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ABSTRACT 

Doctoral Thesis 

Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) 

 

The Role of Organizational Trust in the Relationship between Perceived 

Organizational Support and Intrapreneur Behavior  

 

 

University 

Graduate School of Social Sciences 

Department of Business Administration 

Business Administration Program 

 

Organizations are forced to achieve sustainable competitive advantage 

due to rapidly changing environmental conditions caused by globalization. One 

of the most important factors to obtain sustainable competitive advantage is the 

entrepreneurial characteristics of organizations. 

competence is based on entrepreneurial activities of each employee on behalf of 

organization.  This phenomenon is called as intrapreneurship. Clarifying the 

concept and antecedents of intrapreneurship is crucial for business 

administration.  

However, there is a lack of discussion about the individual 

entrepreneurial activities on behalf of the firm that is called intrapreneurship as 

a part of the firm level entrepreneurship. The main reasons are the lack of 

concensus over the concept of intrapreneurship and the measurement problems 

of this phenomenon. 

The aim of this study is to make a more explicit intrapreneurship concept 

and to explore the relationships between the intrapreneur behavior and 

perceived organizational support and organizational trust which are seen as the 

antecedents of intrapreneur behavior. Hence in the first stage of the study, the 

intrapreneur behavior scale has been developed to overcome measurement 



vii 

 

problems and in the latter stage the hypotheses about the two antecedents of 

intrapreneur behavior have been tested. 

In the measurement development stage, an item pool has been formed 

with the aid of experts on this concept and afterwards this pool has been tested 

at the certificated R&D centers on 182 employees. The developed scale has six 

dimensions: innovative work behaviour, championing, information gathering, 

competitiveness, proactiveness and taking initiative. To test the explanatory 

model, data which has been gathered from 162 employees working for the 

companies registered in technology development areas has been analyzed to 

examine the role of organizational trust in the relationship between perceived 

organizational support and intrapreneur behavior. Organizational trust is fully 

mediating the relationship between perceived organizational support and three 

dimensions of intrapreneur behaviour which are innovative work behavior, 

championing and information gathering.   

 

Keywords: Intrapreneurship, Intrapreneur Behavior, Perceived Organizational 

Support, Organizational Trust.      
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Rekabe

Bayrak nedenle 

 

(  2010:28). Ancak r

de eois, 1980:37). 

problem (1), , 

(2) 

 

ni 

sel problem (3) n 

-

olarak stratejiler,  (Miles vd., 

1978:551-

 (Miles vd., 1978:556) 

 

n 

  

, ele 

n  olgusunu n (Davis vd. 

1991: yarar  
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; 

Stevenson ve Gumpert, 1985). in n

 irdelenirken (Covin ve Slevin, 1989; Miller ve Friesen, 1983; Morris ve 

Paul, 1987) 

olarak y iflik 

gibi likte firma 

li in boyutlar  ilgili l

 

(Davis, Morris ve Allen, 1991; Zeithaml ve Zeithaml, 1984, Rumelt, 1982; Kuratko 

ve Hodgetts, 1988) temel odak olmaya devam etmektedir

, 

991:49), 

Kuratko ve Hodgetts, 1988:55) belirtilmektedir. Bu tip bir 

 edilm

 

n 

orn, 1999; Zeithaml ve Zeithaml, 1984; Davis vd. 

1991; Rumelt, 1982) da desteklenmesi olguya 

olgusunu , (Guth ve 

Ginsberg, 1990; Covin ve Slevin, 1991; Zahra, 1991; Stopford ve Baden Fuller, 

1994; Lumpkin ve Dess, 1996; Knight, 1997; Morris ve Kuratko, 2002; Antoncic ve 

Hisrich, 2003

durm kavramsal olarak benzerlikler olsa da firma 

  bir 

. 

ile 

sorusunun  
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Kavram, kurumsal kten  corporate entrepreneurship

entrepreneurship orientation

(Guth ve Ginsberg, 1990; Knight, 1997), firma 
1
 corporate 

venturing Ellis ve Taylor, 1987 intrapreneurship

 

2
 

Khandwalla, 1977; Miller ve Friesen, 1978/1982/1983; Covin ve 

Slevin, 1988/1989; Guth ve Ginsberg, 1990; Zahra 1993a; Bosma vd., 2012) 

bulunmakta . H , bulunmakta 

ve maddelerin . 

 

Burgelman (1983a), Druc

n birey 

mektedirler

gi  

 (Burgelman, 1983a; Harbison, 1956; Stopford ve 

                                                           
1
 

l

ri

 

2
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Baden Fuller, 1994). Ancak, b   

.  

  

faaliyetlerde ancak da 

 

mesi, 

ve Rice, 2001:109). 

  

Kelley vd., 2011:261-267; er ve 

Ayers, 2005:30; Leifer vd., 2001:104- -114

 

 . Bu nedenle bir  

bireyl , 

 

 net 

bir  ,  bireylerin 

celenirken bireylerin birbiri ile  

, 

Salancik ve Pfeffer, 1978:226).  

 ile toplumsal ve k   

l

 

-2).  

unda kendisine sunulan bilgiyi alarak, 
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uygun olan tutum  (Salancik ve Pfeffer, 1978:226). 

, 

 kilde davranmaya 

ktedirler.   

uyum ,  

(Kuratko ve Hodgetts, 1988: 55).  

 

etmeyi 

dikkate 

. Bu yeni b  

 ve  ine 

  , ancak 

 dikkate alan 

ve her bi

ile cektir.  

  

, 

, dir. 

karakt

Souder 1981; Kanter 1983; Pinchot 1985; Luchsinger ve 

Bagby 1987). 

dikkate alarak onlara destek vermesidir (Eisenberger vd., 1986). 

, b  
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 , 

 

Bu , Beugre (2010) 

teki 

duygu  la  teme Beugre, 2010:291). Yani 

teki 

(2002) 

 

  bireyin ancak 

  lidir. 

 , 

  

 

   

bireyi sosyal ort

 bireyin 

 bununla birlikte, 

  ile ilgili 

Bu lar ve   

yapabilmek   

1. yde   

 

2.   

 

3.  ve  

 , 
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4. i

 

 ortaya konularak,  yer alan 

. B  sonucunda 

irilen hipotezlere ve  

 irdelenerek, 

,  

  A

 bilimsel 

 yer verilmekte 

. 
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KAVRAMSAL ve KURAMSAL  

  

 yer alan 

ve evrimleri   kabul edilen . 

 a  modeli . 

 

1.1.  

  

1.1.1. lik 

 

 , 

gidererek  (Murray, 

1984:1; Peterson ve Berger, 1971:103). Y

 ise 

.  

ktir. Sharma ve 

t

Bu anla

, 

 a:230). Harbison (1956:365-

367 ,  
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, urumu 

firma 

  

 

Burgelman (1983a

  

 , 

nin yolu fi

 

 

u mesi 

i 

n 

 

Hem makro (ulusal/sekt  

tion) olarak kabul 

daki 

,  bireyi analiz 

kabul eden  olarak 

de 

irdelenecektir.  

o
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ine 

 

 

1.1.1.1. Firma  

 

Gi   

 zamanla konunun nden  

firma 

 olgusu firma 

ni  

 1992; Naktiyok ve Bayrak K  Menzel 

vd., 2007). , daki 

 olgu  

 

k   (Covin ve Miles, 1999:48).  

belirlediklerini bildirmektedir. Miles vd. (1978:551-

tipolojide, Snow ve 

Hrebiniak (1980:332-333) 

uygulayan firm

 

belirtmektedir. Her ne kadar 

i 

olarak  , risk alma 

; Zeithaml ve Zeithaml, 1984:46) 
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.  

  risk 

 ,  konusundaki ilgiyi ve 

, Rumelt (1982), 

nin, var 

 yeni bir 

 

  

Fakat,   g

, bir 

 yeni  odakla  

 (Lumpkin ve Dess, 1996:136). , firma

 olarak yeni 

 (Roberts, 1980:134) kabul etmektedir.  firmalar, 

mekte ya da 

yeni bir  -138). 

f ort

Bu nedenlerle 

ele alan , stratejik 

 

  

 kaybetmemenin, ve 

yenilenmenin ; 

McGrath vd., 2012:50). 

la , 

firma ni   

(Narayanan vd., 2009:59)  

 ifade ederken firma in sadece belli bir boyutuna 
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, 

 gerekli 

 (Covin ve Kuratko, 2010:207-210). Firma in temelinde 

 

(Kuratko vd., 2009:460) firma in , 

olgunun (Covin ve Miles, 1999:49). 

 

Her ne kadar Covin ve Miles (1999:49-  

dair vurgu yap  , 

  da . 

k

a

 

 

,  , 

bozuk d

 

Miller ve Friesen (1982:1- et 

da 

Miller ve Friesen (1983:222) 

hetero ni ise analiz ve firma  olarak 

firma , proaktiflik ve risk 

alma . 
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(1989:77-  

nin, ris  etkisine 

Zahra (1991:261-262)  modelinde,  

tek boyut olarak analiz etse de, 

 

belirtmektedir.  olarak 

. kurumsal in , yenilik 

yoluyla var kurumsal 

 

Nitekim Zahra (1993a

 

aliyetleri olarak ay .  

Her ek tek 

alanlara a  , 

Zaten firma 

 

 

-

k  dikleri  

 

 

kabul etmektedirler.  

Zahra (1995:227) bir d  

 (1991;1993a  

mlenmektedir. Fakat 
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 li olarak 

etmesi ve alan  , 

ve  

n 

  

n , kurumsal 

 (entrepreneurial orientation) 

stillerine 

bildirmektedirler. Lumpkin ve Dess (1996:139-140), Burgelman (1983c), Miller 

gereksinimini

Covin ve Mil

(2) 

ve (3) yin yen

kapsam  

ile sefe 

  hak 

 

-216), 

 bildirmekte ve 

firma in 

farkl . Bu 

ama  Covin 

 9 maddelik firma 
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ENTRES , 

bulgulayarak  

 

 na

  

2007:537). 

  

Hatta Lyon vd. (2000:1081- lik 

  

aya koymaktad irma 

 

 

2000   firma 

ni tiflik ve risk alma 

genellikle ortak olarak kabul edilen boyutlar haline gelmektedir. Lumpkin ve Dess 

(2001:433) proaktiflik  

k 

firma t

bir

resif ve 

 sermektedir. Fakat,  

. 
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n

rlilik testinin 

olgusunun  kabul etmekte ve bu 

a

-

 , 

bulgu  (Antoncic ve Hisrich, 2001:521). Antoncic ve Hisrich (2003) 

mcilik olgusunu 

 8 boyutlu (bknz. Tablo 

1) olarak klamaya . n 

 

, 

paradigman a mlenmektedir. 

, 

imcilik 

(Teng, 2007; Yiu vd., 2007; Zahra vd., 2009)  (Richard vd., 

2004; Wiklund ve Shephard, 2005; Avlonitis ve Salavou, 2007; Naldi vd., 2007; 

Green vd., 2008; Tang vd., 2008; Wang, 2008; Rauch vd., 2009; Li vd., 2009; 

Simsek vd., 2010)  
3
 koru

  

mi ile  

  

ve stratejik yenilen kurumsal 

   

                                                           
3
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  Bu bel

sun

2008:105-106; 

Tang vd., 2008). 

firma ni 

da 

onra 

, 

ku :33-40) ise  ay

,  

 

Konu i , 

hangi yak

hepsinin , sadece 

 alg  yaratmakta  Fakat 

nelik  :11

irdelemektedirler. Wiklund ve Shepherd (200  da sahip 

, 

(Avlonitis ve Salavou, 2007; Keh, 

Nguyen ve Ng, 2007; Naldi vd., 2007; Moreno ve Casillas, 2008; Runyan vd., 2008; 

Stam ve Elfring, 2008).  

(2006:64)  
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2005  sonra,  

 ve kavram da 

 

, 

da . 

 

(Lumpkin ve Dess, 1996; Covin ve Slevin,  

 

Slevin  (1986) 

pa

4
  

Covin ve Lumpki , kurumsal 

- lliklerin 

 nin 

,  

  

 

 

ve 

 

 

                                                           
4
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 eki 

rken 

nedeni n 

Fakat,  

Amerika  

, 

 (1977) 

v anlamda kabul 

/2001) 

 

a , b

 

  , bu iki 

, 

 nadir  

daha geriden gelmektedir. 

 

b , n, 
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De Jong vd., 2011:5; Bosma vd., 

2012:1). 

 

 

 

, p

 

 

s nchot, 1985:5-6). 

d

 

ifade etmektedir. Bu  konu alan 

; Bosma vd., 2012

(Menzel vd., 2007) beklentileri (Bosma vd., 2010:24-

25),  2001:31), risk alma derecesi (Douglas ve 

Fitzsimmons, 2013:126 :126), 

 gibi 

  

   

larda 

. 
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Tablo 2:  

  

mcisi  

(Corporate Entrepreneur) 

Lewis, 1937; Kanter, 1984; Vandermerwe 

ve Birley, 1997 

 

(Internal Entrepreneur) 
Thornberry, 2003 

 

(Entrepreneurial Employee) 

; Stam, 2013; Wakkee vd., 

2008 

 

(Entrepreneurial Employee Activity) 
Bosma vd., 2012 

 

(Entrepreneurial Employee Behaviour) 
Jong ve Wennekers, 2008 

 

(Entrepreneurial Behaviour Among Emp.) 
Stull, 2005 

i 

(Intrapreneur) 

Pinchot, 1985; Honig, 2001; Sayeed ve 

Gazdar, 2003; Hydle vd., 2015; Davis, 1999; 

Douglas ve Fitzsimmons, 2013; Dovey, 

2012; Harris ve Verreynne, 2008; 

Luchsinger ve Bagby, 1987; Martiarena, 

2013; Menzel vd., 2007; Rathna ve Vijaya, 

2009  

 

(Intrapreneurial Behaviour) 

De Jong vd., 2011; Van der Sijde vd., 2013; 

Rigterin ve Weitzel, 2013 

 

Alan dan biri, kavrama verilen  

,  . Her ne 

 En 

yenilikten kendisini 

 (Pinchot, 1985). , firmaya 

Bu hayallerinin 

  , 

5
 (Pinchot,1985:4). 

                                                           
5
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 i  Burgelman 

 

 iddia etmektedir. 

 

bireyler ya da gruplar 

 

-Fuller, 1994:522). Jones ve Butler (1992)  

 kullanarak 

 y

le  

 

kurums i  

Burgelman (1983a:232-

, bireylerin operasyonel 

e otonom 

lerinin daha iyi 

 

F  inde 

, 

 olarak kabul edilebilir. Hatta, 

  

u da beraberinde 

getirmektedir. belirlenirse 

bireyleri deki 



36 

 

elde tutabilmek ve 

 de 

konusunda  

, 

 

, 

  davra  

, 

). 

 Lessem (1988, Aktaran: Sayeed 

ve Gazdar, 2003)  

yi 

, Aktaran: Lushsinger ve 

Bagby, 1987; Davis, 1999) da .  

 Davis (1999:312-315) 

Bir di

(Rathna ve V

n

koym Ross ve Unwalla (1986, Aktaran: Lushsinger ve Bagby, 1987:11) 

, 

 , 

 . 
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Tablo 3:  

   

   

Sezgi   

Otorite Lider  

   

Sosyallik  
 

Enerji   

Esneklik  Uyumluluk,  

Kaynak: Lessem, 1988; Aktaran: Sayeed ve Gazdar, 2003:78 

 

kabul edeceklerdir (Duncan vd., 

 

 

2012:1719).  Burgelman (1983a:232-233) yeni bir fikrin teknik ve pazarlama 

destekleme faaliyetlerinin (product championing) 

d.

rgelman, 1983a:237).  Bosma 

Hayton ve Kelley (2006:414) firma 

ni  

destekleyici  Bu 
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Fakat, i

 ,  beraberinde 

getirmekle birlikte,  net 

 de 

 Tablo 4  

yer verilmektedir. 
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 (1999) 

leri de 

maddelerinin her 

anlam -3 

 

lmektedir. 

 

F

erine 

bireyleri nun, 

 

 

:  

 

 

  

 

 

 

bu 

 
 

Kurumsal 
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ktedir. 

l Bu nedenle, 

k
6
, risk alma, proaktiflik, rekab

7
 ve 

. 

Beli

edilmektedir.  yeni ve k

nmakt  (De Jong ve Den Hartog 2010:24). Risk 

 

 Proaktiflik boyutu, bireyin var olan 

boyutu 

ir. 

, Aktaran: Andre, 2013:3). 

 

 

                                                           
6
 

 

7
 

l

verere

  



44 

 

1.1.2.  

 

,  

 

 

, duygusal ya da zihinsel olarak bir faaliyet yolu

ry, 1981; Porter ve Steers, 1973; Blau 

ormans 

 Porter ve Steers, 1973; Blau 

 

, 

eers, 1977; Reichers, 1985; Decotiis ve Summers; 

1987; Luthans vd, 1987; Mathieu ve Zajac, 1990; Allen ve Meyer, 1990; Bateman ve 

 alculative involvement) ve duygusal 

 

Meyer ve Allen 

etiketlendirmektedirler.  
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-

incelemektedir: 

  

edir.  

 

  konusundaki 

. 

 

in 

bulun

  

III ve Chatman, 1986:493).  

 

  

e so sal temelli 

 

Mowday, vd., 1979:226; Mowday, vd. 
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 sal o

ikincil nedenlerle 

vd., 1989:152; Reichers, 1985:468).  

 

sosyologlardan  olarak 

-

er bir faaliyet a  

n bahis de kaybedilecektir. 

Bu neden

 ile  yapan bireyin, 

ifade etmektedir (Meyer ve Allen, 

; 

 

(Meyer ve Allen, 1984:373).  Barnard (1938) ile  

(Gould, 1979:53; Penley ve Gould, 1988:44; Rhoades ve Eisenberger, 2002:698). 

birey 

,  

n  
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-

tedir (Organ ve 

Konovsky, 1989:158). Ek olarak, p

,  bireylerin olumsuz 

duygular beslemesine sebep olabilmektedir (Hrebniak, 1974:651). 

Duygusal temelli 

si

(1) 

 

, 

bireyin kendisine , duygusal olarak hissettikleriyle de 

ek 

 

-

neden -72). 
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Ancak,    ,  kendisine 

 ile ilgilidirler (Rhoades ve Eisenberger, 2002:698) ve bu daha 

. Hem hesap

hem de duygu

er, Fasolo ve 

Davis-LaMastro, 1990:51).  

fark edilmesi 

 

 

Levinson (1965:378-379) 

, 

-379): 

 

faaliyetlerinden hukuki, ahlaki ve finansal olarak sorumludurlar. 

 cilerinin 

politikalara sahiptir. 

 l olmayan 
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bilmeleri zordur. Bu neden

 

 

 

Levins in 

, 

evinson, 

ikolojik bir anlam ifade etmelidirler 

remeyecektir (Selznick, 2011). K  

kar

zihinsel iyi etkin 

-

edeceklerdir (Levinson, 1965: 389-390). 

Blau (1964:92-
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 da onay almaya ve birbirlerine 

 

kabul ed

senberger, Huntington, Hutchison ve Sowa, 1986:501). Sosyal 

 

. 

 

gerekmektedir (Eisenberger, vd. 198

 

 

 

psik  

gibi sosyal 

 ve 

, 

 

 

endilerini sorumlu hissetmektedirler 

(Eisenberger, Cummings, Armeli ve Lynch, 1997:812; Eisenberger, Armeli, 
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1993:779 in 

 

konusund

 belirleyici 

 

 

 

 

Shore ve Tetrick (1991:641-
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senberger vd., 1997:817) olarak 

 

Tetrick, 1991; Guzzo vd. 1994; Shore ve Wayne, 1993:776; Wayne, Shore ve Liden, 

ve Liden, 

 

t  

olarak kabul edilmektedir.  

 

1.1.3.  

 

 temel konulardan 

birisidir

i  (Larzelere ve Hudson, 1980:595; Hosmer, 

nda 

k

re

benzemektedir (Lewicki ve B
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1995:379, Atkinson ve Butcher

kenli 

) ya da diyadik
8
 (dyadic) olarak, sosyoloji 

 

 

rin temelinde 

(Simpson, 2007:2

(http://changingminds.org/disciplines/psychoanalysis/articles/bowlby_attachment.ht

m Ericson (1963) 

, -

 

-

 

 

incelemek  

 

                                                           
8
 

, diyadik  
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, 

 

  

 

belirtmektedir, bu nedenle 

g  

, 

(1985:96

er. 

yi ya nack ve 

Keefer, 1997:1252- -316)  kadar 

(1997



55 

 

 

 

, 

faaliyetlerin b  (Beugelsdijk ve Schaik, 2005:320-321). 

 

r vd., 2000:811).  

lerin 

neden

nin . Fakat, 

-

1996; Rosenthal vd., 1981; Van Huyk vd., 1995; McKelvey ve Palfrey, 1992; Berg 

vd., 1995; Cox, 

:969) 

na dair iyi nedenlerin 

 

t

-124; La 

Porta vd., 1996:333). Bunun neden

 

Sosyoloji alan

birbirlerine (toplumun kendisine), politika t, din 
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 (1986:6) 

zeterek 

 

1999:578-579)   

 

 

onel neden

bulun :972; McAllister, 1995:25-26).  

 

y

19

 yeri bulmaya 

le 
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(Costigan vd., 1998: 303; Jones ve George, 1998:543; Lewicki vd., 1998:438) ortak 

edir. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

Hosmer, 1995; Mayer vd. 1995; Brockner vd. 1997; Costigan vd. 1998; Roussoue 

1997). Bunun 

 

a meta analiz 
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l l

 

verilmektedir. 

 

Tablo 5:   

    

Deutcsh 
1958 

(s. 55) 
(Psikoloji) 

fazla ol

 

Deutcsh 
1962 

(s. 266) 
(Psikoloji) bireyin 

hareket etmesidir.  

Rotter 
1967 

(s. 664) 
(Psikoloji) genellenebilen beklentidir. 

Rotter 
1971 

(s. 444) 
(Psikoloji) 

beklentisidir. 

Zand 
1972 

(s. 230) 

Diyadik 

(Psikoloji) 

yarata

 

Scanzoni 
1979 

(s. 78) 

Diyadik 

(Psikoloji) 
ina

 

Johnson-George 

ve Swap 

1982 

(s.1306) 

Diyadik 

(Psikoloji) 
Risk alma konusundaki istekliliktir. 

Rempel vd. 
1985 

(s. 96) 

Diyadik 

(Psikoloji) 
bi

 

Lewicki ve 

Bunker 

1994 

(s. 139) 

Diyadik 

(Psikoloji) 
 

Blau 
1964 

(s. 99) 
Sosyoloji  

Larzelere ve 

Hudson 

1980 

(s. 595) 
Sosyoloji  

Giddens 
1990 

(s. 33) 
Sosyoloji 

 

 

Bradach ve 

Eccles 

1989 

(s. 103) 
 

dair beklentidir. 
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Tablo 5  

Williamson  
1993 

(s. 463) 
 

 

Sabel 
1993 

(s. 1133) 
 

 

 

Cox 
2004 

(s. 263) 
 

 

Cook ve Wall 
1980 

(s. 39)   

Hosmer 
1995 

(s.381)   

Mayer, Davis ve 

Schoorman 

1995 

(s. 712)  

olan 

faa  

  zafiyet verme 

 

McAllister 
1995 

(s.25)  
 

Robinson 
1996 

(s.576)  

 zarar vermeyecek 

r 

 

Lewicki, 

McAllister ve 

Bies 

1998 

(s.439)   

McKnight, 

Cummings ve 

Chervany 

1998 

(s. 474)   

Rousseau, Sitkin, 

Burt ve Camerer 

1998 

(s. 395)  
kapsayan psikolojik bir durumdur. 

Costa, Roe ve 

Taillieu 

2001 

(s. 228)  

psikolojik bir durumdur. 

McEvily, Perrone 

ve Zaheer 

2003 

(s. 93)   

Currall ve 

Epstein 

2003 

(s. 193)  
Risk durumund  

Hurley 
2006 

(s. 56)   

Anderson ve 

Narus 

1990 

(s. 45) 

Stratejik 

 

beklentisidir.  
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Tablo 5  

Zaheer, McEvily 

ve Perrone 

1998 

(s. 143) 

Stratejik 

 
faydalana

beklentidir. 

 

T e  olan 

 

olgusunu  

(trustworthiness) (Mayer, vd., 1995; Barney ve Hansen, 1994; McEvily vd., 2003), 

1995:715). 

nin  (Luhmann, 1979:71).  

Ta  ile ilgili  

sel ka

    

ile belirleyic   

, 

 

n, 

ola

konusunda tamamen bilgi sahi

neden 
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olgusunun risk nu

  

n 

ilmesidir (Mayer vd., 1995:712).  

Tablo  in 

  

(Deutsch, 1958:55; Rotter, 1967:650; Hosmer, 1995:393; Zucker, 1986:54; Roussoue 

vd., 1998:395;   

, 

 (Schoorman vd., 2007: 353). Bu 

 

gibi  (McCauley ve Kuhnert, 1992:261). Bu 

, y

). 

kle g  
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Tablo 6: e  

 

Birey  Grup   

  

1. 
(Trust in Leader) 

2.  

      (Trust in 

Supervisor) 

3. 
 

(Trust Upward) 

4.  

(Vertical Trust) 

  

1. 

 

(Trust in Co-

workers, Trust in 

Peers) 

2.  

(Lateral Trust) 

  

1.  

(Trust in 

Subordinate) 

 

 Birime 

 

 
 

(Team 

Trust, Trust 

in Team, 

Trust 

Between 

Team 

Members, 

Work Team 

Trust) 

 Gruba 

 

(Trust 

within 

Group) 

 Birimler 

A

 

  

1.  

(Trust in 

Organization, 

Institutional 

Trust) 

2. 
G  

(Trust in Top 

Management) 

3. 

 

(Upward 

Trust) 

4.  

(Vertical 

Trust)** 

5. 
 

(Trust in 

Employer) 

6. 
 

(Trust in 

CEO) 

7. 
(Trust in GM) 

8. Lidere 

(Trust in 

Leader) 

  

1. 
 

(Interorganizational 

Trust, Inter-

Organizational 

Trust) 

gruba 

 

birey hem de  

 

 

 

1.1.3.1. eyi) 

 

Cook ve Wall (1980:39), 

ve  

, 

(Bunker vd., 
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hangi  olursa 

olsunlar, 

 (2) (3) 

 

(McCauley, 1992:270). Fox (1974), 

, 

ise 

(Costigan vd, 1998:304). Ek olarak, Erdem ve Ayte

3 

nedenle, 

 

 

1.1.3.1.1. Amire /Lidere  

 

 beklenmekte 

, ektedir

ektedir.  

birlikte ele 

.  

, 

n 
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ula ak avantaj elde ederken, astlar  

elde etmekte 

olmakta, ona 

liderin 

kon

,  

in  

1994:664; 

amire sadakati (Wong vd., 2002: 893-894), emekli olma niyetini (Muurinen vd., 

(Tan ve Tan, 2000:250), amirden doyumu (Tan ve Tan, 2000:250) etkilemektedir. 
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ti (Konovsky ve Pugh, 

1997:664; Brockner  (Konovsky ve Pugh, 1997:664; 

Brockner vd., 1997:579-

2013:243; Wong vd., 2002:893- 8:314), 

2014:660) olarak belirtilmektedir. 

l (Dirks, 2000:1008), 

 

vd., 1996:271), doyum l 

 vd.

Park ve Kim: 2012:110) gibi 

li 

-

Park ve Kim: 2012:110)  

  

 

 

 

 

 

de 

(2010:195-

bildirmektedir.  
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doyumunu (Knoll ve Gill, 2011:322), emekli olma niyetini (Muurinen vd., 2014:3), 

duygusal -Willenbrock 

-Willenbrock vd., 2012:217), 

Park, 

-

(F

 

 

 

1.1.3.1.3. Astla  

 

 -304) amirlerin 

ni temel alarak ast-

belli etmes doyumunu

 

:336; Sue-Chan vd., 
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doyumunu (Knoll ve Harjinder, 2011:322) 

etkilemektedir. 

Gaba

yetkinlik 

ve Cantrel 

 

 

1.1.3.2. /   

 

T

kolektif kapasitenin bireylerin kapasitelerinin  daha 

 

  

rilmek 

n

 mektedirler 

 

 

ifade 

, Park  (2010:1049) t

 

Sen 

n 
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:41), stratejik karar kalitesini
9
 (Carmeli vd., 

2012

doyumunu (Costa, 2003:616; Costa vd., 2001:239; Costa ve Anderson, 2011:143-

146), devam 3:616; 

 

 

  (Druscat ve Pescosolido, 2006:43), 

teknoloji uyumunu (Thomas ve Bostrom, 2010 Sen 

 

-

Pescosolido, 2006:44), liderlik stili (Sen ve Chen, 2007:650), pozitif grup etkisel 

tonu (Tsai vd., 2012:648)  

kolojik olarak 

r

bu birimleri  

(Maltz ve Kohli, 1996:54). Tsai ve Ghossal (1998:471-

 

 

 

                                                           
9
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1.1.3.3.   

 

ve kapasitesi, teknolojik ve ticar

de etmektedir (Vanhala vd., 2011

  

vd., 2012:372).  ve itimat 

hissini de yan

lar leri ven duymaz ise,  

(1998:331) etkin olamaz 

 k

vermek k k 

, 

tutumu  

 

 Kuhnert: 

in faaliyetleri sonucunda, 
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in  (Daley, 

2012 :385), 

2012:3

a

(Simha ve Stranush, 2  

(Mayer ve 

e Stranush, 2015:35). 

Morri

per i vd., 2012:385), 

  

 

 

bulgusu (Helliwell ve 

doyumuna (Driscoll, 1978; Aryee vd., 2002:27
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 (Costigan vd., 1998:315; 

ne (Robinson, 1996:592- a (Davis vd., 

na (Davis vd., 2000  

r ve Gavin, 

vd., 2011:2664)  

279-280), 

 

2002:27  

 

1.1.3.4.  

 

 bile 

gereksinim 

olmas  

Hansen, 1994:176; Ma

alternatif bir kontrol mekanizma

o
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ooteboom, 1996:989). Bu noktada, bi

 

ard ve Sherman, 1998:427). 

 

 

Tablo 7:  

   

k 
 

 

Dikkatli Davranabilme 

 

Yetkinlik 

 

Aldatma 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
Tahmin Edilebilirlik 

 

Derin K   

 

 

Empati 

Kaynak: Sheppard ve Sherman, 1998:427 

 

kolektif 

 

 (birey, 
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maliyetlerini (Zaheer ve Venkatraman, 1995:385-387; Gulati ve Nickerson, 

2008:703-

; De Jong ve Woolthuis, 2008:61; Gulati ve 

Nickerson, 2008:703-

(Claro vd.

doyumu (De Jong ve Woolthuis, 

 

2008:60; Lui vd., 2006

Jong ve Woolthuis, 2008:60-

 

 

 

 (Huff ve Kelley, 2003:88-

 

  

neden -Aytemur, 2014:30). Fakat bu 
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  olarak ele 

nedeni, 

 ve 

 kuram na   

  

    

edilmektedir. 

 

1.2.  

 

. 

Lumpkin ve Dess (1996), Lyon vd. (2000), Rauch vd. (2009), Li vd. (2009), Felicio 

davran

 

 

1.2.1.  ile    
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:1714) de sonucundaki 

 giderilmesinin  

nsby v  

  

 

 sergilemeyecektir (Kuratko vd., 1990:50). 

i bir 

yetlerde bulunabilmesi, n 

  

 

1.2.1.1.    

 

Eisenberger v rlerinin (1986:504), 

 da 

560-562  

destekleyen iklimin  . 

Axtell vd. (2000:281- i fikir beyan etme ve oto kontrol gibi 

 

  

nsby v  
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fikirlerin uygulanma

daha etkili  (1990:55) 

yenilik 

da, 

Bu 

 

 

 H1a:  

etkiler. 

 

1.2.1.2. Risk Alma   

 

Wiseman ve Gomes-

neden lton vd., 1980) 

kendilerine  

sergileyeceklerdir. Pfeffer ve Sutton (2000)  bir  

a

 risk alma . 

 

-

 (Edmondson, 1999:351-

 

 

H1b: r. 
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1.2.1.3. Proaktiflik   

 

aktif 

(Kahn, 1990:711-

ol -

 

H1c:  r. 

 

1.2.1.4.   

 

 

edildiklerine inanacaklard

(Yoon ve Lim, 1999:927-928). 

, 2007:486; 

k  

H1d:  er. 
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1.2.1.5   

 

 benzeri faaliyetler ile 

des

vd., 2002:125; Armstrong-Strasser ve Ulser, 2009:202-

gel

de 

 

H1e:  r. 

 

1.2.2. ile   

 

 

(McCauley ve Kuhnert, 1992:279). 

 

 

 

 

1.2.2.1.   

 

 

 b   (Nahapiet 

ve Ghoshal, 



79 

 

bireyler  , 

yatan temel,  

 

(Atuahene- yenilik 

faa

sorgulamamakta bun

 

de,  

bulgulamakta -

ve bu 

  Rodrigues ve Veloso (2013:553-

da 

nin 

(

. 

 

 ve 

 

 yetk

rall vd., 

2011:20). 
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Clegg vd. (2002:418-

 

tmektedirler. Barsh, Capozzi ve Davidson (2008:46) 

 

a, 

 Garcia-Cruz ve Real Fernandez (2013) benzer 

Bu 

 

H2a:  r. 

 

1.2.2.2. Risk Alma ile  

 

 

kesinlik yok 

hareket ediyorlarsa -12). 

 ve Deutsch (1958:266) ise riskli durumlarda 

gereksinim  

Mayer vd. (1995



81 

 

Van de Ven, 1994). 

art

, anlar risk 

lar 

 rrall vd., 2011:20). Becerra vd. (2008:698-

703)  

-

n 

endine 

 yeni fikirleri ortaya 

koyabi  (Cabra, Tablot ve Joniak, 

2005:69-78). 

2009:233 risk 

 

H2b: r. 

 

1.2.2.3. Proaktiflik ile  

 

estekte n de proaktif 

eksikliklerinin tekrar kendilerine olumsuz 

olarak ce  una  Morrison ve Phelps 

(199 destek 

  

 konusunda eksiklik ol  



82 

 

sergilemeyeceklerdir (Anand vd., 2012:73). 

 

l  

H2c: r. 

 

1.2.2.4.  ile  

 

gereksinimini ortaya 

f

hisseden  ku   

 . 

Fakat, e  in ar  

bireysel  bu 

nedenle yine  

(Creed ve Miles, 1996:21).  

, 

 

eceklerdir (Langfred, 2007:888-892). 

 

, i 

 sundu  ya da  

dson, 

2006). rdikleri bu 

iklim, 

 

 H2d:  r. 

 

1.2.2.5. ile  

 

gerektirmesi nedeniyle 



83 

 

enmesi 

gereklidi yla;  

H2e:   

 

1.2.3.  ile    

 

 (1998:395

 di 

 alarak mesi 

  

ve Konovsky 1989). Ek 

olarak,  

  desteklerini vererek, ni 

ma  

 Chen vd., 

2005:459).  

gibi sosyal gereksinimlerini 

(Rhoades ve Eisenberger, 2002). 

 

Chen vd., 2005; Bai vd., 2012; Bobbio vd., 2012; 

Connell vd., 2003; Neves ve Caetano, 2006; Stinglhamber vd., 2006,; DeConinck, 

2010; Byrne vd. 2012;  Chen, Arye ve Lee (2005:465-466) 



84 

 

 

(2012:83-84)  

nell vd. (2003:580- a 

  

 destek

Whitener (2001). Byrne vd. (2012: 135-142) g bilimsel , 

il

   , 

rk, 2010:435). Celep ve Yilmazturk (2012:5769) ise 

 

-  

 Bu 

bi

 

H3: de etkiler. 

 

1.2.4. ile  

 

 

erine  
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 iyi niyetli b varsa kendilerini 

etkilenmeyeceklerdir (Ashford vd., 1998). Neves ve Eisenberger (2014: 193-198) 

  risk alma 

   

ve Yu, 2007; Wu vd., 

sergile  

 

H4a: 

der. 

H4b: 

r. 

H4c: proaktiflik 

. 

H4d:  

 

H4e:  
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:  

 

 



87 

 

 

 

 

 

ktedir. nitel ve nicel olarak 

 

.  

 

2.1.  

 

ve 

ar yapan 

, 1986; Drucker, 1985; Kao, 1989; Zeithaml ve Zeithaml, 

1984

 

 

olmama

n 



88 

 

birey 

nedenleri neler olabilir? 

 

insanlar  

illendirmekte (Dalton vd., 1980:   

sorudur. F ken onu bu 

ol  m , 

destek olgusu  olarak 

in 

   

.  

Bu noktada, l  

 

 

 

 

tsel destek 
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olabilirler mi?  

 

 

2.2.  

 

, 

etmesinde etkili  , 

 i 

 

1. 

 

2. 

benzerlikleri ortaya koymak, 

3. 

 

 

2.3.  

 

  

ri

 

, 

 

. K kadar 

. Fakat a ile 

  ile 

   

hedeflenmektedir. 
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Bu 

  

. 

. 

   (inisiyatif alma, bilgi 

edinimi ve destekleyicilik) 

beklenmektedir

inceleyen 

.  

 

, 

 beklenmektedir

  

nu  

 da elde edilebilecek,  

 ecektir. 

 

2.4. AR  

 

madde havuzunun 

uzmanlarla 

, yerel nitelik 
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ortaya 

 

 

2.5. E KISITLARI 

 

Ar-Ge Merkezi 

  

firmalar   

 

Model testi soru formlar  teknoloji ge  

 

 soru formunu bu 

formunun  f  a  

 

 , 

nedeniyle 

 

.  

Soru formunu ya  e bunu 

geri  162 

 

 verilerin 

kimse ile pa   
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vermeyebilirler. 

 kabul 

edilmektedir. 

 

2.6. E BULGULAR  

 

2.6.1. Birinci  

 

   

   

 

 birlikte 

. 

in 

ktedir  

 

 

nda

 

 nelimini, 

, risk alma, proaktiflik 
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kendini yenileme, risk 

alma, proaktiflik ve 

  

edir.    Lane (2012) 

  k nedeni 

  A

 

 

 re  

 

  a 

 . 

Mad

 

 De 

Jong ve Weenekers, 2008; Stull, 2005

  (bknz. Covin ve Slevin, 1989; Miller, 1983; Knight, 

1997; Lumpkin ve Dess, 1996; Hughes ve Morgan, 2007). 

 de nedenle 
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 (Scott ve Bruce, 1994; Janssen, 2000; Radelli vd. 2014; Bysted 

ve Hansen, 2004),  (Dewett, 2007; Wu vd., 2008)

 (Kanten, 2014; Bels

LePine 1998) eich ve Spence, 1978) ve  

(Spreitzer, 1995; Hackman ve Oldman, 1974; Yamagushi, 2001; Morgeson ve 

Humprey, 2006)  

B  

alabilecek 

 madde maddeleri 

an  Tablo  

nelimi maddeleri 

maddeleri , 

Langkamp ve Lane 2012, Madde 4; Covin ve Slevin 1989, 

Madde 4; Janssen, 2000 Madde 2; Scott ve Bruce, 1994, Madde 1; Bysted ve 

Hansen, 2004, Madde 2; Stull 2005, Madde 14

havuzundaki her bir ma

  

, 1-

-

- - an 

 ve 30-

  



9
5

 

 T
a
b

lo
 8

: 
 

M
a

d
d

e
 

 v
e
 

 

1
. 

 

L
a
n
g

k
a
m

p
 v

e
 L

a
n
e
 2

0
1

2
, 

M
a
d

d
e
 4

; 
C

o
v
in

 v
e
 S

le
v
in

 1
9

8
9

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 4

; 

J
a
n
s
s
e
n
, 

2
0

0
0

 M
a
d
d

e
 2

; 
S

c
o

tt
 v

e
 B

ru
c
e
, 

1
9

9
4

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 1

; 
B

y
s
te

d
 v

e
 H

a
n
s
e
n
, 

2
0

0
4

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 2

; 
S

tu
ll

 2
0

0
5

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 1

4
 

2
. 

 

 

H
u

g
h
e
s
 v

e
 M

o
rg

a
n
, 

2
0

0
5

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 5

; 
J
a
n
s
s
e
n
, 

2
0

0
0

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 1

; 
S

c
o

tt
 v

e
 

B
ru

c
e
, 

1
9

9
4

, 
M

a
d
d

e
 2

; 
B

y
s
te

d
 v

e
 H

a
n

s
e
n
, 

2
0

0
4

 M
a
d

d
e
 1

; 
S

tu
ll

 2
0

0
5

, 

M
a
d

d
e
 1

1
 

3
. 

 
L

a
n
g

k
a
m

p
 v

e
 L

a
n
e
, 

2
0

1
2

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 6

; 
J
a
n
s
s
e
n
, 

2
0

0
0

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 3

; 
S

tu
ll

 2
0

0
5

, 

M
a
d

d
e
 1

5
 

4
. 

 
L

a
n
g

k
a
m

p
 v

e
 L

a
n
e
, 

2
0

1
2

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 5

; 
H

u
g
h
e
s
 v

e
 M

o
rg

a
n
, 

2
0

0
7

, 
M

a
d
d

e
 6

; 

B
y
s
te

d
 v

e
 H

a
n
s
e
n
, 

2
0

0
4

, 
M

a
d
d

e
 3

 

5
. 

 
L

a
n
g

k
a
m

p
 v

e
 L

a
n
e
, 

2
0

1
2

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 7

 

6
. 

 

 
B

y
s
te

d
 v

e
 H

a
n
s
e
n
, 

2
0

0
4

; 
M

a
d
d

e
 6

; 
S

tu
ll

 2
0

0
5

, 
M

a
d
d

e
 1

3
 

7
. 

 
B

y
s
te

d
 v

e
 H

a
n
s
e
n
, 

2
0

0
4

; 
M

a
d
d

e
 4

; 
H

u
g
h
e
s
 v

e
 M

o
rg

a
n
, 

2
0

0
7

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 4

; 

J
a
n
s
s
e
n
, 

2
0

0
0

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 7

 

8
. 

 

 

B
y
s
te

d
 v

e
 H

a
n
s
e
n
, 

2
0

0
4

; 
M

a
d
d

e
 5

; 
S

c
o

tt
 v

e
 B

ru
c
e
, 

1
9
9

4
, 

M
a
d

d
e
 3

; 

J
a
n
s
s
e
n
, 

2
0

0
0

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 8

 

9
. 

 
S

c
o

tt
 v

e
 B

ru
c
e
, 

1
9

9
4

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 3

; 
J
a
n
s
s
e
n
, 

2
0

0
0

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 6

; 
 

1
0

. 
 

J
a
n
s
s
e
n
, 

2
0

0
0

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 4

; 
J
a
n
s
s
e
n
, 

2
0

0
0

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 5

; 
S

c
o

tt
 v

e
 B

ru
c
e
, 

1
9

9
4

, 

M
a
d

d
e
 4

; 
M

il
le

r,
 1

9
8

3
, 

M
a
d

d
e
 5

 

1
1

. 
g
e
ti

ri
ri

m
. 

S
p

re
it

z
e
r,

 1
9
9

5
, 

M
a
d
d

e
 3

; 
H

u
g
h
e
s
 v

e
 M

o
rg

a
n
, 
2

0
0

7
, 

M
a
d
d

e
 1

3
, 

M
o
rg

e
s
o

n
 

v
e
 H

u
m

p
re

y
, 

2
0

0
6

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 2

-7
 

1
2

. 
 

 

S
p

re
it

z
e
r,

 1
9
9

5
, 

M
a
d
d

e
 2

; 
B

y
s
te

d
 v

e
 H

a
n
s
e
n
, 

2
0

0
4

; 
M

a
d

d
e
 8

; 
H

u
g
h
e
s
 v

e
 

M
o

rg
a
n
, 

2
0

0
7

, 
M

a
d
d

e
 1

5
; 

Y
a
m

a
g

u
s
h
i,

 2
0

0
1

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 1

, 
M

o
rg

e
s
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n
 v

e
 

H
u

m
p

re
y
, 

2
0

0
6

, 
M

a
d
d

e
 1

-6
, 
H

a
c
k

m
a
n
 v

e
 O

ld
h
a
m

, 
1

9
7

8
, 
M

a
d

d
e
 9

 

1
3

. 
 

H
u

g
h
e
s
 v

e
 M

o
rg

a
n
, 

2
0

0
7

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 1

5
; 

H
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h
e
s
 v

e
 M

o
rg

a
n
, 

2
0

0
7

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 1

4
; 
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s
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d
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e
 H
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e
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, 
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0

0
4

; 
M
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d

e
 9

, 
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e
 H

u
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p
re

y
, 

2
0

0
6
, 

M
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d

d
e
 

8
, 

H
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k
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 v

e
 O
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m

, 
1

9
7

8
, 

M
a
d

d
e
 1

3
 

1
4

. 
 

H
u

g
h
e
s
 v

e
 M

o
rg

a
n
, 

2
0

0
7

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 1

7
; 

Y
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m
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g

u
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i,

 2
0

0
1

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 3
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1
5

. 
 

 

S
p

re
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 1
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5
, 

M
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d

e
 1

; 
H

u
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h
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s
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e
 M

o
rg

a
n
, 
2

0
0

7
, 

M
a
d
d

e
 1

7
; 

B
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 v

e
 

H
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, 

2
0

0
4

; 
M
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 7

 

1
6

. 
 

 
H
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 M
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, 

2
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0
7
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M
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e
 1

8
 

1
7

. 
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 M
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, 

2
0

0
7

, 
M

a
d
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e
 1

6
 

1
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C
o

v
in

 v
e
 S

le
v
in

 1
9

8
9

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 9
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M

il
le

r,
 1

9
8
3

, 
M

a
d
d

e
 3

; 
L

a
n
g
k
a
m

p
 v

e
 

L
a
n
e
, 

2
0

1
2

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 1
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S

tu
ll

 2
0

0
5

, 
M

a
d
d

e
 3

 

1
9

. 
 

 
H

u
g
h
e
s
 v

e
 M

o
rg

a
n
, 

2
0

0
7

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 1

 

2
0

. 
 

L
a
n
g

k
a
m

p
 v

e
 L

a
n
e
, 

2
0

1
2

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 2

, 
W

u
 v

d
.,

 2
0

0
8

, 
M

a
d
d

e
 1

; 
H

u
g
h
e
s
 v

e
 

M
o

rg
a
n
, 

2
0

0
7

, 
M

a
d
d

e
 3

 

2
1

. 
k
o

rk
m

a
m

. 
W

u
 v

d
.,

 2
0

0
8

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 5

 

2
2

. 
 

 
W

u
 v

d
.,

 2
0

0
8

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 4

 

2
3

. 
 

L
a
n
g

k
a
m

p
 v

e
 L

a
n
e
, 

2
0

1
2

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 8

; 
V

a
n
 D

y
n
e
 v

e
 L

e
P

in
e
, 

1
9

9
8

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 5

; 

S
tu

ll
 2

0
0

5
, 

M
a
d

d
e
 8

 

2
4

. 
 

 
H

u
g
h
e
s
 v

e
 M

o
rg

a
n
, 

2
0

0
7

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 8

 

2
5

. 
 

 
L

a
n
g

k
a
m

p
 v

e
 L

a
n
e
, 

2
0

1
2

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 9

 

2
6

. 
 

 
K

a
n
te

n
, 

2
0

1
4

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 3

; 
B

e
lc

h
a
k
 v

e
 H

a
rt

o
g
, 

2
0

1
0

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 2

 

2
7

. 
 

 
V

a
n
 D

y
n
e
 v

e
 L

e
P

in
e
, 

1
9

9
8

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 4

; 
S

tu
ll

 2
0

0
5

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 6

 v
e
 M

a
d

d
e
 1

0
 

2
8

. 
 

 

H
u

g
h
e
s
 v

e
 M

o
rg

a
n
, 

2
0

0
7

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 9

; 
C

o
v
in

 v
e
 S

le
v
in

 1
9

8
9

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 7

; 

M
il

le
r,

 1
9

9
3
, 

M
a
d

d
e
 7

 

2
9

. 
 

L
a
n
g

k
a
m

p
 v

e
 L

a
n
e
, 

2
0

1
2

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 1

0
; 

H
u
g

h
e
s
 v

e
 M

o
rg

a
n
, 

2
0

0
7

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 7

; 

S
tu

ll
 2

0
0

5
, 

M
a
d

d
e
 7

 

3
0

. 
 

 
H

u
g
h
e
s
 v

e
 M

o
rg

a
n
, 

2
0

0
7

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 1

0
, 

H
e
lm

ri
c
h
 v

e
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p
e
n
c
e
, 

1
9

7
8

, 
M

a
d

d
e
 1

 

3
1

. 
 

 
H

u
g
h
e
s
 v
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o
rg
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0

0
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a
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e
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d
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e
 1
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H
e
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ri
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p
e
n
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9

7
8

, 
M

a
d

d
e
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. 

 

olarak  

 

. 

  daha uygun 

. 

  

kabul 

o nedenle 

. 

 

. 

 

a cesur kararlar 
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ekonomilerde 

t Bu temel sorun 

i  Ar-Ge Merkezi Belgeli 

i  

 Duygul

 Ar-Ge merkezi 

6 temada toplayan Duygulu vd. (2014), Ar-Ge 
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 Yani Ar-Ge merkezi 

-

-

Ge personeli istihdam edecek, yeterli Ar-

-

 

 

soru formu, Ar-Ge Merkezi Belgeli firmalara elektronik posta 

. 182 Ar-G

  

 

 

Tablo 10:   

Demografik 

 

Kategori 

Cinsiyet Erkek  Belirt.     

N 136 45 1     

 74.73 24.73 0.54     

 <30 30-39 40-49 50-59 >60 Belirt.  

N 63 101 11 5 1 1  

 34.62 55.50 6.04 2.75 0.54 0.54  

 Lise  Lisans Y. Lisans Doktora  Belirt. 

N 2 22 80 69 9 - - 

 1.10 12.09 43.96 37.91 4.95   

  6-  11-  16-   Belirt.  

N 124 37 12 6 2 1  

) 68.13 20.33 6.59 3.30 1.10 0.54  

Medeni Durum Evli Bekar Belirt.     

N 105 73 4     

 57.69 40.11 2.20     

Gelir Durumu     

(TL) 

<1000 1000  

1999 

2000 -

2999 

3000 - 

3999 

4000  

4999 

>5000 Belirt. 

N - 7 39 50 25 56 5 

  3.85 21.43 27.47 13.74 30.77 2.75 
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892 

ifadesinin 

l -toplam 

0.  

 

 

maddesi 1. boyuta 0.462, 5. boyuta 0.452 ve 7. boyuta -

,435 ile 

 

 

ucunda elde edilen 6 boyutun 

 

var

Geriye kalan 24 

-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 

   

 

 



104 

 

Tablo 11:  

Maddeler 

 V. 

(%) 

T.V. 

(%) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

denerim. 

.724      

1
2

,2
8

0
 

1
2

,2
8

0
 

 

 
,705      

denerim. 
,703      

 

 
,695      

 
,614      

karar veririm. 
 ,797     

1
1

,3
5
6
 

2
3

,6
3
6
 

ili risk almaktan 

 
 ,690     

 
 ,673     

 
 ,671     

 cesur kararlar 

 
 ,598     

 

 
  ,731    

1
0
,8

6
8
 

3
4
,5

0
5
 

 

 
  ,668    

 
  ,662    

. 

 
  ,648  ,354  

 

 
  ,617  ,455  

 
   ,867   

9
,3

4
2
 

4
3
,8

4
6
 

 
   ,806   

 
,315   ,675   

 
    ,742  

8
,9

4
0
 

5
2

,7
8
7
 

 
    ,675  

 

 
    ,625  

 
     ,817 

8
,6

4
6
 

6
1
,4

3
3
 

 
     ,778 

 

,354    ,338 ,579 

  

verilmemektedir. 
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n Cronbach Alpha 

. Madde-toplam korelasyonu analizi sonucunda 

). 

 

Tablo 12: Madde-Toplam Korelasyonu ve Boy  

Maddeler 
Madde-Toplam Korelasyonu Cronbach 

Alpha 1 2 3 4 5 6 

denerim. 

.788      

0
,8

1
0
 

 

 
,741      

denerim. 
,726      

 
,754      

 
,770      

karar veririm. 
 ,806     

0
,7

7
0
 

 
 ,735     

 
 ,664     

 
 ,749     

 
 ,691     

 

 
  ,722    

0
,8

0
9
 

 

 
  ,725    

 
  ,764    

 

 
  ,779    

 

 
  ,778    

 

 
   ,881   

0
,8

2
2
 

e cesur 

 
   ,886   

 
   ,813   

 
    ,802  

0
,7

1
8
 

fark ederim. 
    ,810  

 

 
    ,786  

 
     ,845 

0
,7

4
8
 

 
     ,818 

 

 

     ,790 
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rar verebilme 

faaliyetlerini  

nedenle ikinci boyut 

 boyut olan 

de 

. 

farkedeb  

 

l bir nitelik 

 .  

ri ile  . Tablo 

ancak 

 

 

Tablo 13:  

Boyutlar   Hakimiyet  Proaktiflik Destekleyici. 

 -      

 ,310** -     

Hakimiyet ,423** ,452** -    

 ,394** ,355** ,352** -   

Proaktiflik ,516** ,276** ,524** ,434** -  

Destekleyici. ,522** ,222** ,409** ,271** ,477** - 

** p<0.01 
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. 

Modelin 

 tedir. Elde edilen model 

analizinde  

 

: DFA ( ) 
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 Tablo 14:   

 
 

(Model 1) 

D  

( ) 

 

( ) Gereken 
 

X
2
/df 1.838 1.622 1.442 < 2  

GFI 0.83 0.85 0.87 > 0.90 Kabul Edilebilir Uyum 

AGFI 0.79 0.81 0.83 > 0.90 Kabul Edilebilir Uyum 

CFI 0.95 0.96 0.97 > 0.90  

IFI 0.95 0.96 0.97 > 0.90 Uyum 

RMSEA 0.068 0.059 0.049 < 0.05  Uyum 

RMR 0.047 0.047 0.043 < 0.05  Uyum 

Crictical N 182 182 182 > 144.01  

NNFI 0.94 0.95 0.96 > 0.90 yum 

NFI 0.90 0.91 0.92 > 0.90  Uyum 

 

 

 

 

soru formu 

48 adet faaliyette olan 

 (TGB) 

ile . 

 soru 

. Soru formu ni 

 41 m  Ek olarak, s

e 1997) 

 maddeli  POSQ (Perceived 

Organiza Robinson 
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)   

maddeli tek boyutlu 

.  

Faaliyetteki 48 

). Faaliyetteki 48 

G    

bunlar Bunun 

den  

nedeni,  

start- si ve  firma sahibi ya da 

bu k kendileri ve sahip 

 Geriye kalan 162 soru 

formu  
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Tablo 15:    

Demografik 

 

Kategori 

Cinsiyet Erkek  Belirt.     

N 91 68 3     

 56.17 41.98 1.85     

 <30 30-39 40-49 50-59 >60 Belirt.  

N 80 52 22 6 2 -  

 49.38 32.10 13.58 3.70 1.24 -  

 Lise  Lisans Y. Lisans Doktora  Belirt. 

N 9 5 102 39 7 - - 

 5.56 3.09 62.96 24.07 4.32   

  6-  11-  16-20 y   Belirt.  

N 127 18 7 4 5 1  

 78.40 11.11 4.32 2.47 3.09 0.62  

Medeni Durum Evli Bekar Belirt.     

N 81 80 1     

 50.00 49.38 0.62     

Gelir Durumu     

(TL) 

<1000 1000  

1999 

2000 -

2999 

3000 - 

3999 

4000  

4999 

>5000 Belirt. 

N - 25 39 24 15 55 4 

  15.43 24.07 14.82 9.26 33.95 2.47 

Pozisyon  

 

Orta D. 

 

Alt D. 

 

 Belirt.   

N 22 33 20 87 -   

 13.58 20.37 12.35 53.70 -   

 5-14 15-49 50-249 >249 Belirt.   

N 41 33 63 25 -   

 25.31 20.37 38.89 15.43 -   

 

 

Geribil  

ve   

erilmektedir.   23 

 

 

 

 



111 

 

Tablo 16: 

 

ilgiler  

 N 
(%) 

TGB N 
(%) 

 114 70.37  32 19.75 

Elektrik/Elektr. 11 6.79 O   24 14.82 

kal 7 4.32   20 12.35 

 4 2.47  13 8.03 

 4 2.47  (Depark) 10 6.17 

Savunma 3 1.85 Ulutek Tekno  7 4.32 

Proje 3 1.85 GOSB  6 3.70 

Hizmet 2 1.24  6 3.70 

 2 1.24  5 3.09 

Sigorta 2 1.24 -MAM  5 3.09 

Telekom 1 0.62  4 2.47 

 1 0.62  4 2.47 

 1 0.62  4 2.47 

Finans 1 0.62  3 1.85 

 1 0.62  3 1.85 

 1 0.62  2 1.24 

Otomotiv 1 0.62  2 1.24 

Robotik 1 0.62 ) 2 1.24 

Belirsiz 2 1.24  2 1.24 

    2 1.24 

    2 1.24 

    1 0.62 

    1 0.62 

   Belirsiz 2 1.24 

 

SS 20 ve 

Lisrel 8.80 prog

maddenin Cronbach Al

hakimim.  

 

m  analiz 

 maddesi 

0.489 ve 0.500 ile

tasarlar ve yerine getiririm. maddesi 0.522 ve 0.448 ile iki boyuta 
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varyans 

KMO 

 

 

Tablo 17:  

Maddeler 

 V. 

(%) 

T.V. 

(%) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

 ,821      

1
3
,8

0
9
 

1
3
,8

0
9
 

denerim. 
,744      

denerim. 

,647      

 
,614 ,322  ,306   

 
,581      

  ,855     1
3
,2

4
4
 

2
7
,0

5
2
 

 

 
 ,818     

 
 ,768     

 
  ,760    

1
1
,7

1
6
 

3
8
,7

6
8
 

karar veririm. 
  ,677   ,319 

 
  ,648    

 
  ,646    

 ederim. 
   ,843   

1
1

,1
4

8
 

4
9

,9
1

6
 

 
   ,824   

 

 ,321  ,642   
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    ,842  8

,5
2

8
 

5
8

,4
4

3
      ,764 ,349 

 
     ,707 7

,8
2

7
 

6
6

,2
7

0
      ,356 ,692 

 

Sadece 0 0

verilmemektedir. 

 

4 boyutun Cronbach Alpha 

a daha 

 

Madde-toplam korelasyonu analizi sonucunda 0.

 

 

Tablo 18 Madde-Toplam Korelasyonu ve Boyut 

 

Maddeler 
Boyut-Madde Korelasyonu Cronbach 

Alpha 1 2 3 4 5 6 

 ,788      

0
,7

7
2
 

denerim. 
,769      

denerim. 

,651      

 
,748      

 
,675      

  ,902     

0
,8

2
4
  

 ,872     

 
 ,804     
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  ,797    

0
,7

8
3
 

karar veririm. 
  ,718    

 
  ,720    

Gerekli oldu

 
  ,671    

 
   ,816   

0
,7

0
1
 

 
   ,878   

 

   ,825   

 
    ,886  0

,6
8

4
      ,858  

 
     ,880 0

,6
3
6
       ,816 

 

 

elde edilen 6 boyut, 

elik soru formu 

kabul edilmektedir. 2. boyut 

 urken

inisiyatif alma  

destekleyicilik  

ilgili kontr maddeler, ana  

bilgi edinme

tekrar 

proaktiflik  

A 19 maddeli 6 boyutlu 

u 
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Tablo 19:  

Boyutlar    Destekleyici. Bilgi Edinim Proaktiflik 

 -      

 ,285** -     

 ,355** ,251** -    

Destekleyici. ,503** ,346** ,316** -   

Bilgi Edinim ,180** ,301** ,299** ,214** -  

Proaktiflik ,395** ,333** ,320** ,414** ,308** - 

** p<0.01 

 

  elde 

Elde  

 

 

Tablo 20:  DFA  

 
 

(Model 1) 

 

( ) Gereken 
 

X
2
/df 1.405 1.166 < 2  

GFI 0.89 0.91 > 0.90  Uyum 

AGFI 0.84 0.87 > 0.90 Kabul Edilebilir Uyum 

CFI 0.97 0.99 > 0.90  

IFI 0.97 0.99 > 0.90  

RMSEA 0.052 0.032 < 0.05  

RMR 0.053 0.046 < 0.05  

Crictical N 150.22 178.62 > 162 Kabul Edilebilir Uyum 

NNFI 0.96 0.98 > 0.90  

NFI 0.91 0.92 > 0.90  
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:  

 

 

 

 0.919

-Meier-

boyut korelasyonu Tablo  verilmektedir. 
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Tablo 21: k

-  

Madde 
 

Boyut-Madde 

Korelasyonu 

 ,910 ,912** 

 ,907 ,909** 

 ,906 ,907** 

 ,865 ,865** 

 ,863 ,863** 

 ,858 ,869** 

 ,769 ,778** 

**p<0.01 

 

 

22 ve 

 

 

Tablo 22:    DFA  

 
 

(Model 1) 
  

X
2
/df 1.931 < 2  

GFI 0.95 > 0.90  

AGFI 0.91 > 0.90  Uyum 

CFI 0.99 > 0.90  

IFI 0.99 > 0.90  

RMSEA 0.076 < 0.05 Kabul Edilebilir Uyum 

RMR 0.021 < 0.05  

Crictical N 153.35 > 162  Uyum 

NNFI 0.99 > 0.90  

NFI 0.98 > 0.90  
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:  

 

 

73.157 

Keiser-Meier-

Tablo 23 verilmektedir. -

 

 

Tablo 23: 

-Toplam  

Madde 
 

Boyut-Toplam 

Korelasyonu 

 ,903 ,904** 

 ,884 ,894** 

 ,872 ,876** 

 ,866 ,864** 

 ,806 ,807** 

 ,795 ,793** 

**p<0.01 
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 24  verilmektedir. O

Uyum 

. 

 

Tablo 24:  

 
 

(Model 1) 
 S  

X
2
/df 1.32 < 2  

GFI 0.98 > 0.90  

AGFI 0.94 > 0.90  Uyum 

CFI 1.00 > 0.90  

IFI 1.00 > 0.90  

RMSEA 0.043 < 0.05  

RMR 0.020 < 0.05  

Crictical N 194.61 > 162 Kabul Edilebilir Uyum 

NNFI 1.00 > 0.90  

NFI 0.99 > 0.90  

 

kil 6:  
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2.6.2.1. 

 

 

 

r.  

r.  

 r.  

r.  

bilgi edinimini etkiler. 

r.  

H2a:  yenili r.  

H2b:  r.  

H2c:  r.  

H2d:  r.  

H2e:  bilgi edinimini etkiler.  

H2f:  destek proak r.  

r.  

r.  

H4b:  k eder.  

H4c: inisiyatif alma der.  

H4d: destekleyicilik der.  

H4e: bilgi edinimi r.  

H4f: proaktiflik der.  
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:  
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2.6.2.2. Hipotez Testleri ve Bulgular 

 

 

sahiptir. 

 

 

Tablo 25: Ortalama , Standart Sapma  ve 

Korelasyonlar 

 Ortalama St. Sap 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1.  3.701 .617 -        

2.  3.086 .882 .285** -       

3. Al. 3.500 .697 .355** .251** -      

4.Destekleyicilik 3.887 .699 .503** .346** .316** -     

5.Bilgi Edinimi 4.256 .621 .180** .301** .299** .214** -    

6.Proaktiflik 3.818 .635 .395** .333** .320** .414** .308** -   

7.  3.561 .872 .319** .218** .098 .281** .310** .095 -  

8.  3.440 .911 .215** .154 .111 .260** .230** .064 .796** - 

** p<0.01, *p<0.05 

 

H1c, H2c, H4c, H1f, 

H2b ve H4b kabul edilmem  

 

2
=0.319

2
  

 

 



123 

 

Tablo 26:   

a
 

Model r Standart 

 

t Sig. 

B Std. Hata Beta 

1 

(Sabit) 2,901 ,194  14,923 ,000 

lanan Destek ,226 ,053 ,319 4,256 ,000 

: Yenilik  

 

  

etkilemektedir. H1b  

 

(R
2
=0.218

2
=4.75) %   

 = 2.303+0.220  

 

Tablo 27: ile  

a
 

Model  Standart 

 

t Sig. 

B Std. Hata Beta 

1 

(Sabit) 2,303 ,286  8,054 ,000 

lanan Destek ,220 ,078 ,218 2,819 ,005 

ilik 

 

  

  

destekleyicilik , 

 (R
2
=0.281

2
=8.47) %   

Destekleyicilik = 3.084+0.225  

 

Tablo 28: Destekleyicilik   

a
 

Model  Standart 

 

t Sig. 

B Std. Hata Beta 

1 

(Sabit) 3,084 ,223  13,842 ,000 

anan Destek ,225 ,061 ,281 3,709 ,000 
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A

2 
imini % 

  Regresyonun matematiksel 

 

Bilgi Edinimi = 3.470+0.221 sel Destek 

 

Tablo 29: Bilgi Edinimi   

a
 

Model  Standart 

 

t Sig. 

B Std. Hata Beta 

1 

(Sabit) 3,470 ,196  17,687 ,000 

anan Destek ,221 ,054 ,310 4,126 ,000 

Bilgi Edinimi 

 

2

kabul 

 

 = 3.203+0.146*   

 

Tablo 30:   

a
 

Model Standart Ol  Standart 

 

t Sig. 

B Std. Hata Beta 

1 

(Sabit) 3,203 ,186  17,197 ,000 

rgutsel ven ,146 ,052 ,215 2,789 ,006 

: Yenilik  

 

 anl

 , 
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 (R
2
=0.260

2
=6.76) %  

 

Destekleyicilik = 3.199+0.200   

 

Tablo 31: Destekleyicilik   

a

 

Model  Standart 

 

t Sig. 

B Std. Hata Beta 

1 
(Sabit) 3,199 ,208  15,349 ,000 

rgutsel ven ,200 ,059 ,260 3,413 ,001 

Destekleyicilik 

 

 bilgi edinimini 2e kabul 

 

2
 

(0.230
2
) 5.29  

Bilgi Edinimi = 3.717+0.157   

 

Tablo 32: Bilgi Edinimi ile  

a

 

Model  Standart 

 

t Sig. 

B Std. Hata Beta 

1 
(Sabit) 3,717 ,187  19,905 ,000 

rgutsel ven ,157 ,052 ,230 2,988 ,003 

Bilgi Edinimi 

 

te 

i

2
 = 0.796

2
 

H3 ka  

 = 0.482+0.796*  
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Tablo 33:    

a

 

Model  Standart 

 

t Sig. 

B Std. Hata Beta 

1 
(Sabit) ,482 ,183  2,631 ,009 

lanan Destek ,831 ,050 ,796 16,617 ,000 

rgutsel ven 

 

 

2 modeli 

 boyutu  

 

2
 ve uyum 

ektedir.  

isi 

 Model 2 sonucunda elde edilen, t 
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 Tablo 34:  

 

dis 
 

(Model 1) 

 

(Model 2) Gereken 
 

X
2
/df 1.647 1.602 < 2  

GFI 0.87 0.86 > 0.90 Kabul Edilebilir Uyum 

AGFI 0.83 0.83 > 0.90 Kabul Edilebilir Uyum 

CFI 0.98 0.98 > 0.90  

IFI 0.98 0.98 > 0.90  

RMSEA 0.063 0.066 < 0.05 Kabul Edilebilir Uyum 

RMR 0.055 0.061 < 0.05 Kabul Edilebilir Uyum 

Crictical N 116.26 112.81 > 162  

NNFI 0.98 0.98 > 0.90  

NFI 0.96 0.96 > 0.90  

R
2
 0.16 0.19   

 

  

del 2 

 

 

Bilgi edinimi boyutu ile ilgili  
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tek ve bilgi edinimi 

 enmektedir. H4e kabul 

  

 

Tablo 35: 

 

 
 

(Model 1) 

 

(Model 2) Gereken 
 

X
2
/df 1.921 1.907 < 2  

GFI 0.89 0.89 > 0.90 Kabul Edilebilir Uyum 

AGFI 0.85 0.85 > 0.90 Kabul Edilebilir Uyum 

CFI 0.99 0.99 > 0.90  

IFI 0.99 0.99 > 0.90  

RMSEA 0.068 0.067 < 0.05 Kabul Edilebilir Uyum 

RMR 0.041 0.043 < 0.05  

Crictical N 117.17 117.82 > 162  

NNFI 0.98 0.98 > 0.90  

NFI 0.97 0.97 > 0.90  

R
2
 0.12 0.081   

 

 

Model 2 
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Tablo 36: 

tleri 

 
 

(Model 1) 

 

(Model 2) Gereken 
 

X
2
/df 1.189 1.342 < 2 Kabul Edilebilir Uyum 

GFI 0.87 0.87 > 0.90 Kabul Edilebilir Uyum 

AGFI 0.82 0.82 > 0.90 Kabul Edilebilir Uyum 

CFI 0.98 0.98 > 0.90  

IFI 0.98 0.98 > 0.90 i Uyum 

RMSEA 0.071 0.066 < 0.05 Kabul Edilebilir Uyum 

RMR 0.061 0.061 < 0.05 Kabul Edilebilir Uyum 

Crictical N 104.85 105.56 > 162  

NNFI 0.98 0.98 > 0.90  

NFI 0.96 0.96 > 0.90  

R
2
 0.074 0.074   

 

 10: 

 

 

 

 



130 

 

 

 

 

bilgi edinimi, inisiyatif alma, destekleyicilik ve proaktiflik 

 

, 

(1984), Ross ve Unwalla (1986), Duncan vd. (1988),  Davis (1999), Stull (2005), 

vd. (2009), Bosma vd. (2012), Langkamp ve Lane (2012) ile Rigtering ve Weitzel 

k

dinimi, Honig (2001), Rantha ve Vijana (2009) ile 

rgelman, 1983a; Duncan, 1988; Kuratko ve 

Goldsby, 2004; Bosma vd., 2012; Felicio vd., 2012; Rigtering ve Weitzel, 2013). 

(1983a), Howell ve Higgins (1990), Davis (1999) ile Hayton ve Kelley (2006) 

i

lman, 1983b; Ross 

ve Unwalla, 1986; Stull, 2005; De Jong ve Wennekers, 2008; Wakke vd., 2008; 

12) bir 

boyuttur.  

 

boyutlar 
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kadar r (Douglass ve Fitzsimmons, 2013). 

inde kendisinden 

 

(Eisenberger vd., 1990; Axtell, 2000; Antoncic, 2007; Hornsby, 2009; Alpkan,2010) 

Pfeffer ve Sutton, 2000; Clegg, 2002; Worrall, 2011; Rodrigues ve Veloso, 2013).  
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umlu ve  

(Johler, 2  

Chen vd., 2005; Bai vd., 2012; Bobbio 

vd., 2012; Connell vd., 2003; Neves ve Caetano, 2006; Stinglhamber vd., 2006,; 

DeConinck, 2010; Byr

olumlu  

H

 , 

 

(http://geert-hofstede.com/turkey.html)

, . 

 vd.

 

 etmesine yol 

 

(http://geert-hofstede.com/turkey.html). 

(http://geert-hofstede.com/turkey.html) ciddi bir 

 ya da  

artsa da 

 

ayan (Andre, 2013) 
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nu 

 olgusunu anlamak zorunda 

 

 

 

 ise 

Bu 

 

 b

ise firma 
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,  

f  

bilecektir. 

 

 6 

, 

davra

penc

 yla

, ilerl

  

  gelecekte dikkate alarak 

, 

  

 madde 

(Bilgi Edinimi, Proaktiflik). , 

arda  

. nin, 

  

 da ortak 

 

benzerliktir.  

yle birey 
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si

tart

Bilgi 

edinimi boyutu is

 

Bununla birlikte 

 

ile inisiyatif alma 

ayan 

inceleyen bu , 
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mleyere

planla

ylenebilir. 

tutabilecekleri beklenmektedir. 

perspektifte  

 

boyutunun maddeleri, kazanma  yerine, 

 

 

 elde tutmak ve 

 lar. neticilerin, bu 

lerini 

 gi desteklemek 

 

1. 

 

2.  
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3.  

yaratmak, 

4.  ve finansal  

5. 

 

6.  

7. 

 

8.  

9. bu faaliyetleri 

manevra  , 

10. . 

 

 

yaratarak, izley

beklenmektedir. 
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1. Langkamp ve Lane (2012)  
 

Madde1: I like to take bold action by venturing into the unknown  

Madde2: I am willing to invest a lot of time and/or money on something that might yield a 

high return  

 

Madde 4: I often like to try new and unusual activities that are not typical but not necessarily 

risky Madde 5: In general, I prefer a strong emphasis in projects on unique, one-of-a-kind 

approaches rather than revisiting tried and true approaches used before 

Madde 6: I prefer to try my own unique way when learning new things rather than doing it 

like everyone else does 

Madde 7: I favour experimentation and original approaches to problem solving rather than 

using methods others generally use for solving their problems 

Madde 8: I usually act in anticipation of future problems, needs or changes 

Madde 9: I tend to plan ahead on projects 

- n projects rather than sit and wait for 

someone else to do it 

 

 

2. Covin ve Slevin (1989)  

 
Proactiveness  

In dealing with its competitors, my firm...  

Madde 1: Typically responds to actions which competitors initiate 1234567 Typically 

initiates actions to which competitors then respond 

Madde 2: Is very seldom the first business to introduce new products/services, administrative 

techniques, operating technologies, etc. 1234567 Is very often the first business to introduce 

new products/services, administrative techniques, operating technologies, etc. 

-and-let-

-the-  

Innovativeness 

How many new lines of products or services has your firm marketed in the past five years (or 

since its establishment)?  

Madde 4: No new lines of products or services 1234567 Very many new lines of products or 

services Madde 5: Changes in product or service lines have been mostly of a minor nature 

1234567 Changes in product or service lines have usually been quite dramatic  

 In general, the top managers of my firm favor...  

Madde 6: A strong emphasis on the marketing of tried-and-true products or services 1234567 

A strong emphasis on R&D, technological leadership, and innovations  

Risk-taking  

When confronted with decision-making situations involving uncertainty, my firm...  

-and-

probability of making costly decisions 1234567 Typically adopts a bold, aggressive posture 

in order to maximize the probability of exploiting potential opportunities 

In general, the top managers of my firm have...  

Madde 8: A strong proclivity for low-risk projects (with normal and certain rates of return) 

1234567 A strong proclivity for high-risk projects (with chances of very high returns)  

In general, the top managers of my firm believe that...  
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Madde 9: Owing to the nature of the environment, it is best to explore it gradually via 

cautious, incremental behavior 1234567 Owing to the nature of the environment, bold, wide-

 

 

 

3. Janssen (2000) 

 
Madde 1: Creating new ideas for difficult issues (idea generation) 

Madde 2: Searcihng out new working methods, techniques or insturments (idea generation) 

Madde 3: Generating original solutions for problems (idea generation) 

Madde 4: Mobilizing support for iinovative ideas (idea promotion) 

Madde 5: Acquiring approval for innovaitve ideas (idea promotion) 

Madde 6: Making important organizational members enthusiastic for innovative ideas (idea 

promotion) 

Madde 7: Transforming innovative ideas into useful applications (idea realization) 

Madde 8: Introducing innovative ideas into work environment in a systematic way (idea 

realization) 

Madde 9: Evaluating the utility of innovative idias (idea realization) 

 

4. Scott ve Bruce (1994) 

 
Madde 1: Searches out new technologies, processes, techniques, and/or product ideas 

Madde 2:  Generates creative ideas 

Madde 3:  Promotes and champions ideas to others 

Madde 4:  Investigates and secures funds needed to implement new ideas 

Madde 5:  Develops adequate plans and schedules for the implementation of new ideas 

Madde 6: Is innovative 

 

5. Bysted ve Hansen (2004) 
 

Innovative Employee Behaviour 

Madde 1: I am creating new ideas for improvements 

Madde 2: I am often searching out new working methods, techniques, or instruments 

Madde 3: My ideas generate original solutions to problems 

Madde 4: I am transforming innovative ideas into useful applications 

Madde 5: I am trying to introduce innovative ideas into the work environment in a 

systematic way 

Madde 6: I am working actively trying to test the new ideas 

Autonomy 
Madde 7: I have sufficient influence on my daily job tasks  

Madde 8: I have the opportunity to decide how to solve my tasks  

Madde 9: I can freely think of new ways of doing my tasks 

 

6. Stull (2005) 

 

Madde 1: Approach new projects or activities in a cautious manner 

Madde 2: Do things that have a chance of not working out 

Madde 3:  Avoid taking calculated risks 

Madde 4: Engage in activities that have a chance of not working out 

Madde 5: Will take calculated risks despite the possibility of failure 

Madde 6: Keep ahead of changes instead of responding to them 

Madde 7:  
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Madde 8: Act in anticipation of future problems, needs, or changes 

Madde 9: Take the initiative to start projects 

Madde 10: Tend to implement changes before they are needed 

Madde 11: Generate useful new ideas 

Madde 12: Develop new processes, services or products 

Madde 13: Approach business tasks in innovative ways 

Madde 14: Find new ways to do things 

Madde 15: Often do things in unique ways 

 

7. Hughes and Morgan (2007)  
 

Risk-taking  
s considered a positive attribute for people in our business  

Madde 2: People in our business are encouraged to take calculated risks with new ideas  

Madde 3: Our business emphasizes both exploration and experimentation for opportunities 

Innovativeness  

Madde 4: We actively introduce improvements and innovations in our business 

Madde 5: Our business is creative in its methods of operation 

Madde 6: Our business seeks out new ways to do things 

Proactiveness  
Madde 7: We always try to take the initiative in every situation (e.g., against competitors, in 

projects when working with others) 

Madde 8: We excel at identifying opportunities 

Madde 9: We initiate actions to which other organizations respond 

Competitive aggressiveness  

Madde 10: Our business is intensely competitive 

Madde 11: In general, our business takes a bold or aggressive approach when competing 

Madde 12: We try to undo and out-maneuver the competition as best as we can 

Autonomy 
Madde 13: Employees are permitted to act and think without interference 

Madde 14: Employees perform jobs that allow them to make and instigate changes in the 

way they perform their work tasks 

Madde 15: Employees are given freedom and independence to decide on their own how to 

go about doing their work 

Madde 16: Employees are given freedom to communicate without interference 

Madde 17: Employees are given authority and responsibility to act alone if they think it to be 

in the best interests of the business 

Madde 18: Employees have access to all vital information 

 

8. Miller (1983) 
 

M -

market innovation, undertakes somewhat risky ventures, and is first to come up with 

entrepreneurial firm 

Madde 2: My firm characteristically exhibits high levels of risk taking, innovativeness, and 

proactiveness 

Madde 3: My firm often takes calculated risks by pursuing innovative initiatives before 

potential rivals recognize the opportunities at which our initiatives are targeted 

overall business orientation 
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Madde 5: The innovative initiatives pursued/funded by my firm are often somewhat risky 

and ind  

Madde 6: My firm concurrently manifests risk taking, innovativeness, and proactiveness 

Madde 7: My firm often pre-empts its rivals by being an early leader with innovations whose 

successful outcomes cannot be assured 

Madde 8: In general, my firm is on the cutting edge when it comes to exploiting 

entrepreneurial opportunities because of our desire and demonstrated ability to embrace 

novel (and often risky) innovative initiatives ahead of our rivals 

 

9. Spreitzer (1995) 
 

Madde 1: I have significant authonomy in determining how I do my job 

Madde 2: I can decide on my own how to go about doing my work 

Madde 3: I have considerable opportunity independence and freedom in how I do my job 

 

10. Morgenson ve Humprey (2006) 
 

Autonomy 

Work Scheduling Autonomy 

Madde 1: The job allows me to make my own decisions about how to schedule my work 

Madde 2:  The job allows me to decide on the order in which things are done on the job 

Madde 3:  The job allows me to plan how I do my work 

Decision-Making Autonomy 
Madde 4: The job gives me a chance to use my personal initiative or judgment in carrying 

out the work 

Madde 5:  The job allows me to make a lot of decisions on my own 

Madde 6:  The job provides me with significant autonomy in making decisions 

Work Methods Autonomy 
Madde 7: The job allows me to make decisions about what methods I use to complete my 

work 

Madde 8: The job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and freedom in how I 

do the work 

Madde 9: The job allows me to decide on my own how to go about doing my work 

 

11. Yamagushi (2001) 
 

Madde 1: to make decision in my job 

Madde 2: to do worthwhile jobs 

Madde 3: to be responsible for my job 

Madde 4: to propose ideas 

Madde 5: to express my opinion 

 

12. Hackman ve Oldham (1978) 
 

Madde 1: The jub requires me to uge a nuwmber of complex or high-level skills 

Madde 2:  The job requir-s a lot of cooperative work with other people 

Madde 3:  The job is arranged so that I do not have the chance to do an entire piece of work 

from beginning to end 

Madde 4:  Just doing the uork required by the job provides many chances for me to figure 

out how well I am doing 

Madde 5:  The job is quite simple and repetitive 
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Madde 6: The job can be done adequately by a person working alone--without talking or 

checking with other people 

Madde 7:  The supervisors and co-workArs on this job almost never give me any "feedback" 

about how well I am doing in my work 

Madde 8:  This job is one where a lot of other people can be affected by how well-the work 

gets done 

Madde 9:  The job denies me any chance to use my personal initiative or judgment in 

carrying out the work 

Madde 10: Supervisors often let me know how well they think I am performing the job 

Madde 11: The job provides me the chance to completely finish the pieces of work I begin 

Madde 12: The job itself provides very few clues about whether or not I am performing well 

Madde 13: The job gives me consliderable opportunity for independence and freedom in 

how I do the work 

Madde 14: The job i, self is not very significant or important in the broader scheme of things 

 

13. Wu, Su ve Lee (2008) 
 

Risk-taking behaviour change 

After privatization of my company ... 

Madde 1: I prefer to make decisions and take action without certain knowledge of probable 

outcomes 

Madde 2:  I favour taking on riskier alternatives even if I have to forgo the methods that have 

worked in the past 

Madde 3: I favour a more aggressive posture in order to maximize the probability of 

exploiting potential when faced with task uncertainty 

Madde 4: I am more willing to challenge the status quo and long-standing practices of the 

company 

Madde 5: I feel more comfortable with failures when trying with new ways of solving 

problems. 

Madde 6: I believe that it is best to explore gradually via cautious behaviour owing to the 

nature of task environment 

Madde 7: I am more willing to take an experimental approach to my work 

Madde 8: I become more active in promoting the performance of my department or company 

as a whole 

 

14. Van Dyne ve LePine (1998) 
 

Madde 1: He/she actively looked for customer service concerns 

Madde 2: He/she looked for feedback from the customers to see if there were any problems 

Madde 3: He/she tried to correct faulty customer service processes before they became 

problems 

Madde 4: He/she tried to fix problems before customers even noticed 

Madde 5: He/she anticipated customer service concerns before they were noticed by others 

Madde 6: He/she took the initiative in identifying customer service problems 

Madde 7: He/she tried to learn from other departments about how we were doing to make 

sure there were no complaints 

Madde 8: He/she asked for feedback about customer service issues from those in other 

departments 

 

15. Kanten 2014 
 

Madde 1: I am trying to take tasks that will help my career 
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Madde 2: I am feeling myself responsible bring changes to my job 

Madde 3: I am trying to learn about important work processes in my unit 

Madde 4: I am willing to seek feedback from my managers after completing tasks 

 

16. Belchak ve Hartog (2010) 
 

At work, your colleague personally takes the initiative to:  

Organizational 

Madde 1: suggest ideas for solutions for company problems  

Madde 2: acquire new knowledge that will help the company 

Madde 3: optimize the organization of work to further organizational goals 

 Interpersonal 
Madde 4: share knowledge with colleagues 

 

Madde 6: help orient new colleagues 

Madde 7: help colleagues with developing or implementing new ideas  

Personal 
Madde 8: find new approaches to execute his/her tasks so that s/he can be more successful 

Madde 9: acquire new knowledge that will help his/her career 

Madde 10: realize his/her personal goals at work 

Madde 11: take on tasks that will further his/her career 

 

17. Helmreich ve Spence (1978) 
 

Madde 1: I enjoy working in situations involving competiton with others 

Madde 2: I feel that winning is important in both work and games 

Madde 3: It annoys me when other people perform better than I do 

Madde 4: It is important to me to perform better than others on a task 

 

 

18. Dewett (2007) 

 
Madde 1: When I think of a good way to improve the way I accomplish my work, I will 

risk potential failure to try it out 

Madde 2: I will take a risk and try something new if I have an idea that might improve my 

work, regardless of how I might be evaluated 

Madde 3: I will take informed risks at work in order to get the best results, even though my 

efforts might fail 

Madde 4: I am willing to go out on a limb at work and risk failure when I have a good idea 

that could help me become more successful. 

me more productive, regardless of whether or not my efforts will be successful. 

Madde 6: Even if failure is a possibility, I will take informed risks on the job if I think they 

will help me reach my goals. 

Madde 7: When I think of a way to increase the quality of my work, I will take a risk and 

pursue the idea even though it might not pan out. 

Madde 8: In an effort to improve my performance, I am willing to take calculated risks with 

my work, even if they may not prove successful. 
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