reported the following inspirationadtiaation scores (Figure 4):
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Figure 4 Inspirational motivation

According to the Multifactor Leadership Questionaadvianual, leaders who
demonstrated inspirational motivation are optimisind enthusiastic, are confident that
goals will be met, and support the shared visiotheforganization (Bass & Avolio,
2004). The 50 percentile score for inspirationatiwation is 3.00. In this case, 140 out of
155 participants scored at the 50 percentile levabove, representing approximately
90% of the sample scoring at or higher than 50gygrof the norm. The 60 percentile
score for inspirational motivation is 3.25. In tetsidy, 134 participants scored at the 60
percentile level or above, representing approxim#e% of the sample scoring at or
higher than 60 percent of the norm. The 95 perlgestiore for inspirational motivation is
4.00. One hundred and four participants scored dr@bove, representing

approximately 67% of the participants scoring abigher than 95 percent of the norm.
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I ntellectual Stimulation

Participants reported the following intellectuafmsilation scores (Figure 5):
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Figure 5 Intellectual stimulation

According to the Multifactor Leadership Questionadvilanual, leaders who
demonstrated intellectual stimulation question ma@Vvaluate everything, seek ideas and
advice from others, and are open to new solutiBasg & Avolio, 2004). The 50
percentile score for intellectual stimulation i32.In this case, 123 out of 155
participants scored at the 50 percentile levebawva, representing approximately 79% of
the sample scoring at or higher than 50 percetitehorm. The 60 percentile score for
intellectual stimulation is 3.00. In this study8liarticipants scored at the 60 percentile
level or above, representing approximately 76%hefdample scoring at or higher than
60 percent of the norm. The 95 percentile scoréntetlectual stimulation is 3.75. Sixty-
five participants scored 3.75 or above, represgrapproximately 42% of the

participants scoring at or higher than 95 percéth® norm.
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Participants reported the following individual calesation scores (Figure 6):
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Figure 6 Individual consideration

According to the Multifactor Leadership Questionadvilanual, leaders who

demonstrated individual consideration act as mentogat employees individually, and

build on employees’ strengths (Bass & Avolio, 200®)e 50 percentile score for

individual consideration is 2.75. In this case, 20 of 155 participants scored at the 50

percentile level or above, representing approxiimaté% of the sample scoring at or

higher than 50 percent of the norm. The 60 perlgestiore for individual consideration

is 3.00. In this study, 111 participants scorethat60 percentile level or above,
representing approximately 72% of the sample sgaatror higher than 60 percent of the

norm. The 95 percentile score for individual comsadion is 3.75. Seventy-six

participants scored 3.75 or above, representingoappately 49% of the participants

scoring at or higher than 95 percent of the norm.
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Contingent Reward

Participants reported the following contingent redvscores (Figure 7):

Contingent Reward
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Figure 7. Contingent reward

According to the Multifactor Leadership Questiomedflanual, contingent
reward is an aspect of transactional leadershipeveaders provide rewards for meeting
goals, set those goals, make individual expectatamd rewards clear, and respond
favorably when those goals are met (Bass & Avdi@)4). The 50 percentile score for
contingent reward is 3.00. In this case, 122 out5 participants scored at the 50
percentile level or above, representing approximat®% of the sample scoring at or
higher than 50 percent of the norm. The 60 perlgestiore for contingent reward is 3.06.
In this study, 109 participants scored at the G@gdile level or above, representing
approximately 70% of the sample scoring at or highan 60 percent of the norm. The

95 percentile score for contingent reward is 3S&venty-one participants scored 3.75 or
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above, representing approximately 46% of the ppgids scoring at or higher than 95

percent of the norm.

Transformational

Participants reported the following transformatios@ores (Figure 8):
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Figure 8 Transformational

According to the Multifactor Leadership Questiomedflanual, leaders who are

more transformational actively motivate and inspirgo above the mere expectations

and encourage employees to set higher standards @BAvolio, 2004). The manual

does not provide percentiles for transformatioaatlers. However, higher scores

represent a higher level of transsformational lestdp qualities. Participants reported

that 62 leaders scored 75 or higher; 46 leadere@d@0 or higher; 22 leaders scored 85

or higher; eight leaders scored 90 or higher; araléaders scored the highest score of

93.



Transactional

Participants reported the following transactioreres (Figure 9):
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Figure 9 Transactional
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According to the Multifactor Leadership Questionmedvlanual, leaders who

scored more transactional clarified expectatiortstank disciplinary action when

necessary (Bass & Avolio, 2004). Like transformadibleadership, no percentile scores

are provided for transactional leadership, asmase fully explained by contingent

reward and management-by-exception. However, scargged from 37 to 12. The

higher the score, the more a leader displays a geament-by-exception (active) type of

leadership style, while the lower the score, theentbe leader displays a laissez-faire

leadership style.

M anagement-By-Exception (Active)

Participants reported the following management-kgeption (active) scores

(Figure 10):



151

Management-by-Exception (Active)
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Figure 10 Management-by-exception (active)

According to the Multifactor Leadership Questiomedvlanual, management-by-
exception (active) is a type of transactional leskig style where leaders focus on the
flaws and errors employees make to cause thenalaedheir deviation from their
expectations (Bass & Avolio, 2004). The 50 perdergcore for management-by-
exception (active) is 1.67. In this case, 128 dut5h participants scored at the 50
percentile level or above, representing approxim#®8% of the sample scoring at or
higher than 50 percent of the norm. The 60 perigestiore for management-by-
exception (active) is 1.87. In this study, 116 jggrants scored at the 60 percentile level
or above, representing approximately 75% of thepsascoring at or higher than 60
percent of the norm. The 95 percentile score fanagament-by-exception (active) is
3.25. Seventeen participants scored 3.25 or alvepegsenting approximately 11% of the

participants scoring at or higher than 95 percéth® norm.
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M anagement-By-Exception (Passive)
Participants reported the following management-kgeption (passive) scores

(Figure 11):
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Figure 11 Management-by-exception (passive)

According to the Multifactor Leadership Questiomedvlanual, management-by-
exception (passive) is a type of transactionaldestuip style where leaders do nothing
until a chronic problem arises and do nothing umtdsues occur (Bass & Avolio, 2004).
The 50 percentile score for management-by-excetiassive) is 1.00. In this case, 155
out of 155 participants scored at the 50 percelgilel or above, representing
approximately 100% of the sample scoring at or @ighan 50 percent of the norm. The
60 percentile score for management-by-exceptiossfpe) is 1.04. In this study, 145
participants scored at the 60 percentile levebawva, representing approximately 94% of
the sample scoring at or higher than 60 percetitefiorm. The 95 percentile score for

management-by-exception (passive) is 2.50. Sidiseparticipants scored 2.50 or
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above, representing approximately 44% of the ppgids scoring at or higher than 95

percent of the norm.

L aissez-Faire L eader ship

Participants reported the following laissez-fagadership scores (Figure 12):

Laissez-Faire Leadership
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Figure 12 Laissez-faire leadership

According to the Multifactor Leadership Questionadvlanual, laissez-faire

leaders avoid confrontation and decision-makingamedoften unavailable when needed

(Bass & Avolio, 2004). The 50 percentile scorelassez-faire is .50. In this case, 155

out of 155 participants scored at the 50 percelgilel or above, representing

approximately 100% of the sample scoring at or @ighan 50 percent of the norm. The

60 percentile score for laissez-faire is .75. Is #tudy, 155 participants scored at the 60

percentile level or above, representing approxiimdi@0% of the sample scoring at or

higher than 60 percent of the norm. The 95 perlgestiore for laissez-faire is 2.00.
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Sixty-eight participants scored 2.00 or above,esenting approximately 44% of the
participants scoring at or higher than 95 percéth® norm.
Extra Effort

Participants reported the following extra efforbis (Figure 13):
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Figure 13 Extra effort

According to the Multifactor Leadership Questiomedflanual, extra effort is an
outcome of leadership in which leaders motivateleyges to willingly put in extra
effort and try harder (Bass & Avolio, 2004). The fircentile score for extra effort is
2.74. In this case, 119 out of 155 participantsest@t the 50 percentile level or above,
representing approximately 77% of the sample sgaatror higher than 50 percent of the
norm. The 60 percentile score for extra effort.B03In this study, 119 participants
scored at the 60 percentile level or above, repteggapproximately 77% of the sample

scoring at or higher than 60 percent of the norhe 35 percentile score for extra effort
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is 4.00. Seventy-eight participants scored 4.08bave, representing approximately 50%

of the participants scoring at or higher than 9feet of the norm.
Effectiveness

Participants reported the following effectivenessres (Figure 14):
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Figure 14 Effectiveness

According to the Multifactor Leadership QuestionadVianual, effectiveness is
an outcome of leadership in which leaders motieatployees to be effective in all
aspects of their positions and to make the groupwalsole more effective (Bass &
Avolio, 2004). The 50 percentile score for effeetess is 3.25. In this case, 121 out of
155 participants scored at the 50 percentile levabove, representing approximately
78% of the sample scoring at or higher than 50gygrof the norm. The 60 percentile
score for effectiveness is 3.25. In this study, padticipants scored at the 60 percentile
level or above, representing approximately 78%hefdample scoring at or higher than

60 percent of the norm. The 95 percentile scorefi@ctiveness is 4.00. Ninety-six
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participants scored 4.00 or above, representingoappately 62% of the participants
scoring at or higher than 95 percent of the norm.
Satisfaction

Participants reported the following satisfactionres (Figure 15):
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Figure 15 Satisfaction

According to the Multifactor Leadership Questiomedflanual, satisfaction with
the leader is an outcome of leadership in whicdesawork in satisfactory ways with the
employees (Bass & Avolio, 2004). The 50 percergdere for satisfaction is 3.00. In this
case, 121 out of 155 participants scored at theebentile level or above, representing
approximately 85% of the sample scoring at or highan 50 percent of the norm. The
60 percentile score for satisfaction is 3.50. Is #tudy, 118 participants scored at the 60
percentile level or above, representing approxiimaté% of the sample scoring at or

higher than 60 percent of the norm. The 95 perlgestiore for satisfaction is 4.00. One
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hundred and three participants scored 4.00 or alvepessenting approximately 66% of
the participants scoring at or higher than 95 p#roéthe norm.

Utrecht Work Engagement Scale
Vigor

Participants reported the following vigor scoregy(ife 16):
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Figure 16 Vigor

According to the Utrecht Work Engagement Scalegpwig a state of high energy
where employees are able to work at a high leveffafiency (Schaufeli & Bakker,
2003). Participants rated themselves on a scaletofLow scores were those falling
between 2.18-3.20. Average scores were thoseddietween 3.21-4.80. High scores
were those falling between 4.81-5.60. Very highresavere those scoring above 5.61.
Only four participants scored in the low categoepresenting 2.5% of the sample.

Thirty-six participants scored in the average ramgpresenting 23% of the sample.
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Forty-three participants scored in the high ramgpresenting 28% of the sample.
Seventy-two participants scored in the very higige representing 46% of the sample.
Dedication

Participants reported the following dedication ssoffFigure 17):
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Figure 17 Dedication

According to the Utrecht Work Engagement Scalejaiin exists when an
employee feels inspired by his/her work and findgpse in it (Schaufeli & Bakker,
2003). Participants rated themselves on a scaletofLow scores were those falling
between 1.61-3.00. Average scores were thoseddietween 3.01-4.90. High scores
were those falling between 4.91-5.79. Very highresavere those scoring above 5.80.
Only six participants scored in the low categoepresenting 4% of the sample. Thirty-
one participants scored in the average range,septiag 20% of the sample. Thirty-one
participants scored in the high range, represer2@®g of the sample. Eighty-seven

participants scored in the very high range, reprsg 56% of the sample.
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Absor ption

Participants reported the following absorption seqiFigure 18):
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Figure 18 Absorption

According to the Utrecht Work Engagement Scalepgiigon occurs when
employees get lost in their work, losing all traxkime, focusing solely on their duties
(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003). Participants rated teelwes on a scale of 0-6. Low scores
were those falling between 1.61-2.75. Average scomere those falling between 2.76-
4.40. High scores were those falling between 4.85.5/ery high scores were those
scoring above 5.36. Only three participants score¢de low category, representing 2%
of the sample. Twenty-eight participants scorethenaverage range, representing 18% of
the sample. Sixty participants scored in the hagige, representing 39% of the sample.
Sixty-four participants scored in the very highganrepresenting 41% of the sample.

Work Locusof Control Scale

Participants reported the following locus of cohscores (Figure 19):
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Locus of Control
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Figure 19 Locus of control

Individuals who believe that their actions prediir own consequences have an
internal locus of control, while those who feelttttee actions of others predict their own
consequences have an external locus of contrdi@il et al., 2010). According to the
Work Locus of Control Scale, the norms for the Bdiftates is 39.5 and range from 16
to 96 (Spector, 1988). This is a self-reported syrand individuals respond to questions
on a scale of 0-6 (Spector, 1988). The higher tloees the more external locus of control
an individual has (Spector, 1988). Scores ranga ff0-31.

Summary

The analysis conducted supported the hypothedisrdresformational leadership
positively affects employee engagement in nonpoofianizations to a strong degree.
The descriptive statistics overwhelmingly demonstidhat employees believed their
leaders were more transformational than transaatieamd considered themselves to be

high or very highly engaged. However, locus of colrttad no significant mediating
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effect on employee engagement. Thus the null hgsmhwas supported. Slightly more

than half of the employees reported having an eatdocus of control.
The following chapter, Chapter 5, will provide tlesults, conclusions, and

recommendations from the research conducted irchapter.
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Chapter 5: Results, Conclusions, and Recommendation

This chapter provides the analysis of the resear€apter 4 that was based on
the purpose of the study in Chapter 1 (that transétional leadership in nonprofit
organizations can improve productivity and willimiately lead to improved
organizational success within the nonprofit sechmid hypotheses and was supported by
the literature review in Chapter 2 using the reseaesign and questions in Chapter 3.
The focus of this chapter is to present the fingiimga meaningful manner to support
positive social change, and this study will adthi body of literature that exists on the
subject of transformational leadership, employegagement, and locus of control. The
analysis of the two research questions and hypesh@ésveloped throughout this
dissertation will be explained in detail, and saas$i discussing the research’s limitations
and proposed future research will follow.

Resear ch Overview

This study examined whether transformational lestupr if present, had an effect
on employee engagement within nonprofit organizetidt also sought to determine if
locus of control had a mediating effect on emplogegagement, if present, with regard
to those same employees. Employees from 30 nohprgfanizations located throughout
the country were surveyed for this study usinghthgtifactor Leadership Questionnaire,
the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale, and the Workit@¢ Control Scale survey tools
as well as basic demographic information. Employee® asked to rate their leaders on
the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire and thdweseon the Utrecht Work

Engagement Scale and Work Locus of Control Scatketermine if any relationship
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between transformational leadership and employgagament existed and whether
locus of control mediated that effect. Accordinghe analysis in Chapter 4, a
relationship was found to exist. Transformatioraldership did positively affect
employee engagement. Locus of control did not fidiate that relationship, so that
the null hypothesis could not be rejected. Inteégiren of this relationship based on the
data will follow below.

A vast body of knowledge exists on the subjectsasfsformational leadership
and employee engagement. A somewhat lesser baggedrch exists on the topic of
locus of control. Transformational leadership hasrbclearly shown to increase
productivity by motivating employees to achieve emand dedicate themselves to the
organization’s mission, while employees who areagiegl were generally found to have
less symptoms of burnout, fatigue, and stress. Tiexg also found to be more
invigorated by and satisfied with their work. Thgbustudies such as this, leaders may be
encouraged to actively practice transformationadiéship, and organizations may
attempt to increase employees’ engagement levdls ialcrease productivity and
decrease turnover rates.

The data were analyzed using multiple regressimutih Statistical Package for
the Social Sciences Statistics Student Version. I3tfer tests used in this study include

theF test, R-squared adjusted, andtest.
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Findings

Transformational L eader ship

The first research question was whether transfoomaitleadership, if present,
affects employee engagement in nonprofit orgaronatiBased on the analysis
conducted, as transformation leadership increages® unit, employee engagement
increases by 0.62 units, which supports the reBagrestion that transformational
leadership does affect the level of employees’ gageent.

Transformational leadership was found to be preséen leaders engaged in
certain behaviors of idealized influence, inspoa#il motivation, intellectual stimulation,
and individualized consideration. Idealized infloens the concept that transformational
leaders influence employees by their positive giealiand actions. Such leaders also
communicate with employees in order to empower thathcreate ownership in their
jobs (Bass et al., 2003). In other words, transtdromal leaders influence employees by
their very qualities and actions (inspirational mation). Transformational leaders
inspire followers by challenging them, creatingngiigance to their jobs, and supporting
each employee through positive visions and goadsgkt al., 2003). These leaders
motivate others to reach goals previously consdierattainable (intellectual
stimulation; Bass & Steidlmeier, 1999). Transfonmaal leaders also encourage
individual participation and contributions, inspigi creativity in decision-making and
problem solving (Bass et al., 2003). Through suslolvement, followers are persuaded
to speak their minds without fear of retributiondividualized consideration; Bass et al.,

2003). These qualities are in sharp contrast testretional leaders who use monetary and
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other types of currency to encourage employeeqiaation in meeting their goals (Bass
& Avolio, 1993). This may be effective, but it doest create the motivation to reach
past those stated goals (Bass & Avolio, 1993).Harrtlaissez-faire leaders actually do
very little leading but rather avoid confrontatiand responsibility (Bass, 1999).

In this study, a significant number of employegsoréed that their leader was
more transformational than would be expected. Noie given for transformational
leadership, yet 62 out 151 leaders were scoref at fiigher. Transformational leaders
are those that inspire and motivate employees @bgoe and beyond expectations and
take pride and satisfaction in their jobs, whikngactional leaders typically use
contingent rewards to motivate employees to me=t foals (Bass et al., 2003).

More specifically, a majority of the participantgperienced idealized influence
(attributed), idealized influence (behavior), inggibnal motivation, intellectual
stimulation, and individual consideration, all ofiish predict the existence of
transformational leadership. In fact, the majoafyhe participants reported that their
leaders were more transformational than transaatidtshould be noted that
transformational leaders may possess attributes@ssd with transactional leaders, as
was shown in Chapter 4. Moreover, the leadershipomues for transformational
leadership were observed to be what would be ezgdentthe presence of
transformational leadership. A high number of ggrants displayed extra effort,
effectiveness, and satisfaction. These resultgateinow effective transformational
leadership can be in a nonprofit organization tvease efficiency and performance and

reduce turnover.
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Employee Engagement

Employees were considered to be engaged when tssggsed vigor, dedication,
and absorption. Employees show signs of vigor wtheir energy levels and mental
spirits were high and when they failed to beconsealiraged in their work even when
difficulties arise (Schaufeli et al., 2002b). Deation is defined as having pride and
enthusiasm in one’s work and welcoming challen§ehgufeli et al., 2002b). Finally,
absorption is found when employees are mindful@edent in their work without regard
to the passing of time (Schaufeli et al., 2002mg&fed employees are more satisfied
with their work and generally do not consider legviheir jobs (Schaufeli & Salanova,
2008). Instead, they are motivated and welcomdeaiges, thus increasing productivity
(Schaufeli & Salanova, 2008). This engagement eainfiectious (Bakker &
Xanthopoulou, 2009). When one employee is engagbdrs around them may become
engaged (Bakker & Xanthopoulou, 2009). However séi@e is true of burnout. It can be
contagious from one employee to another (Bakkeratatkopoulou, 2009). These
findings are significant because it would bendfibeganizations, not just nonprofit
organizations, to foster environments where emm@syse engaged to increase
productivity and decrease turnover.

This study supported the hypothesis that transfoomal leadership scores do
predict employee engagement in nonprofit orgaronati A moderate correlation between
dedication and extra effort (+0.51) was found. Wwise, a lesser moderate correlation
between absorption and extra effort (+0.445) wasdo Additionally, less than moderate

correlations between dedication and idealized enfae (attributed; +0.456) idealized
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influence (behavior; +0.404), individual consideyat(+0.407), management-by-
exception (passive; +0.429), effectiveness (+0.4&7) satisfaction (+0.418) were
identified. Finally, weak correlations between vigod effectiveness (+.440), and extra
effort (+0.482) were noted. No other, stronger elations between the engagement
characteristics and the transformational aspeatsitmomes were detected.

Specifically, the majority of the participants eygal vigor, dedication, and
absorption, all of which are predictors of emplogagagement. Engaged employees are
more efficient and productive than unengaged engasyand are more likely to be
immune to feelings of burnout. This suggests ttatsformational leadership positively
influences employee engagement, leading to morgfisdtemployees. It further suggests
that transformational leadership is an effectiadlrship approach for nonprofit
organizations to improve success and decreasevierrno
L ocus of Control

The second research question sought to establistheshlocus of control acted as
a mediating variable on the level of employee ergaant, if present. Based on the
analysis performed in this study, the mediatinge@fbf locus of control can only be
partially supported. The null hypothesis, locusaftrol does not mediate the
relationship between transformational leadershigpescand employee engagement in
nonprofit organizations, could not be rejected.

Locus of control is a theory based on the assumphat individuals have either
an internal locus of control or an external loctisantrol (Srivastava, 2009). Individuals

who possess an internal locus of control percdigetheir own actions predict their
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consequences and outcomes, while individuals witexa@ernal locus of control perceive
that others (than themselves such as supervisonaoagers) are responsible for the
consequences and outcomes of their lives (Tillntah. £2010). Internal job control
positively influences job demands and allows indlinls to better handle stressful
workplace scenarios without negative health conseces (Karimi & Alipour, 2011).
Employees with internal job control are likely te proactive in finding practical
solutions to conflict, while employees with extdrjod control generally avoid conflict
(Qiang, Bowling, & Eschleman, 2010; Taylor, 2010eVen, 2010). Individuals with
external locus of control often experience stregblaurnout (Mohapatra & Gupta, 2010;
Srivastava, 2009). Additionally, leaders with im&irlocus of control are generally
supportive and involved with their employees (Byr2@11) and share many
characteristics of transformational leaders ineigdiollaboration, support, participatory
involvement, and communication (Mohapatra & Gu@t0). Internal locus of control is
also linked to a decrease in turnover rates andehnigerformance (Tillman et al., 2010),
because those with an internal locus of contra tasponsibility for their own actions
(McKnight & Wright, 2011; Paino et al., 2011). Tledndings are similar to the
increased performance resulting from employee eslgagt and transformational
leadership, suggesting that leaders with intelw@ald of control may be likely to be
transformational leadership, and employees witkrirdl locus of control may be more
engaged. Organizations, thus, cannot ignore undgrpersonal characteristics when

recruiting to retain employees and to better matdividuals to positions.
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This study did not fully support the hypothesisttiogus of control mediates the

relationship between transformational leadershgrescand employee engagement in
nonprofit organizations. Results were not suffitienestablish a correlation between
locus of control and employee engagement.
Summary of Findings

In general, the findings of this study demonstrated transformational
leadership positively affected employee engagenesets in nonprofit organizations.
Moderate correlations between some engagementatbassics and transformational
aspects and outcomes were noted. However, no stangjations were found. Although
locus of control was partially responsible for natitig levels of employee engagement,
this study did not demonstrate that locus of cdritridy explained engagement levels.

Implications of the Study: Social Change

Walden University expects students to conduct thteidies towards effecting
positive social change. That concept, accordingyaden University’s website, is
described as

Walden believes that knowledge is most valuablennhe to use for the greater

good. Students, alumni, and faculty are commitbeidhfproving the human and

social condition by creating and applying ideapriamote the development of

individuals, communities, and organizations, ad a®lsociety as a whole.

(Walden University, 2014, para. 7)

This study contributes to positive social changeubgh its support of and

findings that transformational leadership incredsesls of employee engagement in
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nonprofit organizations. Nonprofit organizations #ne very foundation of positive

social change by creating awareness for causempstices and lobbying for reform.
Nonprofit organizations shine the light on socgslues, working to change society for the
better. Without nonprofit organizations, it is stédesay that as a society, each of us
would suffer greatly. Nonprofit organizations wadwards education and relief for such
causes as health issues, civil rights, youth deweént, animal rights, and a vast array of
other necessary social impacts.

It is a known fact that nonprofit organizations spereat effort to collect
donations, grants, and other support. Fundraisimgten a central task in nonprofit
organizations. Thus, their existence is based emtbney they can raise to fulfill their
missions and goals. Therefore, identifying areasniprovement to increase productivity
and decrease employee turnover (as well as toretduinteers) is paramount to
nonprofit organizations’ success.

Likewise, nonprofit organizations must ensure thaetr leaders are ethical and
transparent in their work to prevent corruptiorgratals, and loss of sources of funding.
Transformational leaders, by definition, are etharad conscientious and lead by
example (Schyns, et al., 2011). In a social sengwpved leadership is very relevant and
much needed in society, business, and politic¥yévsoome challenges and reach
understanding. This study’s literature review desti@tes how transformational
leadership positively enhances employee/employatioaships and increases
productivity, motivating individuals to reach evegher than the limitations of their job

duties (Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzéalez-Roma, & Bgki@0?2). Likewise, it establishes
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that employees who are engaged are more produbawvetheir unengaged counterparts
and take a more active role in their jobs (de LaipeWitte, & Notelaers, 2008).
Together, this study reveals that transformatideedlership enhances employee
engagement. This finding is simply too remarkablenfonprofit organizations to ignore
to increase their bottom line and reduce waste asgrpossible.

Social Change

In a social sense, improved leadership is veryagieand much needed in
society, business, and politics to overcome chg#erand reach understanding. In a very
real sense, nonprofit organizations are the rogiosftive social change by creating
awareness for causes and injustices and lobbym@gform. Assisting nonprofit
organizations better manage their operations aodge leadership for their success is an
important step in creating positive social chamggnprofit organizations, in their role of
raising awareness of social causes and driving@pblicy, are instrumental in positive
social change.

Nonprofit organizations are critical to society gusitive social change. Rarely
does one individual contribute to wide-scale, pesisocial change. Rather, it is the
collective action of nonprofit organizations undiér the purpose of promoting a cause,
lobbying for support, and changing society for ie¢ter that leads to positive social
change.

Nonprofit organizations exist for a wide varietymfrposes and causes and are a
necessary part of promoting positive social chahgaugh increasing awareness of

issues and active development of programs andcesrdesigned to aid and support
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those issues. Indeed, nonprofit organizations ansidered the heroes of society.
Considering the enormity of the social respongipdind reform that they assume, it is
reasonable to state that without them society wbeldreatly diminished.
Study Limitations

This study contains several significant limitatipasd further research is
necessary to negate the effect of these limitatibhase will be discussed below.
Errorsin Data Collection

As with any study, errors in the collection, anayseview, and processing can
occur. All steps to limit such errors were takeseldf an electronic survey tool (Survey
Monkey) assisted with the accurate collection dadand raw data were easily
downloaded from the electronic survey tool. Theadatre loaded directly into the
statistical software (SPSS) from the electronic nload. No manual processing was
conducted. All statistical analyses were conduetid the statistical software.
Self-Report Questionnaires

This study used a set of three self-reported queséires to survey individuals.
The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire asked eygxs to rate their leaders’. The
Utrecht Work Engagement Scale asked employeeséddhair own levels of
engagement. The Work Locus of Control Scale askgul@y/ees to rate their perception
of control. It is very possible that employees nad accurately respond to the questions.

More involved interviews could improve those result



173
Survey Selection and Resear ch Design

Both the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire amel Wtrecht Work Engagement
Scale were chosen for this study due to the exivaugerature using both scales. Each
has been proven to consistently be reliable and wamultiple locations and multiple
settings. However, as noted above, participangilte may not have been accurate, and
no further confirmation was conducted. The Workusof Control Scale was chosen as
a good option from a few available surveys. WHilwas met with some negative
feedback, such that a two or three factor testccmdre accurately predict internal or
external locus of control as opposed to Spectd®88) one factor model (Oliver et al.,
2006).
Further Study and Research

This study was conducted by surveying employe@&8®inonprofit organizations
around the country. Conducting a similar studyne targe nonprofit organization and
focusing on one specific leader (or conductingstuely several times, focusing on
several leaders) may prove to be more worthwleldihg to more appropriate and
useful results. Likewise, conducting this studyairger nonprofit organizations in several
different areas of social awareness may shed digltlasses of nonprofit organizations
where leadership training may be more effective.

The lack of significant correlations between thgagement characteristics and
transformational aspects and outcomes is somewhatising. Additional studies on
transformational leadership’s effect on employegagement may uncover stronger

relationships between these variables with consigteAs each engagement
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characteristic is separate and unique at the sameestach transformational aspect and
outcome is separate and unique, one would expdictd@redictable relationships.
Conclusion

This study contributes to the existing body ofraterre on transformational
leadership, employee engagement, and locus ofapas well as building upon the lack
of research based in the nonprofit sector. It pfewides a path for future research. The
aspect of locus of control should be further redeza to determine if a relationship can
be established between locus of control and emplepgagement. Using a different
survey instrument may assist with that effort. ¥es$ study did establish a relationship
between transformational leadership and employgagament with transformational

leadership positively affecting employee engagement
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Appendix A: Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire

According to Mind Garden (Mind Garden, Inc., 20&0pyright permission, 5
random sample questions from the Multifactor Lealigr Questionnaire may be used in
this dissertation. They are as follows:

3. | fail to interfere until problems become sesou

6. | talk about my most important values and bslief

12. | wait for things to go wrong before takingiant

20. | demonstrate that problems must become chimefare | take action

32. | suggest new ways of looking at how to congtsignments

Copyright©. Used with permission from Mind Gardérg.



Appendix B: Utrecht Work Engagement Scale

Work & Well-being Survey (UWES) ©

The following 17 statements are about how vou feel at work. Please read each statement carefully and decide if vou

ever feel this way about your job. If vou have never had this feeling, cross the “0” (zero) in the space after the

statement. If vou have had this feeling, indicate how often you feel it by crossing the number (from 1 fo 6) that best

describes how frequently vou feel that way.
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Almost never Rarely Sometimes Often
0 1 2 3 4
Never Afewtimesa Onceamonth Afewtimesa  Onceaweek
year or less or less month

Very often

b]

A few times a
week

Always

Every day

[STR ]

th i

ot

11

,_
[

,_
5]

._.
wn

—

= R -

_
oA

At my work, I feel bursting with energy
I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose
Time flies when I'm working
Atmy job. I feel strong and vigorous
I am enthusiastic about my job
When I am working. I forget everything else around me
My job inspires me
When I get up in the morning. I feel like going to work
I feel happy when I am working intensely
I am proud of the work that I do
I am immersed in my work
I can continue working for very long periods at a time
To me. my job is challenging
I get carried away when I'm working
Atmy job. I am very resilient. mentally
It is difficult to detach myself from my job

At my work I always persevere. even when things do not go well

©

Schaufel: & Bakker (2003). The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale 1s free for use for non-commercial scientific research. Commercial

and/or non-scientific use is prohibited, unless previous written permission is granted by the authors



Appendix C: Work Locus of Control Scale
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Work Locus of Control Scale
Copyright Paul E. Spector, All rights reserved, 898
The following questions concern your beliefs ajobs in general. They | | >
do not refer only to your present job. é % - % -
= [S)

REEERE
S| E|l ® 5 3| >
Q (D) | = c (5]
I R s >
2R Qo 3O
Q2 9 2 5 o o
O ool < <

1. Ajjob is what you make of it. 112|3| 4] 5| 6

2. On most jobs, people can pretty much accomplisitever they setout|1 | 2 | 3| 4| 5| 6

to accomplish

3. If you know what you want out of a job, you dard a job that givesit |1 |2 | 3| 4| 5| 6

to you

4. If employees are unhappy with a decision madthéy boss, they 112|3| 4| 5| 6

should do something about it

5. Getting the job you want is mostly a matterund 12| 3| 4] 5| 6

6. Making money is primarily a matter of good faréu 12| 3] 4] 5 6

7. Most people are capable of doing their jobs vitHey make the effort 1 2 3 4 b b

8. In order to get a really good job, you needdeehfamily members or 112|3| 4| 5| 6

friends in high places

9. Promotions are usually a matter of good fortune 112|3| 4] 5| 6

10. When it comes to landing a really good job, wha know is more 112|3| 4| 5| 6

important than what you know

11. Promotions are given to employees who perfoeth on the job 11 2| 3| 4 § ¢

12. To make a lot of money you have to know thatrjgeople 11 2| 3| 4 § ¢4

13. It takes a lot of luck to be an outstanding kiyge on most jobs 1 72 1 b |6

14. People who perform their jobs well generally rgavarded 1l 2| 3 4 5 ¢4

15. Most employees have more influence on theiestgors than they 112|3| 4| 5| 6

think they do

16. The main difference between people who make afImoney and 112|3| 4| 5| 6

people who make a little money is luck
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Appendix D: Informed Consent
CONSENT FORM

You are invited to take part in a research studigadlership’s effect on
employees in nonprofit organizations. The reseanshiaviting all full-time employees
to be in the study. This form is part of a procesited “informed consent” to allow you
to understand this study before deciding whethéake part.

This study is being conducted by a researcher nakaegleline Myers, who is a
doctoral student at Walden University.

Background Information:

The purpose of this study is to look at leader$étop the employees’ point of

view.
Procedures:

If you agree to be in this study, you will be asked

e Complete a total of 3 surveys.

e |t should take approximately 20-25 minutes to catgpthe surveys.

e Once the combined surveys are completed, the sesilltbe sent to

Jacqueline Myers, only.

e All survey results are completely anonymous.

Here are some sample questions:

e | am proud of the work that I do.

e To me, my job is challenging.

e Ajob is what you make of it.
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¢ Promotions are given to employees who perform welthe job.
Voluntary Nature of the Study:

This study is voluntary. Everyone will respect yadecision of whether or not you
choose to be in the study. No one at your orgaoizatill treat you differently if you
decide not to be in the study. If you decide ta jihie study now, you can still change
your mind later. You may stop at any time.

Risks and Benefits of Beingin the Study:

Being in this type of study involves some risk lod iminor discomforts that can
be encountered in daily life, such as discomfod fatigue from sitting at a computer for
20-25 minutes. Being in this study would not pask to your safety or wellbeing.

One potential benefit of the study is to betteransthnd how leaders affect
employees in nonprofit organizations.

Payment:
You will receive no payment for participating ingtsurvey.
Privacy:

Any information you provide will be kept anonymodse researcher will not use
your personal information for any purposes outsithis research project. Also, the
researcher will not include your name or anythitsg ¢hat could identify you in the
study reports. Data will be kept secure by protecthe results with a password protected
external hard drive. Data will be kept for a peraddat least 5 years, as required by the
university.

Contacts and Questions:
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Walden University’s approval number for this stusl¥8-29-13-0137367, and it

expires on August 28, 2014.
Please print or save this consent form for youores.
Statement of Consent:
| have read the above information and | feel | usténd the study well enough to
make a decision about my involvement. By clickihg link below, | understand that |

am agreeing to the terms described above.
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Appendix E: Permission to Use Multifactor LeadepsQuestionnaire

9/10/13 Mind Garden, Inc.: Sales Receipt
https://www.mindgarden.com/mm5/merchant.mvc?Session_ID=1c5df46a82c9c5e06103aeabfc65f156& 1/2

Sales Receipt

Order #27835 Date: 09/10/2013 20:16:33 EDT

Thank you for your order. A copy of this sales receipt will be e-mailed to you for
your records. Please login to access your electronic products (login directions
are at the bottom of this page). If you ordered a report as part of an academic
course, your product requires additional set up and is not immediately available.
Please do not reload this page or click the back button or your credit card may
be charged twice.

Name: Name:

Email

Address:

Email

Address:

Phone

Number:

Phone

Number:

Fax Number: Fax Number:
Company: Company:
Address:

us

Address:

us

MLQR3 Manual

Format: downloadable PDF file
MLQ-Manual 1 $40.00 $40.00

MLQ Reproduction License

Licenses: 300

Format: downloadable PDF file
MLQ-License 1 $228.00 $228.00
Shipping: Online Product Delivery: $0.00
Sales Tax: $0.00

Special Instructions:
9/10/13 Mind Garden, Inc.: Sales Receipt
https://www.mindgarden.com/mm5/merchant.mvc?Session_|D=1c5df46a82c9c5e06103aeabfc65f156& 2/2
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m{nd garden

Sales Receipt

Order #27835 Date: 09/10/2013 20:16:33 EDT

Thank you for your order. A copy of this sales receipt will be e-mailed to you for
your records. Please login to access your electronic products (login directions
are at the bottom of this page). If you ordered a report as part of an academic
course, your product requires additional set up and is not immediately available.

Please do not reload this page or click the back button or your credit card may
be charged twice.

Name: [N reme: I
Email Email

Addresg: Address: _
s I iy I
Number: Number:

Fax Number: Fax Number:
Company: Company:
Address: Address:
us
MLQR3 Manual MLQ-Manual 1 $40.00 $40.00

Format: downloadable PDF file

MLQ Reproduction License MLQ-License i $228.00 $228.00
Licenses: 300
Format: downloadable PDF file

Shipping: Online Product Delivery: $0.00
Sales Tax: $0.00

Special Instructions:
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Login instructions

Please go to www.mindgarden.com (this link will open in a separate tab or
window).
At the top click on Transform.
New customers: In the green box enter your email address -
- and create a password.
Returning customers: In the blue box enter your email address -
- and previously created password.
After logging in, you will see a link to your products.

If you have any trouble viewing documents, download the latest version of
Adobe Acrobat Reader (free over the internet).

855 Oak Grove Avenue, Suite 215, Menlo Mind Garden® is a registered trademark of

Park, CA 94025 U.S.A. Mind Garden, Inc.

Phone (650) 322-6300 Fax (650) 322-6398 Copyright ©2005-2012
VorlSign

ABOUT SSL CERTIFICATES

Web Hosting bv Hostasaurus Shopping Cart Software by Miva Merchant
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Appendix F: Permission to Use Utrecht Work Engagenseale

Notice for potential users of the UWES and the DUSVA

You are welcomed to use both tests provided thatagyee to the following two
conditions:

1. The use is for non-commercial educational ceaesh purposes only. This
means that no one is charging anyone a fee.

2. You agree to share some of your data, detagémih with the authors.
We will add these data to our international datelzasd use them only for the purpose of
further validating the UWES (e.g., updating norassessing cross-national equivalence).

Data to be shared:
For each sample, the raw test-scores, age, gaeatt(jf available) occupation. Please
adhere to the original answering format and seggiesrider of the items.
For each sample a brief narrative description$ite, occupation(s) covered, language,
and country.

Please send data to: . Preferably the raw dataHielld be in SPSS or EXCEL
format.

By continuing to the TEST FORMS you agree with dbeve statement.

Copyright©. Used with permission from

http://wilmarschaufeli.nl/wp/downloads/test-manuals
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Appendix G: Permission to Use Work Locus of Con8oéle

Sharing of Results for Researchers Who Use My Scale

All of my scales are copyrighted. | allow free ws®ler two conditions.

1. The use is for noncommercial educational oraretepurposes. This
means no one is charging anyone a fee. If yousirgyany of my scales for consulting
purposes, there is a fee.

2. You agree to share results with me. This is hoantinue to update the
norms and bibliography.

What Results Do | Need?

1. Means per subscale and total score
2. Sample size
3. Brief description of sample, e.g., 220 hospitaises. | don’'t need to know

the organization name if it is sensitive.

4, Name of country where collected, and if outsiflthe U.S., the language
used. | am especially interested in nonAmericanptasn

5. Standard deviations per subscale and total goptenal)

6. Coefficient alpha per subscale and total samp&dnal)

| would love to see copies of research reportss{thelissertation, conference
paper, journal article, etc.) in which you usediB8&. Summaries are fine for long
documents (e.qg., dissertation), and e-mailed doatsrere preferred (saves copy and

mail costs). Be sure to indicate how you want tieekveited in the bibliography.
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You can send the material to me via e-mail: pspdetasign goes here] usf.edu or
via regular mail: Paul Spector, Department of Psiaty, PCD 4118, University of
South Florida, Tampa, FL 33620 USA.

Last modified January 7, 2011.

Copyright©. Used with permission from

http://shell.cas.usf.edu/~pspector/scales/share.html
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Appendix H: Survey Monkey’s Privacy and Securityiéles

Privacy Policy

Last updated: March 28, 2012

This privacy policy explains how SurveyMonkey handles your personal information and data. We value your
trust, so we've strived to present this policy in clear, plain language instead of legalese. The policy is
structured so you can quickly find answers to the questions which interest you the most.

This privacy policy applies to all the products, services and websites offered by SurveyMonkey.com, LLC,
SurveyMonkey Europe Sarl, and their affiliates, except where otherwise noted. We refer to those products,
services and websites collectively as the “services” in this policy. Some services have supplementary
privacy statements that explain in more detail our specific privacy practices in relation to them. Unless
otherwise noted, our services are provided by SurveyMonkey.com, LLC inside of the United States and by
SurveyMonkey Europe Sarl outside of the United States.

Truste

TRUSTe. SurveyMonkey is certified by TRUSTe under its Privacy Seal program. TRUSTe is an independent
third party which has reviewed our privacy policies and practices for compliance with its program
requirements.

European Safe Harbors. SurveyMonkey.com, LLC complies with the US-EU and US-Swiss Safe Harbor
Frameworks developed by the U.S. Department of Commerce regarding the collection, use and retention of
personal information from EU member countries and Switzerland. We have certified, and TRUSTe has
verified, that we adhere to the Safe Harbor Privacy Principles of notice, choice, onward transfer, security,
data integrity, access and enforcement. View our certification on the U.S. Department of Commerce’s Safe
Harbor website.

Questions? For questions regarding our privacy policy or practices, contact SurveyMonkey by mail at 285
Hamilton Avenue, Suite 500, Palo Alto, CA 94301, USA, or electronically through this form. You may contact
TRUSTe if feel your question has not been satisfactorily addressed.

Key Privacy Points: The Stuff You Really Care About

IF YOU CREATE SURVEYS:

e Your survey data is owned by you. Not only that, but SurveyMonkey treats your surveys as if they were
private. We don't sell them to anyone and we don’t use the survey responses you collect for our own
purposes, except in a limited set of circumstances (e.qg. if we are compelled by a subpoena, or if you've
made your survey responses public).

e We safeguard respondents’ email addresses. To make it easier for you to invite people to take your
surveys via email, you mayupload lists of email addresses, in which case SurveyMonkey acts as a mere
custodian of that data. We don't sell these email addresses and we use them only as directed by you
and in accordance with this policy. The same goes for any email addresses collected by your surveys.

e We keep your data securely. Read our Security Statement for more information.
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Survey data is stored on servers located in the United States. More information about this is available if
you are located in Canada orEurope. SurveyMonkey will process your survey data on your behalf and
under your instructions (including the ones agreed to in this privacy policy).

IF YOU ANSWER SURVEYS:

Surveys are administered by survey creators. Survey creators conduct thousands of surveys each day
using our services. We host the surveys on our websites and collect the responses that you submit to
the survey creator. If you have any questions about a survey you are taking, please contact the survey
creator directly as SurveyMonkey is not responsible for the content of that survey or your responses to it.
The survey creator is usually the same person that invited you to take the survey and sometimes they
have their own privacy policy.

Are your responses anonymous? This depends on how the survey creator has configured the survey.
Contact them to find out, or click here to read more about respondent anonymity.

We don't sell your responses to third parties. SurveyMonkey doesn’t sell or share your survey responses
with third party advertisers or marketers (although the survey creator might, so check with them).
SurveyMonkey merely acts as a custodian on behalf of the survey creator who controls your data.

If you think a survey violates our Terms of Use or may be engaging in illegal activity, click here to report
it.

Survey Creators & Survey Respondents

SurveyMonkey is used by survey creators (people who create and conduct surveys online) and survey
respondents (people who answer those surveys). The information we receive from survey creators and
survey respondents and how we handle it differs, so we have split this privacy policy into two parts. Click on
the one that applies to you:

Privacy for Survey Creators
Privacy for Survey Respondents

PRIVACY FOR SURVEY CREATORS

1.

What information does SurveyMonkey collect?

When you use SurveyMonkey, we collect information relating to you and your use of our services from
a variety of sources. These are listed below. The sections afterward describe what we do with this
information.

Information we collect directly from you

e Registration information. You need a SurveyMonkey account before you can create surveys on
SurveyMonkey. When you register for an account, we collect your username, password and email
address. If you choose to register by using a third party account (such as your Google or Facebook
account), please see “Information from third parties” below.

e Billing information. If you make a payment to SurveyMonkey, we require you to provide your billing
details, such as a name, address, email address and financial information corresponding to your
selected method of payment (e.g. a credit card number and expiration date or a bank account
number). If you provide a billing address, we will regard that as the location of the account holder.
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e Account settings. You can set various preferences and personal details on pages like your account
settings page. For example, your default language, timezone and communication preferences (e.g.
opting in or out of receiving marketing emails from SurveyMonkey).

e Address book information. We allow you to import email addresses into an Address Book and
associate email addresses withemail invitation collectors so you can easily invite people to take
your surveys via email. We don’t use these email addresses for our own purposes or email them
except at your direction.

e Survey data. We store your survey data (questions and responses) for you.

e  Other data you intentionally share. We may collect your personal information or data if you submit it
to us in other contexts. For example, if you provide us with a testimonial, or participate in a
SurveyMonkey contest.

We safeguard your respondents’ email addresses. Rest assured, SurveyMonkey will not email your
survey respondents or people in your Address Book except at your direction. We definitely don’t sell
those email addresses to any third parties.

Information we collect about you from other sources

e Usage data. We collect usage data about you whenever you interact with our services. This may
include which webpages you visit, what you click on, when you performed those actions, and so on.
Additionally, like most websites today, our web servers keep log files that record data each time a
device accesses those servers. The log files contain data about the nature of each access,
including originating IP addresses.

e Device data. We collect data from the device and application you use to access our services, such
as your IP address and browser type. We may also infer your geographic location based on your IP
address.

e Referral data. If you arrive at a SurveyMonkey website from an external source (such as a link on
another website or in an email), we record information about the source that referred you to us.

e Information from third parties. We may collect your personal information or data from third parties if
you give permission to those third parties to share your information with us. For example, you have
the option of registering and signing into SurveyMonkey with your Facebook account details. If you
do this, the authentication of your logon details is handled by Facebook and we only collect
information about your Facebook account that you expressly agree to share with us at the time you
give permission for your SurveyMonkey account to be linked to your Facebook account.

e Information from page tags. We use third party tracking services that employ cookies and page tags
(also known as web beacons) to collect aggregated and anonymized data about visitors to our
websites. This data includes usage and user statistics.

How does SurveyMonkey use the information we collect?

We treat your survey questions and responses as information that is private to you. We know that, in
many cases, you want to keep your survey questions and responses (which we collectively refer to as
“survey data”) private. Unless you decide toshare your survey questions and/or responses with the
public, we do not use your survey data for our own purposes, except in the limited circumstances
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described in this privacy policy or unless we have your express consent. We do not sell your survey
data to third parties.

Generally, we use the information we collect from you in connection with providing our services to you and,
on your behalf, to your survey respondents. For example, specific ways we use this information are
listed below. (See the next section of this privacy policy to see who we share your information with.)

To provide you with our services.

(0]

This includes providing you with customer support, which requires us to access your information
to assist you (such as with survey design and creation or technical troubleshooting).

0 Certain features of our services use the content of your survey questions and
responses and your account information in additional ways. Feature descriptions will clearly
identify where this is the case. You can avoid the use of your survey data in this way by simply
choosing not to use such features. For example, by using our Question Bank feature, to add
questions to your surveys, you also permit us to aggregate the responses you receive to those
questions with responses received by other Question Bank users who have used the same
guestions. We may then report statistics about the aggregated (and anonymized) data sent to
you and other survey creators.

If you choose to link your SurveyMonkey account to a third party account (such as your Google
or Facebook account), we may use the information you allow us to collect from those third
parties to provide you with additional features, services, and personalized content.

To manage our services. We internally use your information, including certain survey data, for the
following limited purposes:

0 To monitor and improve our services and features. We internally perform
statistical and other analysis on information we collect (including usage data, device data,
referral data, and information from page tags) to analyze and measure user behavior and
trends, to understand how people use our services, and to monitor, troubleshoot and improve
our services. However, we do not use the non-public content of surveys (i.e., the content of
guestions and responses that you have not publicly shared) for these purposes.

To assist the enforcement of our Terms of Use.
To prevent potentially illegal activities.

To screen for undesirable or abusive activity. For example, we have automated systems that
screen content for phishing activities, spam, and fraud.

To create new services, features or content (public data and metadata only). We may use

public survey data and anonymized survey metadata (that is, data about the characteristics of a
survey but not its non-public content), to create and provide new services, features or content. For
example, we may look at statistics like response rates, question and answer word counts, and the
average number of questions in a survey and publish interesting observations about these for
informational or marketing purposes. When we do this, neither individual survey creators nor survey
respondents will be identified or identifiable unless we have obtained their permission.

To facilitate account creation and the logon process. If you choose to link your SurveyMonkey
account to a third party account (such as your Google or Facebook account), we use the
information you allowed us to collect from those third parties to facilitate the account creation and
login process. For more information, click here.
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e To contact you about your service or account. We occasionally send you communications of a
transactional nature (e.g. service-related announcements, billing-related matters, changes to our
services or policies, a welcome email when you first register). You can't opt out of these
communications since they are required to provide our services to you.

e To contact you for marketing purposes (if you opt in). We will only do this if you have given us your
express permission to contact you for this purpose. For example, during the account registration
process we will ask for your permission to use your information to contact you for promotional
purposes. You may opt out of these communications at any time by clicking on the “unsubscribe”
link in them, or changing the relevant setting on your My Account page.

e Torespond to legal requests and prevent harm. If we receive a subpoena or other legal request, we
may need to inspect the data we hold to determine how to respond.

With whom do we share or disclose your information?

We don't sell your survey data!

When might we disclose your survey data to third parties? Only for a limited number of reasons. Mostly
commonly, we share your information with our service providers who help us to provide our services to
you. We contractually bind these service providers to keep your information confidential and to use it
only for the purpose of providing their services to us. For example, we use payment processors who
help us to process credit card transactions. By using our services, you authorize SurveyMonkey to sub-
contract in this manner on your behalf.

Rarer circumstances include when we need to share information if required by law, or in a corporate
restructuring or acquisition context (see below for more details).

Sharing your surveys with the public. By default, your surveys are private. You are able to control who can
take your survey bychanging your collector settings. For example, surveys can be made completely
public (and indexable by search engines),password protected, or distributed to a restricted list of
people. You can also choose to share your survey responses instantlyor at a public location.

We recognize that you have entrusted us with safeguarding the privacy of your information. Because that
trust is very important to us, the only time we will disclose or share your personal information or survey
data with a third party is when we have done one of three things, in accordance with applicable law: (a)
given you notice, such as in this privacy policy; (b) obtained your express consent, such as through an
opt-in checkbox; or (c) anonymized the information so that individuals cannot be identified by it. Where
required by law, we will obtain your express consent prior to disclosing or sharing any personal
information.

We may disclose:

e Your information to our service providers. We use service providers who help us to provide you with
our services. We give relevant persons working for some of these providers access to your
information, but only to the extent necessary for them to perform their services for us. We also
implement reasonable contractual and technical protections to ensure the confidentiality of your
personal information and data is maintained, used only for the provision of their services to us, and
handled in accordance with this privacy policy. Examples of service providers include payment
processors, email service providers, and web traffic analytics tools.
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e  Your account details to your billing contact. If your details (as the account holder) are different to the
billing contact listed for your account, we may disclose your identity and account details to the billing
contact upon their request (we also will usually attempt to notify you of such requests). By using our
services and agreeing to this privacy policy, you consent to this disclosure.

e Aggregated information to third parties to improve or promote our services. No individuals can be
identified or linked to any part of the information we share with third parties to improve or promote
our services.

e The presence of a cookie to advertise our services. We may ask advertisers to display ads
promoting our services on other websites. We may ask them to deliver those ads based on the
presence of a cookie but in doing so will not share any other information with the advertiser.

e Your information if required or permitted by law. We may disclose your information as required or
permitted by law, or when we believe that disclosure is necessary to protect our rights, and/or to
comply with a judicial proceeding, court order, subpoena, or other legal process served on us.

e Your information if there’s a change in business ownership or structure. If ownership of all or
substantially all of our business changes, or we undertake a corporate reorganization (including a
merger or consolidation) or any other action or transfer between SurveyMonkey entities, you
expressly consent to SurveyMonkey transferring your information to the new owner or successor
entity so that we can continue providing our services. If required, SurveyMonkey will notify the
applicable data protection agency in each jurisdiction of such a transfer in accordance with the
notification procedures under applicable data protection laws.

e Information you expressly consent to be shared. For example, we may expressly request your
permission to provide your contact details to third parties for various purposes, including to allow
those third parties to contact you for marketing purposes. (You may later revoke your permission,
but if you wish to stop receiving communications from a third party to which we provided your
information with your permission, you will need to contact that third party directly.)

What are your rights to your information?

You can:

e Update your account details. You can update your registration and other account information on
your My Account page. Information is updated immediately.

e Download/backup your survey data. We provide you with the ability to export, share and publish
your survey data in a variety of formats. This allows you to create your own backups or conduct
offline data analysis. See here for downloading instructions.

e Delete your survey data. Deleting survey data in the ways described on this page will not
permanently delete survey data immediately. As long as you maintain an account with us, we retain
your deleted data in case you delete something by accident and need to restore it (which you can
request by contacting customer support). To the extent permitted by law, we will permanently delete
your data if you request to cancel your account.

e Cancel your account. To cancel and delete your account, please contact customer support. Deleting
your account will cause all the survey data in the account to be permanently deleted, as permitted
by law, and will disable your access to any other services that require a SurveyMonkey account. We
will respond to any such request, and any appropriate request to access, correct, update or delete
your personal information within the time period specified by law (if applicable) or without excessive
delay. We will promptly fulfill requests to delete personal data unless the request is not technically
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feasible or such data is required to be retained by law (in which case we will block access to such
data, if required by law).

For how long do we retain your data? We generally retain your data for as long as you have an account
with us, or to comply with our legal obligations, resolve disputes, or enforce our agreements. Data that
is deleted from our servers may remain as residual copies on offsite backup media for up to
approximately 12 months afterward. We describe our retention practices in more detail in this FAQ

Security, cookies and other important information

Changes to this privacy policy. We may modify this privacy policy at any time, but if we do so, we will
notify you by publishing the changes on this website. If we determine the changes are material, we will
provide you with additional, prominent notice as is appropriate under the circumstances, such as via
email.

For any changes to this privacy policy for which you are required to provide prior consent, we will
provide you with reasonable notice of such changes before they become effective and provide you with
the opportunity to consent to those changes. If you do not cancel your subscription and continue to use
our services beyond the advance-notice period, you will be considered as having expressly consented
to the changes in our privacy policy. If you disagree with the terms of this privacy policy or any updated
privacy policy, you may close your account at any time.

e  Security. Details about SurveyMonkey's security practices are available in our Security Statement.
We are committed to handling your personal information and data with integrity and care. However,
regardless of the security protections and precautions we undertake, there is always a risk that your
personal data may be viewed and used by unauthorized third parties as a result of collecting and
transmitting your data through the internet.

e Cookies. We use cookies on our websites. Cookies are small bits of data we store on the device
you use to access our services so we can recognize repeat users. Each cookie expires after a
certain period of time, depending on what we use it for. We use cookies for several reasons:

0 To make our site easier to use. If you use the “Remember me” feature when you sign into your
account, we may store your username in a cookie to make it quicker for you to sign in whenever
you return to SurveyMonkey.

0 For security reasons. We use cookies to authenticate your identity, such as confirming whether
you are currently logged into SurveyMonkey.

0 To provide you with personalized content. We may store user preferences, such as your default
language, in cookies to personalize the content you see. We also use cookies to ensure that
users can't retake certain surveys that they have already completed.

0 Toimprove our services. We use cookies to measure your usage of our websites and track
referral data, as well as to occasionally display different versions of content to you. This
information helps us to develop and improve our services and optimize the content we display to
users.

Click here for more details about our cookies. We don’t believe cookies are sinister, but you can still
choose to remove or disable cookies via your browser. Refer to your web browser’s configuration

documentation to learn how to do this. Please note that doing this may adversely impact your ability
to use our services. Enabling cookies ensures a smoother experience when using our websites. By
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using our websites and agreeing to this privacy policy, you expressly consent to the use of cookies
as described in this policy.

e Blogs and Forums. Our website offers publicly accessible blogs and community forums. You should
be aware that any information you provide in these areas may be read, collected, and used by
others who access them. We're not responsible for any personal information you choose to submit
in these areas of our site.

e Safety of Minors and COPPA. Our services are not intended for and may not be used by minors.
“Minors” are individuals under the age of majority in their place of residence (or under 13 in the
United States). SurveyMonkey does not knowingly collect personal data from minors or allow them
to register. If it comes to our attention that we have collected personal data from a minor, we may
delete this information without notice. If you have reason to believe that this has occurred, please
contact us atsupport@surveymonkey.com.

e English version controls. Non-English translations of this privacy policy are provided for
convenience. In the event of any ambiguity or conflict between translations, the English version is
authoritative.

Additional information for European Union users

SurveyMonkey provides some of its services to users in the EU through SurveyMonkey Europe Sarl,
located at 1, Allée Scheffer, L-2520 Luxembourg.

e “Personal data”. For users located in the EU, references to “personal information” in this policy are
equivalent to what is commonly referred to as “personal data” in the EU.

e About IP addresses. Our servers record the incoming IP addresses of visitors to our websites
(whether or not the visitor has a SurveyMonkey account) and store the IP addresses in log files. We
use these log files for purposes such as system administration and maintenance, record keeping,
tracking referring web sites, inferring your location, and security purposes (e.g. controlling abuse,
spam and DDOS attacks). We also store IP addresses along with certain actions you take on our
system. IP addresses are only linked to survey responses if a survey creator has configured a
survey to collect IP addresses. By agreeing to this privacy policy, you expressly consent to
SurveyMonkey using your IP address for the foregoing purposes. If you wish to opt out from the
foregoing consent to use your IP address, you must cancel your account (if you have one) or not
respond to a survey if requested to do so.

e Data controller. SurveyMonkey Europe Sarl, whose contact information is listed above, is the data
controller for registration, billing and other account information that we collect from users in the EU.
However, the data controller for survey data is the survey creator. The survey creator determines
how their survey questions and responses are used and disclosed. SurveyMonkey only processes
such survey data in accordance with the instructions and permissions (including those given under
this privacy policy) selected by the survey creator when they create and administer their survey.

e Accessing and correcting your personal data. You have the right to access and correct the personal
information that SurveyMonkey holds about you. This right may be exercised through by visiting
your account’s My Account page or by emailingsupport@surveymonkey.com.

e  Your responsibilities. By using our services, you agree to comply with applicable data protection
requirements when collecting and using your survey data, such as requirements to inform
respondents about the specific uses and disclosures of their data.

Consents
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By clicking “I Agree” or any other button indicating your acceptance of this privacy policy, you expressly
consent to the following:

° You consent to the collection, use, disclosure and processing of your personal data in the
manner described in this privacy policy, including our procedures relating to cookies, IP addresses
and log files.

° Our servers are based in the United States, so your personal data will be primarily
processed by us in the United States. You consent to the transfer and processing of your personal
data in the United States by SurveyMonkey.com, LLC, in Luxembourg by SurveyMonkey Europe
Sarl and in Portugal by SurveyMonkey Spain, Sucursal em Portugal.

° You consent and agree that we may transfer your data to data processors located in
countries, including the United States, which do not have data protection laws that provide the same
level of protection that exists in countries in the European Economic Area. Your consent is
voluntary, and you may revoke your consent by opting out at any time. Please note that if you opt-
out, we may no longer be able to provide you our services.

° You consent to us sharing your personal data with relevant persons working for service
providers who assist us to provide our services.

° If you have enabled cookies on your web browser, you consent to our use of cookies as
described in this privacy policy.

Additional information for Canadian users

e Please read this article for information about the U.S. Patriot Act and how it affects the personal
information of Canadian users.

Additional information for Japanese users

e You agree that you are responsible for notifying the respondents of surveys that you create using
our services about how SurveyMonkey may use the respondents’ survey responses and personal
data as described in this privacy policy and obtaining prior consent from respondents to disclose
their personal data to SurveyMonkey.

PRIVACY FOR SURVEY RESPONDENTS
1. What information does SurveyMonkey collect?

When you respond to surveys hosted by SurveyMonkey, we collect, on behalf and upon instructions
(including the ones provided in this privacy policy) of survey creators, information relating to you and
your use of our services from a variety of sources. These are listed below. The sections afterward
describe what we do with this information.

Information we collect directly from you

e  Survey responses. We collect and store the survey responses that you submit. The survey creator
is responsible for this data and manages it. A survey may ask you to provide personal information or
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data. If you have any questions about a survey you are taking, please contact the survey creator
directly as SurveyMonkey is not responsible for the content of that survey. The survey creator is
usually the same person that invited you to take the survey and sometimes they have their own
privacy policy.

Are your survey responses anonymous? You will need to ask the survey creator this as it depends on
how they have chosen to configure their survey. We provide instructions on how a survey creator can
ensure they collect responses anonymously. However, even if a survey creator has followed those
steps, specific questions in the survey may still ask you for your personal information or data that could
be used to identify you.

Information we collect about you from other sources

e Usage data. We collect usage data about you whenever you interact with our services. This may
include which webpages you visit, what you click on, when you performed those actions, and so on.
Additionally, as with most websites today, our web servers keep log files that record data each time
a device accesses those servers. The log files contain data about the nature of each access,
including originating IP addresses. Note that we do not link this usage data to your survey
responses.

e Device data. We collect data from the device and application you use to access our services, such
as your IP address and browser type. We may also infer your geographic location based on your IP
address. Your IP address will be linked to your survey responses unless a survey creator
has disabled IP address collection for the survey you respond to.

o Referral data. We record information about the source that referred you to a survey (e.g. alink on a
website or in an email).

e Information from page tags. We use third party tracking services that employ cookies and page tags
(also known as web beacons) to collect aggregated and anonymized data about visitors to our
websites. This data includes usage and user statistics.

e Your email address. If a survey creator uses an email invitation collector to send you a survey
invitation email, we collect your email address when the survey creator provides it to us. We don’t
use this to send you email except at the direction of a survey creator. The emails we send on behalf
of a survey creator appear to come from that survey creator’s email address.

Providing survey responses is voluntary. Remember, you can always choose not to provide an answer to
any given survey question (especially those requesting your personal information or data). However,
sometimes this will prevent you from completing a survey if the survey creator has marked that question
as requiring an answer.

How does SurveyMonkey use the information we collect?

Your survey responses are owned and managed by the survey creator, and we treat that information
as private to the survey creator. Please contact the survey creator directly to understand how they will
use your survey responses. Some survey creators may provide you with a privacy policy or notice at the
time you take their survey and we encourage you to review that to understand how the survey creator
will handle your responses.
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Please see the Survey Creator version of this privacy policy to understand how SurveyMonkey handles
survey responses. SurveyMonkey does not sell survey responses to third parties and we do not use
any contact details collected in our customers’ surveys to contact survey respondents.

We also use the information we collect from you (including usage data, device data, referral data and
information from page tags) to manage and improve our services.

With whom do we share or disclose your information?

SurveyMonkey does not sell your survey responses!

We disclose:

e Your survey responses to survey creators. We host surveys for survey creators, but they are really
the primary curator of survey data. Anything you expressly disclose in your survey responses will,
naturally, be provided to them. Please contact the survey creator directly to understand how they
might share your survey responses. Please see the Survey Creator version of this privacy policy to
understand what SurveyMonkey tells survey creators about how we handle survey responses.

What are your rights to your information?

e Contact the survey creator to access and correct your responses and personal
information. Because we collect survey responses on behalf of survey creators, you will need to
contact the survey creator if you have any questions about the survey, or if you want to access,
update, or delete anything in your responses. We provide survey creators with tools to maintain the
responses they collect through their surveys. SurveyMonkey cannot provide you with this access
since survey responses are the survey creator’s private information.

e  Opt out of receiving surveys. You may opt out of receiving email invitations to take surveys which
are sent by survey creators via SurveyMonkey.

Security, cookies and other important information

Changes to this privacy policy. We may modify this privacy policy at any time, but if we do so, we will
notify you by publishing the changes on this website. If we determine the changes are material, we will
provide you with additional, prominent notice as is appropriate under the circumstances, such as via
email.

For any changes to this privacy policy for which you are required to provide prior consent, we will
provide you with reasonable notice of such changes before they become effective and provide you with
the opportunity to consent to those changes. If you do not cancel your subscription and continue to use
our services beyond the advance-notice period, you will be considered as having expressly consented
to the changes in our privacy policy. If you disagree with the terms of this privacy policy or any updated
privacy policy, you may close your account (if you have one) at any time or not respond to a survey.

e  Security. Details about SurveyMonkey's security practices are available in our Security Statement.
We are committed to handling your personal information and data with integrity and care. However,
regardless of the security protections and precautions we undertake, there is always a risk that your
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personal data may be viewed and used by unauthorized third parties as a result of collecting and
transmitting your data through the internet.

e Cookies. We use cookies on our websites. Cookies are small bits of data we store on the device
you use to access our services so we can recognize repeat users. Each cookie expires after a
certain period of time, depending on what we use it for. We use cookies for several reasons:

0 To make our site easier to use. If you use the “Remember me” feature when you sign into your
account, we may store your username in a cookie to make it quicker for you to sign in whenever
you return to SurveyMonkey.

0 For security reasons. We use cookies to authenticate your identity, such as confirming whether
you are currently logged into SurveyMonkey.

0 To provide you with personalized content. We may store user preferences, such as your default
language, in cookies to personalize the content you see. We also use cookies to ensure that
users can't retake certain surveys that they have already completed.

0 To improve our services. We use cookies to measure your usage of our websites and track
referral data, as well as to occasionally display different versions of content to you. This
information helps us to develop and improve our services and optimize the content we display to
users.

Click here for more details about our cookies. We don’t believe cookies are sinister, but you can still
choose to remove or disable cookies via your browser. Refer to your web browser’s configuration
documentation to learn how to do this. Please note that doing this may adversely impact your ability
to use our services. Enabling cookies ensures a smoother experience when using our websites. By
using our websites and agreeing to this privacy policy, you expressly consent to the use of cookies
as described in this policy.

e Blogs and Forums. Our website offers publicly accessible blogs and community forums. You should
be aware that any information you provide in these areas may be read, collected, and used by
others who access them. We're not responsible for any personal information you choose to submit
in these areas of our site.

e Safety of Minors and COPPA. Our services are not intended for and may not be used by minors.
“Minors” are individuals under the age of majority in their place of residence (or under 13 in the
United States). SurveyMonkey does not knowingly collect personal data from minors or allow them
to register. If it comes to our attention that we have collected personal data from a minor, we may
delete this information without notice. If you have reason to believe that this has occurred, please
contact us atsupport@surveymonkey.com.

e  English version controls. Non-English translations of this privacy policy are provided for
convenience. In the event of any ambiguity or conflict between translations, the English version is
authoritative.

Additional information for European Union users

SurveyMonkey provides some of its services to users in the EU through SurveyMonkey Europe Sarl,
located at 1, Allée Scheffer, L-2520 Luxembourg.

e “Personal data”. For users located in the EU, references to “personal information” in this policy are
equivalent to what is commonly referred to as “personal data” in the EU.

e About IP addresses. Our servers record the incoming IP addresses of visitors to our websites
(whether or not the visitor has a SurveyMonkey account) and store the IP addresses in log files. We
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use these log files for purposes such as system administration and maintenance, record keeping,
tracking referring web sites, inferring your location, and security purposes (e.g. controlling abuse,
spam and DDOS attacks). We also store IP addresses along with certain actions you take on our
system. IP addresses are only linked to survey responses if a survey creator has configured a
survey to collect IP addresses. By agreeing to this privacy policy, you expressly consent to
SurveyMonkey using your IP address for the foregoing purposes. If you wish to opt out from the
foregoing consent to use your IP address, you must cancel your account (if you have one) or not
respond to a survey if requested to do so.

e Data controller. SurveyMonkey Europe Sarl, whose contact information is listed above, is the data
controller for registration, billing and other account information that we collect from users in the EU.
However, the data controller for survey data is the survey creator. The survey creator determines
how their survey questions and responses are used and disclosed. SurveyMonkey only processes
such survey data in accordance with the instructions and permissions (including those given under
this privacy policy) selected by the survey creator when they create and administer their survey.

e Accessing and correcting your personal data. You have the right to access and correct the personal
information that SurveyMonkey holds about you. This right may be exercised through by visiting
your account’s My Account page or by emailing support@surveymonkey.com.

Consents

By clicking “I Agree” or any other button indicating your acceptance of this privacy policy, you expressly
consent to the following:

° You consent to the collection, use, disclosure and processing of your personal data in the
manner described in this privacy policy, including our procedures relating to cookies, IP addresses
and log files.

° Our servers are based in the United States, so your personal data will be primarily
processed by us in the United States. You consent to the transfer and processing of your personal
data in the United States by SurveyMonkey.com, LLC, in Luxembourg by SurveyMonkey Europe
Sarl and in Portugal by SurveyMonkey Spain, Sucursal em Portugal.

° You consent and agree that we may transfer your data to data processors located in
countries, including the United States, which do not have data protection laws that provide the same
level of protection that exists in countries in the European Economic Area. Your consent is
voluntary, and you may revoke your consent by opting out at any time. Please note that if you opt-
out, we may no longer be able to provide you our services.

° You consent to us sharing your personal data with relevant persons working for service
providers who assist us to provide our services.

° If you have enabled cookies on your web browser, you consent to our use of cookies as
described in this privacy policy.

Additional information for Canadian users

e Please read this article for information about the U.S. Patriot Act and how it affects the personal
information of Canadian users.
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Additional information for Japanese users
You agree that you are responsible for notifying the respondents of surveys that you create using

our services about how SurveyMonkey may use the respondents’ survey responses and personal
data as described in this privacy policy and obtaining prior consent from respondents to disclose

their personal data to SurveyMonkey.

Copyright©. Used with permission from

http://www.surveymonkey.com/mp/policy/privacy-palic
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