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ABSTRACT 

Evaluating the human resources most effectively is crucially significant for the achievement of the 
enterprises. The productivity and achievement of the nurses who play important roles especially in the quality 
of health services are of great importance. One of the factors affecting productivity is the disease inherent in 
human beings. Continuation of the work despite the illness that negatively affects the productivity of the 
employee is called presenteeism and is examined in terms of organizational variables. The purpose of this study 
is to reveal the relationships among the presenteeism, climate of fear, perceived organizational support, and 
vigor. Data was collected from 418 nurses by survey and analyzed through Structural Equation Model. 
According to the results of the analysis, it was determined that climate of fear had positive effect and perceived 
organizational support had negative effect on presenteeism. Nevertheless, it was also determined that 
presenteeism and perceived organizational support positively affected the affectedness to vigor, and climate of 
fear affected negatively. It is determined that the effects of organizational factors on presenteeism are important 
and a model is revealed based on these results. 

Anahtar Kelimeler: Presenteeism, Perceived Organizational Support, Climate of Fear, Vigor. 
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1. INTRODUCTION  
Sickness can reduce productivity at work (Koopman et al., 2002; Martinez and Ferreira, 

2011; Middaugh, 2007; Edington and Schultz, 2008). However, there is another hidden danger that 
influences the productivity of an organization, at least as much as illness: presenteeism (Johns, 2010). 
Presenteeism is especially high among employees in service sectors such as education, social welfare 

professions that provide services related to the basic needs of human beings feel a stronger need to 
be at work, thus they show a higher level of commitment to being at work when compared to other 

(e.g. shift work, night shifts, inflexible work schedules, unpredictable hours, unsocial hours) lead to 
occupational stress (Martinez and Ferreira, 2011). Another problem for Turkey is not sufficient 
number of nurses. Also, data belongs to the year 2017 in Health Statistics Yearbook (2017) shows 
that number of nurses and midwives per 100.000 population is 272. It shows Turkey is situated below 

on being at work. 

There are many studi
emergence essentially depends on business and individual factors (Aronsson and Gustafsson, 2005; 
Baker&McClearn et al., 2010; Rantanen and Tuominen, 2011). The individual factors leading to 

and Laukkanen, 2009; Johns, 2010; Martinez and Ferreira, 2011; Simpson, 1998), age and 
educational level (Agudelo-  2005). The business 
factors leading to presenteeism were investigated in terms of being employed regularly or 
contractually (Bierla et al., 2013; Martinez and Ferreira, 2011), the hierarchical level in the 
organization (Bierla et al., 2013; Prater and Smith, 2011; Simpson, 1998), heavy work load (Biron 
et al., 2006), unhealthy working conditions and ineffective leadership (Edington and Schultz, 2008), 
supervisory support (Lu et al., 2013) and organizational support (Arslaner and Boylu, 2017). Its 
negative 

and Tuominen, 2011).  

 

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESES 
Presente

the 1990s following a shift in the business climate (Brown et al., 2011). There are numerous 
definitions for the term presenteeism in the literature (Johns, 2010). In this study, presenteeism was 
considered within the context of those employees who keep working, even though they are not fully 
productive due to illness or other medical conditions (Martinez and Ferreira, 2011).

Perceived organizational with effect on presenteeism, support represents the belief of the 
individual that their efforts made for the organization will be rewarded, their contributions would be 
considered and their health and welfare would be looked after. In other words, the perceived 
organizational support is the loyalty of organizations for the employees (Rhoades and Eisenberger, 
2002). When considered within this context, it may be assumed that the level of organizational 
support theoretically influences presenteeism. Empirical studies also support this theoretical 
assumption. Lu et al. (2013) found that supervisory support buffered the negative impact of 

of support offered by the organization/management influences presenteeism. It was observed that as 
the support of managers decreases, the more employees prefer to come to work, since they think their 
absence due to sickness would not be tolerated by managers (Caverley et al., 2007; Quazi, 2013).

 H1: Perceived organizational support has direct negative effect on presenteeism. 
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Through perceived organizational support, the socio emotional needs of employees, such as 
belonging, being respected and receiving approval from others, are satisfied (Armeli et al., 1998). 
Social change, which is maintained through socio emotional benefits such as respect, approval and 
concern in the relationships between employees and employers, sustain the efforts and loyalty of 
employees so long as tangible incentives via salaries and supplementary payments continue. This 
process of change may contribute to the formation of a mutual norm which requires the obligation to 
pay back the supplier of such benefits (Armeli et al., 1998). This strengthens the performance of 
employees related to the organizational outputs and their devotion to the organization, and this leads 

t, perceived organizational 
support decreases and employees feel they have fewer responsibilities to their employers. 
Correspondingly, organizational loyalty decreases and their work related performance standards 
also decrease (Einsenberger et al., 1997). Moreover, Ott et al. (2019) stated that POS as job resource 

influence of perceived organizational support on work engagement level. 

H2: Perceived organizational support has positive effect on vigor. 

In another factors related to business are the attitudes of the administrators towards 

the fear of being out of work (Hansen and Andersen, 2008).  

Some feelings become prominent in the organizational climate. One of the dominant feelings 
may be fear. Fear is a mechanism that enables human beings who encounter an unexpected and 
unforeseen occasion to focus their mind to source of fear (Furedi, 2001). According to Cure (2009), 
losing a job, resigning, changing, losing status, power and authority, making mistakes, and fear of 
being ignored are common causes of a climate of fear.  

The climate of fear is the distortion it causes in communication between individuals. In 
particular, employees prefer to justify themselves when they feel they have a problem (Furedi, 2001). 
In addition, they cannot express their problems vocally, and are afraid of encountering negative 
results if they express their problems (Thongsukmag, 2003). 

Individuals who work in establishments which are dominated by a climate of fear, encounter 
white knuckle lives. This causes anxiety and several health problems that may trigger presenteeism. 
A study conducted by Griney and Singleton (2000, as cited in Johns, 2010) identified discomfort 
among employees in cases of enforcement following their absence. They also reported that members 
of the group displayed reluctance when other members of the group called in sick. Nyberg et al. 
(2008) found that levels of presenteeism due to sickness were higher when administrators in a 
workplace adopted authoritarian leadership styles. In a study conducted by the National Foundation 
for Infectious Diseases in 2004, it was determined that 20% of employees went to work even though 
they were in poor health, as they were afraid of negative responses from the administrators, while 
18% of them kept going to work as they were afraid of losing their job (Martinez and Ferreira, 2011).

H3: Climate of fear has direct positive effect on presenteeism. 

The effects of fear on the climate of an organization have been investigated in several studies 
which found that fear negatively influences organizational learning and the quality of output of an 
organization (Ashkanasy and Nicholson, 2003). When fear is dominant, problems and difficulties 
are exaggerated and possible solutions are overlooked (Furedi, 2001). Cure (2009) and Thongsukmag 
(2003) emphasized that feelings of fear limit perception and thought. This state may negatively affect 
the creativity of the employee and their capacity to think more effectively and generate ideas. It also 
increases gossiping and emotional exhaustion and thus decreases performance.  

 Kataria et al. (2013) and Lee (2015) were investigated work engagement in terms of the 
psychological climate. A positive psychological climate increased work engagement, while the 
opposite led to a decrease. On the other hand, Clark and Loxton (2012) found low levels of work 
engagement among employees who reported fear at work, and had a low level of psychological 
acceptance.  

 H4: Climate of fear has direct negative effect on vigor. 
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The result of presenteeism is generally associated with loss of productivity (Lui and 
Johnston, 2019) and engagement (Admasachew and Dawson, 2011; Garczynski et al.,2013). 

(Schaufeli et al., 2002). According to this definition, work engagement is a motivational process and 
consists of sub dimensions such as vigor, dedication and absorption. Vigor is characterized with 
high energy levels, gathering oneself mentally more quickly during work, a desire to make an effort 
related to work, and being persistent even if there are problems (Schaufeli et al., 2002; Schaufeli and 
Bakker, 2004). Dedication is characterized by meaning, enthusiasm, inspiration, pride and sense of 
contentment while absorption is being completely focussed and paying close attention to work 
(Schaufeli et al., 2002). 

Attridge (2009) determined that employees who do not feel well, either mentally or 
physically, and encounter problems of presenteeism, were seen to have decreased work engagement 
which manifested in their performance. Schaufeli et al. (2006) found there was a positive relationship 
between work engagement and the observed status of health and happiness, while there was a 
negative relationship between work engagement and absence due to sickness. Johns (2009) 
determined a neutral effect between work engagement and absence. On the other hand, Admasachew 
and Dawson (2011) found that there was a negative relationship between presenteeism and work 
engagement in terms of health care workers. For vigor explains energy levels, which is one of the 
dimensions of work engagement an individual owns during work: their determination for making 

associated presenteeism and vigor in wellness programs. 

H5: Presenteeism has negative effect on vigor. 

H6: Presenteeism mediates the relation between climate of fear and vigor. 

H7: Presenteeism mediates the relation between perceived organizational support and vigor.

1.1 Aim and Design 

The research is based upon the assumption that perceived organizational support and a 
climate of fear influence presenteeism and consequently influences vigor. Based on our theoretical 
analysis, we formulate the following hypotheses (Figure 1).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                

 

 

 
Figure 1. Theoretical Model 

 

2. METHOD 

2.1. Study Site and Participants  

Edirne in the region of Thrace, Turkey, were chosen as the entire population sample. The study aimed 
to collect data from the entire population, thus a sample selection was not conducted. Data was 
collected from 418 nurses in the previously mentioned population who voluntarily participated in the 
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study. For the research, data was collected through face to face interviews. The participants ranged 
between 18 and 57 years of age, 393 (92.9%) of them were female. Of the nurses, 295 (69.70%) were 
married and 270 (66.20%) had children. A total of 44 (10.40%) of the participants had graduated 
from high schools, 133 (31.40%) had a diploma of an associate degree, 228 (53.90%) had a 

 

2.2. Instruments 

Within the scope of the study, the researchers adopted and implemented four different scales 
to collect data related to issues within the framework: presenteeism, perceived organizational 
support, a climate of fear, and work engagement. Moreover, data was also collected through an 
information form. To obtain language equivalence while adopting the scales, the scales were 
translated from English into Turkish by two specialists who were experts in both English and 
Turkish, and who were experienced in translation. Then, two additional experts, who were also 
experienced in translation, translated the Turkish texts into English. Those translation forms were 
compared to each other by four experts in the field and the pre application was conducted. As a 
result of the pre application, four unclear questions were revised after review by the experts, and the 
form used in the main application was established. 

2.2.1. Presenteeism Scale 

To determine problems that employees encounter at work, the Stanford Presenteeism Scale
SPS 6 developed by Koopman et al. (2002) was adapted into Turkish culture and implemented. The 
scale consists of 6 items on a 5 point Likert scale. It has two sub dimensions: Being Unable to Avoid 
Distractibility and Failing in the Achievement of the Task. A higher score indicates a higher level of 
presenteeism. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) were 
carried out. In this study, it was determined that the structure in the unique form of SPS 6, because 
of AFA, was protected and consisted of two factors. The total contribution of those two factors gave 
a variance of 74.06%. As a result of CFA, the error variance of the two observed variants in the sub
dimension of Failing in the Achievement of the Task was high (.91, .84). Since the data showed 
deviation from the expected values, it was decided to employ the dimension of Being Unable to 
Avoid from Distractibility in the research model to evaluate the independent variables. The fit indices 

(423)

CFI= 1.00 and GFI= .99. The Cronbach alpha internal consistency reliability coefficient for the 
original scale is .80. In this study, this has a value of .89. Average variance extracted (AVE) and 
composite reliability (CR) values for the scale were calculated. AVE value was suggested as .50 and 
above, CR value was suggested as .70 and above by Fornell and Larker (1981). But Psailla and 
Vagner (2007) stated that AVE values above .40 are also acceptable (Psailla and Wagner, 2007) and 
Fornell and Larcker (1981) stated that if AVE was less than 0.50 but CR retained a value higher than 
0.6, then convergent validity of the construct was still adequate (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). AVE 
value for Being Unable to Avoid Distractibility was calculated as .72 and CR value as .88. The factor 
loadings of the items are between .81 and .89. 

2.2.2. Perceived Organizational Support Scale 

To measure perceived organizational support, the Perceived Organizational Support Scale 
(POS) employed by Einsenberger et al. (1997) was adapted into Turkish culture and employed in the 
study. The scale consists of 8 items on a 5 point Likert scale and one factor was asserted. Obtaining 
high scores indicated a high perception of organizational support. The result of EFA manifested a 
structure of a single factor which explains the 72.23% of total variance. It was found that both factors 
have low levels of factor load values and those items were excluded after review by the experts. As 
a result of CFA, the single factor structure with 6 items was verified and the model fit indices were 

(423)

Cronbach alpha internal consistency coefficient of the original scale is .80. In this study it was found 
to be .81. AVE value for the six items in the scale was calculated as .65 and CR value as .85. The 
factor loadings of the items are between .66 and .91. 
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2.2.3. Climate of Fear Scale 

In order to measure the climate of fear, the Scale for the Climate of Fear developed by 
Ashkanasy and Nicholson (2003) was adapted into Turkish culture and employed in the study. The 
scale consists of 13 items on a 5 point Likert scale and two factor asserted.  Achievement of high 
scores indicates high levels of a climate of fear. As a result of EFA, it was determined that the factor 
load values of an item were low. Consequently, those items were excluded from the scale after review 
by the experts. A structure with two factors and twelve items was found to explain 55.93% of total 
variance. As a result of CFA, a structure with two factors called Feeling of Uneasiness and Fear of 

(423)= 189.03 p< .05; 

internal consistency coefficient of the original scale is .93. In this study, it was found to be .83. AVE 
value for Feeling of Uneasiness was calculated as .47 and CR value as .85. The factor loadings of 
the items are between .51 and .84. AVE value for Fear of Expressing Thoughts was calculated as .48 
and CR value as .83. The factor loadings of the items are between .60 and .76. 

2.2.4. Work Engagement Scale 

In order to measure vigor, the Scale of Work Engagement (Utrecht Work Engagement Scale
UWES) developed by Schaufeli et al. (2002) was adapted and employed. The scale was implemented 
in accordance with a 5 point Likert scale. The scale has 17 items with three sub dimensions such as 
Vigor, Dedication and Absorption. The results of EFA and CFA indicate that the original structure 
of the scale was preserved. The total contribution of the factors to the variances is 67.47%. Model 

2/df=3.9, GFI=.89, CFI=.97, RMSEA=.08 and RMR=.06. The 
Cronbach alpha internal consistency coefficient of the original scale is .80 for Vigor, .91 for 
Dedication and .75 for Absorption. In this study, these figures were .92, .90 and .88, respectively. 
The total of the scale is .87. AVE value for Vigor was calculated as .60 and CR value as .85. The 
factor loadings of the items are between .63 and .93. AVE value for Dedication was calculated as .58 
and CR value as .83. The factor loadings of the items are between .63 and .87. AVE value for 
Dedication was calculated as .56 and CR value as .85. The factor loadings of the items are between 
.60 and .89. 

2.2.5. Information Form 

Data about the socio demographic variants of the employees and their job status was 
collected through a data collection. It was prepared by the researchers. 

2.3. Research and Findings 

This research is in the form of a survey. In order to examine the associations between 

and structural equation modeling (SEM). Multivariate normality of all variables were assessed with 

Likelihood (Robust ML) as the estimation method for factor extraction. The robust maximum 
likelihood estimator was used for the model estimation because it allowed the data to deviate from 
multivariate normality to a certain degree. For data analysis of the SEM, a Linear Structural 
Relationship (LISREL 8.80) program was employed. Firstly, Table 1 shows the mean, standard 
deviation, and internal consistency among research variables. 

Table 1: Mean, Standard Deviation And Relationship Between of Research Variables. 

Variable Mean Variance  Mean  Std. Deviation 1 2 3 4 5 
1 Avoiding Distraction 8.94 3.46     
2 Perceived Organizational Support 15.29 5.22 ,35**    
3 Feeling of Uneasiness 19.85 5.58 ,58** ,32**    
4 Fear of Expressing Thoughts 15.71 4.33 ,18** ,08 ,28**   
5 Vigor   19.59 5.23 ,51** ,35** ,52** ,15**  

** p<0.001 
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As seen in Table 1, a positive and significant relationship was determined between the scores 
of fear of expressing and avoiding distraction, avoiding distraction and feeling of uneasiness and fear 
of expressing, feeling of uneasiness and fear of expressing scores, and  vigor and perceived 
organizational support (r= .18, .58, .28, and .35, p<.01). But, a negative and significant relationship 
was determined between the scores of avoiding distraction and perceived organizational support, 
avoiding distraction and vigor, and perceived organizational support and feeling of uneasiness, 
feeling of uneasiness and vigor and fear of expressing thoughts and vigor (r= .35, .51, .32, .52, 
and .15, p<.01). No significant relationship was observed between the perceived organizational 
support and fear of expressing thoughts (p>.05).  

Factors in the research model included the causal relationships between Avoiding Distraction 
(AD), Feeling of Uneasiness (FU), Fear of Expressing Thoughts (FET), Perceived Organizational 
Su
significant paths including the paths from Fear of Expressed Thoughts to Avoiding Distraction and 

significant paths did not increase 
the model chi square. The revised model was retained as the final structural model. The overall fit 

2/df=2, GFI=.90, CFI=.98, 
RMSEA=.05, and RMR=.05. The final structural model with standard path coefficients is presented 

 

 
Figure 2. Structural Model (Avoiding Distraction [AD], Feeling of Uneasiness [FU], Fear of Expressing Thoughts 

[FET], Perceived Organizational Support [POS] and Vigor [VIGOR]) 

Total, direct, and indirect effects of independent and mediator variables on outcome variable 
are shown in Table 2. POS and FU was directly and indirectly associated with VIGOR via AD.

Table 2: Standardized Estimates of Total, Direct and Indirect Effects on Vigor 

 Effect S.E. 

POS  VIGOR (total effect) .17* .05 
POS  VIGOR (direct effect) .14* .05 
POS  AD  VIGOR (total indirect effect) .04* .02 
FU  VIGOR (total effect) .48* .05 
FU  VIGOR (direct effect) .31* .07 
FU  AD  VIGOR (total indirect effect) .17* .04 

Avoiding Distraction [AD], Feeling of Uneasiness [FU], Perceived Organizational Support [POS] and Vigor 
[VIGOR].  

*p < .05  
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3. RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS 

In this section, firstly the construct validity of the adapted measurement tools and then the 

onsidered to indicate a poor model 

organizational support, and climate of fear scale were found as 1.82, .83 and .83. It is indicated that 
they are a good fit index. But, work engagement scale was 3.9. It is interpreted as poor model. For 
the GFI, and CFI, values vary between 0 and 1.00; values of 1.00 are considered to indicate a perfect 

0 are considered to 
indicate a good model fit (Hooper, Coughlan, and Mullen, 2008; Hu and Bentler, 1999). The CFI 
and GFI values of the all of the scales were found as 1.00, 1.00, .96, and .97. These values posited a 
good coherence. For RMSEA, and RMR, values vary between 0 and 1.00; 1.00 are considered to 

fitting model and; 
for RMSEA, a cut off of 0,06 is recommended, but SRMR .08 or less reasonable by Hu and Bentler 
(1999). However, RMSEA (Hooper, Coughlan, and Mullen, 2008) and SRMR (Kline, 2011) values 

and .02, .00 and .00, .08 and .06 and .08 and .06. Findings showed that all of the scales fit the data 
2/df=2.00, GFI=.90, CFI=.98, 

and CFI perfect. RMSEA and RMR indicates a perfect coherence. 

oriented and 
unpredictable responses in the workplace leads employees to encounter difficulties in expressing 
their problems in every aspect. The employee avoids taking time off when sick despite having the 
right to do so, due to the fear of negative responses from managers and workmates. Griney and 
Singleton (2000) pointed out that uneasiness emerged when there are some enforcements after a 
definite absence. It was also reported that some team members displayed a reluctance that was related 
to other colleagues who call in sick (Johns, 2010). When there is absence from work due to sickness, 
factors such as being afraid of negative attitudes of managers or workmates, or being unable to guess 
responses, foster presenteeism. Nyberg et al. (2008) observed that levels of presenteeism dependent 
on sickness increased when administrators in the workplace adopted forms of autocratic leadership. 
In a study by the National Foundation for Infectious Diseases in 2004, 20% of employees went to 
work even though they were in poor health, as they were afraid of negative responses from their 
managers, while 18% of them were afraid of losing their jobs (Martinez and Ferreira, 2011). The 
findings of this study overlap with the findings of the four previously mentioned studies. A climate 
of fear demoralizes employees and increases stress. For this reason, the study reveals the negative 

hypothesis of the research. The analyses verified the hypothesis. Support from the organization and 

support from administrators is low, employees may prefer to go to work since they assume that their 
managers will not tolerate absence due to sickness (Quazi, 2013), consequently their presenteeism 
also increases (Caverley et al., 2007). The findings of this research are in line with the results of 
previously mentioned research. Based on those results, we may conclude that employees who do not 
feel organizational support were at risk in terms of presenteeism. Wellness, the health of employees, 
and their loyalty to work would increase on condition that they are supported and feel less pressure 
to attend work when ill. 

decreases. The results of studies related to the issue are contradictory. According to Attridge (2009), 
employees who feel mentally or physically unwell and suffer from presenteeism, experience a 
decrease in their work engagement, which also influences their performance. Higher levels of work 
engagement lead to lower levels of presenteeism. Schaufeli et al. (2006) found a positive relationship 
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between work engagement and the sensated status of health and happiness, while they found a 
negative relationship with absence due to sickness. Admasachew and Dawson (2011) determined a 
negative relationship between presenteeism and work engagement among health workers. Johns 
stated that presenteeism is located between work engagement and absence (Johns, 2009). According 
to the results of this study, it may be concluded that individuals who experience presenteeism are not 
engaged at work, therefore they do not work vigorously and may fail to meet expected levels of 
performance.  

esearch. 
Analyses verify the hypothesis. The research findings of Clark and Loxton (2012), Kataria et al. 
(2013) and Lee (2015) point out that work engagement is influenced by the psychological climate. 
A positive psychological climate increases work engagement, while a negative psychological 
environment decreases work engagement. The results of this study are in line with the common 
results of earlier studies: a climate of fear creates a negative organizational climate and this decreases 
vigor. When a climate of fear hinders the thoughts, skills and attitudes of employees, it is clear that 
they will not feel vigorous.  

ens and Stinglhamber (2014) and Biswas and 
Bhatnagar (2013) determined a positive relationship between organizational support and work 

increase depending on the perceived organizational support.  

between perceived organization
was directly associated with vigor and mediated the relationships of perceived organizational support 
and climate of fear with vigor.  

In this study, self  assessment method was used in the evaluations. This is the most 
important limitation of the research. Data collection measurements using the method are based on 

provide information about themselves (Bing, LeBreton, Davison, Migetz, and James, 2007). In 
addition, the reliability of the responses may be negatively affected if the responses give rise to social 
acceptance, promotion expectation or vice versa (Heidemeier and Moser, 2009, as cited 
2015). Hence, workers may have manipulated responses to the variables examined in the study. This 
potential negative situation can be minimized by including qualitative data in the study. Thus, more 
reliable and detailed results can be revealed.  
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