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2 ABSTRACT. Questo studio ha indagato in un campione slovacco la validita convergente della versione ridotta
del Workplace Attachment Style Questionnaire e della Leader as Security Provider Scale, verificandone la relazione
con l'efficacia percepita della leadership e 'appartenenza all’organizzazione. Le caratteristiche base sicura e rifugio
sicuro hanno mostrato una correlazione negativa con stili insicuri e una correlazione positiva con uno stile sicuro.
Stili insicuri e stress da separazione hanno predetto I'appartenenza. La base sicura e il rifugio sicuro con uno stile
ansioso hanno predetto I'efficacia percepita. Pur riguardando variabili simili sulla leadership o I'appartenenza i
risultati indicano che WASQ e LASPP sono diversi tra loro.

2 SUMMARY. We aimed to examine the convergent validity of the shortened version of the Workplace Attachment
Style Questionnaire and the Leader as Security Provider Scale verifying the relationship of these scales with perceived
leadership effectiveness and belonging to the organization in Slovak sample. The relationship between Leader as Security
Provider Scale and Workplace Attachment Style Questionnaire confirmed a negative correlation between secure base
and safe haven and insecure styles and positive correlations with a secure style. The insecure styles and separations
distress predicted belonging to the organization. Secure base and safe haven and preoccupied style were predictors of
the perceived effectiveness of the leader. The results suggest that although these two methodologies are related to similar
variables dealing with leadership or belonging, they are unique. It is necessary to examine both constructs with other
variables such as satisfaction, work engagement, or performance.
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INTRODUCTION

Attachment is widely studied construct rooted in the
biological nature of humans. According to Bowlby (1969),
children have the ingrained essence of seeking safety and
comfort that affect the primary relationship person from the
first days of our lives. The attachment constructs explain how
individuals reactin interactions with others concerning stress
management (Mikulincer & Florian, 1995). Based on the care
of the primary person in times of distress, individuals create
internal working models of themselves and others that include
individuals® feelings, opinions, or behaviors (Zimberoff &
Hartman, 2002). If individuals have experienced adequate
manifestations of the primary person, which has always been
available, they developed a secure style of attachment (Hazan
& Shaver, 1990). Conversely, inadequate immediate responses
and lack of availability are associated with preoccupied or
dismissive attachments (Hazan & Shaver, 1990).

The attachment studies primarily focused on the
emotional journey between mother and child (Bowlby,
2010). Over time, the field of research has shifted to the
transfer of a relationship from childhood to adulthood and
close relationships (Hazan & Shaver, 1994). Subsequently,
the attachment process extended to various objects such as
animals (Crawford, Worsham & Swinehart, 2006; Pralong,
2004), intangible objects (Fournier, 1998; Lacceuilhe, 2000),
places (Lewicka, 2010; Scannell & Gifford, 2010; Scrima, di
Stefano, Guarnaccia & Lorito, 2015; Scrima, Moffat & Rioux,
2015; Scrima, Moffat & Rioux, 2016) or tangible objects in
the workplace (Rioux, 2017). Today, we have several studies
and scientific data in the field of attachment in childhood
and adulthood. Considerable attention is pay to its research.
However, what is not so much research is the work area.
In this regard, the research focused mainly on personality.
However, the importance of attachment styles as a specific
domain of character, which could also influence the results
of our working lives, was somehow overlooked (Harms,
2011). Attachment styles should consider an essential part of
social relationships in the workplace because of their ability
to influence relationships between individuals (Collins &
Read, 1990).

According to Allen (2020), early attachment experiences
shape an individual’s sense of belonging. Baumeister and
Leary (1995) differ between the need to belong and attachment.
Belonging need depends on close relationships based on an

accumulation of intimacy and shared experience where one
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person can be replaced by any other. Belonging in adulthood
is not dependent on the early association with the mother, as
Bowlby (1969) states. However, same as attachment, belonging
is the fundamental human need. According to the connection
with a specific locality, belonging to the community is tied to
the place and characterized by the reluctance to leave (Bollen
& Hoyle, 1999; Hughey & Bardo, 1984; Grance & Ming, 2001;
Nanistovd & Mesaro$ova, 2000). The place’s characteristics
become essential in the cognitive assessment of the sense of
belonging, taking into account the environment, the place
attachment, identity, and satisfaction. There is also a view
of belonging to the community that concerns the emotional
aspect of belonging, such as friendship, belonging to a group
of people which is more important than a place (McMillan &
Chavis, 1986). Research results show that place attachment
predicts the sense of belonging (NaniStovd & Mesaro$ova,
2000), that belonging indicates place attachment (Hidalgo &
Hernéndez, 2001) and also that there is a mutual relationship
(Pretty, Chipuer & Bramston, 2003). Place attachment also
describes the emotional attachment between a person and
place (Swim et al., 2011), and Scrima, Rioux and di Stefano
(2017) supported the idea, “that the bonds that an individual
form with workplace can be classified as attachment bonds”
(p. 944).

Hazan and Shaver (1990) were among the first to apply
attachment theory to the work environment. They focused
on transferring attachments from close relationships to
workplace relationships. They used a typological measure and
contributed to the knowledge that securely attached workers
are happier at work. Their relationships in the workplace
are of better quality, feel competent, and experience less
fear in working life. Conversely, anxious employees are
more afraid of rejection due to their low self-esteem and
higher job turnover. Anxiously attached leaders show less
efficiency in performing tasks. Dismissive attached workers
try to avoid social interactions, do not seek emotional
support under stress, but they are more satisfied at work than
anxious workers though less than securely attached workers.
Dismissive leaders tend to be task-oriented and less effective
in relationship management (Davidovitz, Mikulincer, Shaver,
Izsak & Popper, 2007; Hazan & Shaver, 1990; Little, Nelson,
Wallace & Johnson, 2011).

Nevertheless, there are other theoretical prerequisites
for the study of attachment in work. From the perspective
of environmental psychology, the term place attachment is

defined as a strong emotional relationship to place, which
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is significant for its symbolism (Nanis$tovd, 1998). Rioux
(2006) defines a job position as an emotional bond arising
from the dynamic interaction between the employee and
the organizational environment and is an important aspect
of the quality of working life. It is considered a resource for
employees (Rioux & Pignault, 2013), whereas strong attached
individuals are happier at work, less likely to quit their job,
and achieve their next performance (Ding, 2007; Le Roy &
Rioux, 2012). Workplace attachment was examined based on
one-dimensional scales (Bonaiuto, Fornara & Bonnes, 2003;
Rioux & Mokounkolo, 2005; Velasco & Rioux, 2010). One of
the most famous scales based on one-dimensionality is the
Workplace Attachment Scale (Rioux, 2006).

Scrima and colleagues (Scrima, 2018; Scrima et al,
2017; Scrima, Rioux & Lorito, 2014) addressed investigating
attachment to the workplace based directly on Bowlby’s
attachment theory. He was the first to develop a methodology
for measuring workplace attachment styles called the
Workplace Attachment Style Questionnaire (WASQ), which
was based on a two-dimensional understanding founded
on the work of Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991). He
emphasized the quality of attachment, focusing on exploring
attachment styles in the workplace (Scrima, 2018). The model
consisted of thoughts of itself and thoughts of a place with
a positive and negative charge. Their combination creates
four types of attachment styles: a secure, preoccupied,
dismissive, and fearful style (Scrima et al., 2017; Scrima,
2018). Employees whose working conditions are sufficient
in terms of safety, atmosphere, or productivity achieve
less concern about workplace conditions. These working
conditions could ultimately lead to a more positive
perception of their workplace, greater attachment to such
a workplace, and increased daily productivity (Ding, 2007).
Thus, securely attached workers have a more positive
attitude towards work, are more committed, adaptable
to changes in the organization, and have a higher quality
of working life. Preoccupied attached workers are more
empowered with manifestations of anxiety related to job loss
(Scrima, Moftat et al., 2015). It has been found that the more
employees are attached to the workplace, the more they help
their colleagues and are more teammate players (Rioux &
Pavalache-Ilie, 2013).

Examining the attachment in terms of relationships or
workplace attachments has an irreplaceable role that can
further specify workers’ behavior. However, relationships in

the workplace are influenced by the own style of attachment

of the leader and subordinate, and they include the
dynamics of attachment (Mayseless, 2010). The specificity
of the relationship between a leader and a subordinate is its
asymmetricity, mutual interpretations and expectations,
and purpose specificity (Harms, 2011). Mayseless (2010)
argues that leader provides particular safety and cares for
subordinates, especially in difficult and stressful situations.
Thus, the leader should be sensitive to the needs of the
subordinate, support and motivate, strengthen success,
and develop their autonomy (Popper & Mayseless, 2003).
The contribution of attachment orientation in leaders is
connected with subordinates’ performance (Davidovitz et
al., 2007). For example, the compatibility of the relationship
between leader and subordinate concerning various
variables of organizational behavior (Davidovitz et al., 2007;
Keller, 2003).

Molero et al. (2019) sought to determine whether
subordinates perceive their leaders as attachment persons.
They have thus developed a scale that examines the
extent to which subordinates perceive their leaders as safe
attachment persons in the organizational environment.
In creating the individual items in the questionnaire, the
authors theoretically relied on five basic characteristics of
a leader who is a security provider: secure base, safe haven,
responding warmly to proximity seeking, emotional ties,
separation distress. All items were formulated so that
the participants focused on their direct superior. Within
the correlations with other variables, they demonstrated
a significant correlation with transformational and
transactional leadership. The higher the participants
perceived their leader as a secure attachment person, the
more they perceived him/her as a transformational and
transactional leader. The less they perceived him/her as a
passive and avoidant leader. They also found that the higher
the scores achieved by the participants in the LSPS scale, the
more they perceived their leader as effective and the more
satisfied they were with his leadership.

Taking the position of a leader is a challenging task,
not only in terms of responsibility and influence on others
to achieve the set goals but also because such activity
is increasingly challenging. Depending on the leader’s
actions, the organization can either prosper and achieve
its goals or, conversely, enter a recession. Therefore, it is
essential to know what influences leaders in being effective
(Gomes, 2014). Gomes (2016) proposed a three-phase model

of leadership efficiency that explains the effectiveness of
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leaders in terms of the linear relationship between the three
main components. The first factor includes the leader’s
ideas, principles, and goals and is named the leadership
philosophy. The second factor comprises behavior that
leads the leader to achieve valuable ideas, directions, and
goals and is called leadership practice. The last factor is the
leadership criteria showing the indicators used by leaders
to evaluate the implementation of their leadership. If these
three components work in an integrated way, it is assumed
that leaders will more effectively meet the requirements of
the organization following the requirements of subordinates
(Gomes, 2014). The three-phase model works based on
two cycles of the leadership process. The conceptual cycle
evaluates how a leader should behave, and the practical
cycle evaluates how a leader behaves right now. Suppose
there is a relationship between the conceptual (what should
be done) and the practical cycle (what is happening). In
that case, there is mutual unity which leads to the higher
efficiency of the leader. Based on this model, Gomes (2016)
created a self-explanatory questionnaire called the Leader

Effectiveness Questionnaire.

AIM OF THE STUDY

Due to the increasing attractiveness of workplace

attachment research about various variables, we

considered contributing with a more systematic approach

of evaluating these psychological constructs by verifying
reliable methods for their measurement. The WASQ and

LSPS scales have already been described in terms of their

factor characteristics. Still, to date, no study confirms the

relationship between them and other psychosocial variables.

Our work aims to examine the convergent validity of the

shortened version of the WASQ from (Mrazkova & Lis4,

2021) and the Leader as Security Provider Scale from Molero

et al. (2019) in Slovak translation. After that, we will verify

the relationships of WASQ and LSPS with demographic
variables, perceived leadership effectiveness, and belonging
to the organization.

- We hypothesize significant relationships, weakly to
moderately practical significance, between the WASQ and
LSPS questionnaires (Scrima, 2015).

- Wehypothesize that workplace attachment is related to the
perceived effectiveness of a leader (Molero et al., 2019).

- We hypothesize that workplace attachment is related to
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belongings to the organization (Hidalgo & Herndndez,
2001; Nani$tova & MesaroSovd, 2000; Pretty et al., 2003).

METHODS

Measurement

The Workplace Attachment Style Questionnaire (WASQ)
measures attachment to the workplace (Scrima, 2018).
It contains 15 items that represent three styles of
workplace attachments, with five items for each style:
dismissive (e.g., I dread going back to my workplace after
a holiday), secure (e.g., I'm attached to my workplace)
and preoccupied workplace attachment style (e.g., I
often feel anxious in my workplace) (Scrima, 2018). The
questions are answered on a 5-point Likert scale from 0
=1 do not agree to 4 = I completely agree. We worked
with an abbreviated version of the WASQ of nine items
(Mrazkova & Lisa, 2021).

The Leader as Security Provider Scale (LSPS) measures
how employees perceive their leader as a security provider
(Molero et al,, 2019). It contains 15 items (e.g., My leader
is the person I count on most for useful advice at work)
with 5-point scale ranging from 0 = I do not agree to
4 = 1 completely agree. The one-factor structure was
demonstrated, where the final score is calculated as an
average (Cronbach’s alpha = .96).

The Leadership Cycle Questionnaire (LCQ) measures
perceived leadership effectiveness (Gomes, 2016). It
consists of a practical leadership cycle, of “real behavior”
which contains a leadership philosophy (e.g., Tells us
the ideas she/he values the bridge), leadership practice
(e.g., Acts in accordance with the ideas valued) and
leadership criteria (e.g., Evaluates if his/her ideas
were executed) and “preferred behavior” which also
contains the dimensions mentioned above. These three
dimensions are divided into six finite subscales. 15 items
are answered on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 = never to
5 = always. The scores of both parts of the questionnaire
are calculated as an average. The efficiency index for each
subscale is calculated by subtracting the value obtained
in the preferred behavior from the value obtained in the
current behavior. Subsequently, the total efficiency index
is calculated by adding the resulting efficiency indices

from the three subscales. The perceived effectiveness of
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the leader has the higher level the closer the average score
is to zero. The Cronbach’s alpha was (0 = .83) for leader
philosophy in the current behavior, and (a = .85) for the
preferred behavior. The leadership practice was (o = .87)
in the current behavior and (0 = .89) for preferred. The
leadership criteria reached (o = .89) in current behavior
and (0 = .86) for preferred (Gomes, 2016). The WASQ,
LSPS, and LCQ questionnaires were translated into
Slovak by two independent researchers, psychologists.
The translation of ambiguous cases was determined by
consensus.

- The Scale of Belonging to the Organization (SBO) consists of
6 items divided into two dimensions (Kretova, 2005; Lisa,
2020). Four items measure the community place (e.g.,
I would like to work precisely in the building where we
work) and two items the relationships in the community
(e.g., There, where I work, people can be trusted). The scale
measures the intensity of belonging to the organization
on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 = never to 5 = always
(a=.77).

In addition to the questionnaires, participants also filled
in sociodemographic variables such as age, sex, organizational

tenure, and work position.

Participants and procedure

The research sample consisted of 645 participants who
were working adults or part-time workers from various labor
markets (finance, business, education). To verify the internal
structure of the questionnaires, we randomly divided the
research sample into two halves, where the first half was
used for exploratory factor analysis and the second for
confirmatory factor analysis.

The first half of the sample consisted of 323 participants
aged 16 to 78 years (M = 37.09; SD = 11.74). There were 42.4%
men and 53.9 women. The organizational tenure ranged from
.20 years to 40 years (M = 5; SD = 5.47). 13.6% of the sample
were leaders, and 86.4% were subordinates.

The second half of the research sample consisted of 322
participants aged 18 to 70 years (M = 38.63, SD = 10.85).
Men made up 41.1% and women 47.5%. The organizational
tenure ranged from less than a year to 27 years (M = 5.77;
SD = 5.19). 14.6% of the sample were leaders, and 85.3% were
subordinates.

We analyzed the relationship of WASQ to other scales

on the whole sample of participants (N = 645). Paper
questionnaires were thrown into electronic form by three
psychology students. Participants ranged in age from 16 to
78 years, (M = 37.84, SD = 11.34). There were 43.4% men and
50.7% women. The organizational tenure ranged from less
than a year to 40 years (M = 5.37; SD = 5.34). 14.2% of the

sample were leaders, and 85.8% were subordinates.

Ethical approval

All procedures performed in studies involving human
participants were following the ethical standards of the
institutional and national research committee and with
the 1964 Helsinki declaration and its later amendments.
Written informed consent was obtained from all individual

participants included in the study.

Data analysis

We verified the internal structure of LSPS using the
principal axis factoring extraction method with direct
Oblimin rotation. We calculated the internal consistency of
extracted factors as Cronbach’s alphas. After verifying the
relationships between the questionnaires’ variables through
Spearmen correlation analysis and multiple linear regression
analysis, we used the Mann Whitney U test and the Kruskal
Wallis test for the differences between gender and job position
in the individual variables of the questionnaires.

We performed a CFA for LSPS, SBO, and LCQ based on
structural equation modeling (SEM) to confirm the factor
structure. The robust maximum likelihood (ML) method
estimated the parameters, and we used the lavaan software
(Satorra & Bentler,1994). Parameters by robust Tucker-Lewis
index (TLI), where the value should be greater than .90,
then the robust comparative fit index (CFI), where values
range from 0 to 1. A value greater than .95 indicates a good
model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The robust Root Mean Square
Error of Approximation (RMSEA) ranges from 0 to 1, and
a smaller value indicates a better model fit. According to
Brown (2015), the value of .06 or less is a good model fit
(Brown, 2015). Lastly, we used robust, Standardized Root
Mean Square Residual (SRMR), ranging from 0 to 1, while
values smaller than .08 are a criterion of an acceptable model

(Hu & Bentler, 1999).
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RESULTS

Verification of the structure of
questionnaires

WASQ questionnaire showed reliability values for the
secure workplace attachment style o = .647, the preoccupied
workplace attachment style a = .757, and the dismissive
workplace attachment style 0. = .803.

LSPS, originally from Molero et al. (2019), corresponding
to a one-factor solution. In our case, none of the fit indices
met the required limit for one-factor solution. In EFA, we
excluded items that saturated both or no factors. The reduced
model showed RMSEA = .06 and TLI = .966, which we
consider being excellent values. KMO = .883, from which
we concluded that the questionnaire is suitable for factor
analysis. Table 1 shows the final two-factor model. The factors
explained 54.91% of the variance. Factor 1, which we called
Secure base and safe haven (AM = 15.66, SD = 4.40), saturated
items number 5, 9, 10, 12, 14, 15 (e.g., I think my leader would
support my growth and advancement on the job), with a
44.93% variance. The second factor, called Separation distress
(AM = 4.68, SD = 2.74), saturated items 6, 7, 8 (e.g., If my
leader moved to another organization or another position in
this organization, I would try to go with him/her), with 9.98%
of explained variance. Cronbach’s alpha ranges from .799
to .857. Factors correlated strongly positively (p = .546). A
weak correlation was also confirmed between the Separation
distress and organizational tenure levels (p =.114).

Table 1 compares the one-factor and two-factor model of
the LSPS. The one-factor model does not meet any required
values of fit indices except for SRMR (.065). In contrast, a
two-factor model containing six items in the secure base and
safe haven and three items in the separation distress meets all
required criteria, thus it is suitable for a two-factor solution.
Figure 1 shows a graphical representation of the CFA for LSPS.

We verified the suitability of the three-factor model of
the LCQ within the current behavior as well as the preferred
behavior by CFA. Based on the values CFI = .956, TLI = .947,
SRMR = .040 and RMSEA = .072, the scale of LCQ current
behavior is suitable for a three-factor solution. The values of
Cronbach’s alpha ranged from .88 to .92. Preferred behavior
also showed good data fit (CFI = .975, TLI = .969, SRMR =
.034 and RMSEA = .052). Cronbach’s alpha values ranged
from .86 to .91. The Slovak version of the LSPS questionnaire

is available upon request from authors.
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CFA of the SBO confirmed good data fit for two-
factor solution (place and relationships), where CFI = .997,
TLI = 994, SRMR = .016 and RMSEA = .034. The values of
Cronbach’s alpha ranges from .79 to .87. All items correlated
with factors at p<.001. A strong positive correlation was
confirmed between the factors of the SBO at p = .69 and
P<.000.

Convergent validity of WASQ and
LSPS

The WASQ confirmed a positive correlation between
two insecure styles (p = .556, p<.001), the secure style was
negatively correlated with a preoccupied (p = —.220, p<.001)
and a dismissive (p = —.137, p<.001) (see Table 2). Secure base
and secure haven negatively correlated with insecure styles of
WASQ (p = —.293, —.233, p<.001) and, with secure positively
(p =.339, p<.001). The separation distress correlated with the
secure style (p = .431, p<.001).

The SBO scales correlated with all scales of the WASQ,
where place to the community negatively correlated with
preoccupied style (p = —.425, p<.001), with dismissive style
(p = —.275, p<.001) and positively with secure style (p = .505,
p<.001). Relationships negatively correlated with preoccupied
style (p = —.279, p<.001), dismissive (p = —.223, p<.001) and
positively with secure style (p = .278, p<.001).

Weak positive correlations were also between the
perceived effectiveness of the leader with preoccupied
(p = .255, p<.001), dismissive (p = .238, p<.001) and secure
style (p = .114, p<.001). The secure style was negatively
correlated with the organizational tenure (p = —.166, p<.001).
The higher the score in insecure attachment, the higher the
perceived effectiveness of the leader. The higher the secure
attachment, the lower the perceived effectiveness of the
leader.

Weak positive relations were also between secure base
and safe haven with scales of the SBO (place: p = .303,
p<.001, and relationships: p = .295, p<.001). The separation
distress positively correlated with place (p =.291, p<.001) and
community relationships (p = .254, p<.001). The perceived
effectiveness of the leader negatively correlated with the
secure base and safe haven (p = —.374, p<.001), and with
separation distress (p = —.198, p<.001). There was a weak
correlation between organizational tenure and separation

distress (p = .115, p<.001).
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Table 1 — Exploratory factor analysis of LSPS

EFA 1 2

Item 5 730

Item 6 .603

Item 7 877

Item 8 758

Item 9 429

Item 10 581

Item 12 .580

Item 14 763

Item 15 .885

Explained variance 44.93% 9.98%
Cronbach’s alpha .857 799
Model CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA (lower-upper)
1 factor .86 84 .065 .106 (.094 — .119)
2 factors .96 .94 .048 .07 (.053-.104)

Note. All items (structural parameters) correlated with two factors at the level of p<.001. A strong positive correlation was confirmed

between LSPS factors (p = .546, p<.000).

The place of community (p = —.293, p<.001) and the
relationships in the community (p = —.316, p<.001) correlated
with the perceived effectiveness of the leader. There was also a
weak correlation between age and place (p =.139, p<.001). The
organizational tenure strongly correlated with age (p = .491,
p<.001).

Table 3 shows the multiple linear regression, where

the SBO place entered as a dependent variable and the

dimensions of the WASQ and LSPS as predictors, showed
a significant regression. The results show that Adjusted
R? is the highest in the third model, which contains two
dimensions of the WASQ (secure and preoccupied) and the
separation distress from the LSPS. Looking at the third model
(F = 105.709, p<.001) with an adjusted R? = .377 and a 37.7%
variance, the secure style was the strongest predictor of the

community place (B = .393, p<.001). Likewise, the predictor
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Figure 1 — Confirmatory factor analysis of LSPS
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Table 2 — Correlations between WASQ, LSPS, LCQ, SBO and sociodemographic variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Preoccupied style -
2. Dismissive style 556%:* -
3. Secure style —220%* — 137%%* -
4. Secure base & safe haven —.203%% —233%%  339%* -
5. Separation distress -.040 -.011 A3k 537k -

6. Relations to the community ——.279%% —223%* = 278%%  295%*  254%%* -
7. Place to the community —425%* —275%*%  505%* 303** 20]**  575%* -

8. Percieved efectivity of leader .255%* .238%* — 166%* —374%* — 198** —316%* —203%* -

9. Organizational tenure .006 .085 A35%% 015 A15%% .009 .084 .073 -
10. Age —-.047 .002 .035 016 -.042 .038 139%% —.040 491
#p< 01
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Table 3 — Multiple linear regression of place to the community with dimensions of WASQ and LSPS

Model Beta Sig. F Adjusted R?

1 Secure style S11 .000 182.792 .260
Secure style 439 .000

2 153.229 370
Preoccupied style —-.342 .000
Secure style .393 .000

3 Preoccupied style —-.346 .000 105.709 377
Separation distress 102 .005

a. Predictors: Secure style.

b. Predictors: Secure style, Preoccupied style.

c. Predictors: Secure style, Preoccupied style, Separation distress.

d. Dependent Variable: Place to the community.

is a preoccupied style (B = -.336, p<.001), with a negative
charge. The separation distress predicates the dimension of
community place (B =.102, p<.001).

Multiple linear regression with relationships in the
community as dependent variable and dimensions of WASQ
and LSPS as predictors shows Table 4. The Adjusted R? was
highest in the fourth model, which contains three dimensions
of the WASQ (secure, preoccupied, and dismissive) and the
separation distress dimension from the LSPS (F = 24.131,
p<.001, adjusted R? = .151 and a variance of 15.1%). The
preoccupied style was the strongest significant predictor of
the relationships in the community (f = —.192, p<.001), the
second predictor is separation distress ( =.171, p<.001). This
is followed by secure style ( = .135, p<.001) and the last one
is dismissive (§ = .105, p<.005).

Table 5 shows multiple linear regression in terms of
perceived effectiveness of leader as a dependent variable
and WASQ and LSPS as predictors confirmed a significant
regression in the secure base and safe haven (F = 85.283,
p<.001) model with an adjusted R? = .153 (B = —.394, p<.001).
Adjusted R? = .171 was higher in the second model where the

predictors were secure base and safe haven and preoccupied
style where secure base and safe haven (B = —.354, p<.001)
and in preoccupied style (B = .141, p<.001, F = 85.283, p<.001).
Secure base and safe haven and preoccupied style are thus
predictors of perceived effectiveness of the leader.

When examining the gender differences based on the
Mann-Whitney U test, we found the difference only in the
secure base and safe haven scale from the LSPS questionnaire
where U = 27310.5, p<.05, with weak practical difference
(r,, = .109).

When comparing differences in job position, we used
the Kruskal Wallis Test, where we confirmed statistically
significant differences in dismissive style (KW = 58.51,
p<.001). The correlation rate of practical significance
was (r, = .303), which we consider a medium practical
difference to a dismissive style. There was also a statistically
significant difference in the secure workplace attachment
style (KM = 44.921, p<.005, r, = .267). The last statistically
significant difference was in the dimension of separation
distress where (KM = 51.096, p<.007) and the correlation rate

of practical significance reached the value (r, = .305).
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Table 4 — Multiple linear regression of relations to the community with dimensions of WASQ and LSPS

Model Beta Sig. F Adjusted R?
1 Preoccupied style -.289 .000 47.343 .082
Preoccupied style =275 .000
2 40.506 132
Separation distress 228 .000
Preoccupied style -.249 .000
3 Separation distress .168 .000 30.430 .145
Secure style 139 .003
Preoccupied style -.192 .001
Separation distress 171 .000
4 24.131 151
Secure style 135 .003
Dismissive style —-.105 .033

a. Predictors: Preoccupied style.

b. Predictors: Preoccupied style, Separation distress.

c. Predictors: Preoccupied style, Separation distress, Secure style.

d. Predictors: Preoccupied style, Separation distress, Secure style, Dismissive style.

e. Dependent Variable: Relations to the community.

Table 5 — Multiple linear regression of effectiveness of leader with dimensions of WASQ and LSPS

Model Beta Sig. F Adjusted R?

1 Secure base & safe haven -.387 .000 84.956 .148
Secure base & safe haven -.347 .000

2 49.011 .166
Preoccupied style 145 .001

a. Predictors: Preoccupied style.

b. Dependent Variable: Perceived effectiveness of the leader.
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DISCUSSION

The article aimed to examine the convergent validity of
the WASQ from Scrima (2018) and the LSPS (Molero et al.,,
2019) with two other constructs. The LCQ (Gomes, 2016)
examines the perceived effectiveness of a leader, and the
SBO (Kretova, 2005; Lisa, 2020), examines belonging to a
community/organization. First, we performed an EFA of
the LSPS (Molero et al.,, 2019). The analysis showed that the
questionnaire corresponds to a two-factor solution with
dimensions of secure base and safe haven and separation
distress. We verified the goodness of fit indices for the two-
factor solution using a CFA, which confirmed the suitability
of the two-factor solution. In contrast, Molero et al. (2019)
came up with the suitability of a one-factor solution. The
creation of questions was based on five characteristics of the
perception of the leader as a provider of safety, namely safe
base, safe haven, the search for proximity, emotional ties, and
separation distress (Bowlby, 2010). We have preserved the
original basis of the theoretical model in our work while we
determined the dimensions in terms of semantic similarity
based on the five characteristics mentioned above. Thus, we
have named the two factors as the dimensions of secure base
and safe haven and separation distress.

In verifying the convergent validity of the shortened
version of WASQ from Mrdzkova and Lisd (2021), a
moderately statistically significant relationship between the
two preoccupied and dismissive styles was confirmed, and a
secure style was weakly negatively related to dismissive and
preoccupied, both relationships were statistically significant.
The same connections were published in the original work by
Scrima (2018). In terms of attachment styles, dismissive and
preoccupied styles are a kind of opposition to the secure one.
This arises from the disruption of the natural development of
the attachment when the individual does not receive enough
attention and emotion in terms of his needs and subsequently
persists throughout the individual’s life with limited
opportunities to change them (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters
& Wall, 2015; Bowlby, 2010). The primary precondition
for the suitability of a methodology focused on attachment
styles is thus the mutual non-linear connection between safe
and insecure attachment styles. The reliability of the given
methodology, which in our case reached a satisfactory value
up to the secure style, where the value was just below the
required limit of .700, also suggests this suitability. Another

assumption is the validity of the methodology we tried to

answer based on established hypotheses.

When answering the first hypothesis, “We assume
significant relationships, weakly to moderately significant,
between the dimensions of the WASQ and LSPS” (Scrima,
2015), the relationships confirmed that the more individuals
are dismissive and preoccupied attached to the workplace, the
less they perceive their leader as a safe base and safe haven.
The secure style was related to the perception of its leader as
a secure base and safe haven positively. However, the second
dimension of separation distress was moderately related
only to secure style. The results confirm that workplace
attachment can be considered in the sense of the attachment,
as defined by Bowlby (Scrima, 2018), based on the emotional
component of the construct. Proven correlations suggest a
more remarkable similarity between attachment styles and
secure base and safe haven than between attachment styles
and separation distress. Despite the weak correlations, the
results indicate the difference between the two constructs and
the legitimacy of their measurement.

Second hypothesis: “We assume that the workplace
attachment predicts belongings to the organization” (Hidalgo
& Hernandez, 2001; Nani$tova & Mesdrosovd, 2000; Pretty
et al.,, 2003), was also confirmed. The place belonging was
strongly moderately related to preoccupied style, weakly
negative with dismissive style, and medium strongly positive
with a secure style. Relationships in the community were
similarly negatively related to insecure styles and weakly
positive to secure styles. With a secure attachment, the
need to belong to the community grows. We also found that
secure and preoccupied workplace attachment styles and
separation distress were predictors of belonging to the place
of community/organization.

Similarly, the dismissive and preoccupied workplace
attachment styles and separation distress were predictors
of belonging to the relationships within community/
organization. As Allen (2020) mentioned, there is no
significant difference between attachment and a sense of
belonging. Both are human needs, with belonging to the
community being closely tied to the place. In this case,
their interrelationship is highly probable, even though the
workplace attachment is based on Bowlby’s attachment
theory, which speaks of its dependence on the child-mother
relationship (Baumeister & Leary, 1955; Grance & Ming,
2001; Nani$tova & Mesaro$ova, 2000).

In answering the third hypothesis: “We assume that the

workplace attachment is related to the perceived effectiveness
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of the leader” (Gomez, 2016), we confirmed the relationships
between the perceived effectiveness of the leader and the
perception of the leader as a safe figure (Molero et al., 2019).
Secure base and safe haven, and preoccupied style were
predictors of the perceived effectiveness of the leader.

The LSPS

two dimensions. Weak positive relationships were also

confirmed relationships between the
demonstrated between the two dimensions of SBO and the
dimension of secure base and safe haven and separation
distress. The perceived effectiveness of a leader was negatively
related to both dimensions of the LSPS questionnaire, which
is known that the more employees are attached to their leader,
the more they perceive him/her as an effective leader. Similar
results are suggested in Molero et al. (2019), where significant
relationships with the perceived effectiveness of the leader and
the overall satisfaction with the leader were demonstrated.
According to Molero et al. (2019), this may be because these
two constructs see the leader as a secure base and safe haven.
The leader’s perceived effectiveness was also related to both
dimensions of belonging to the organization, where the
relations were weak to medium-strong. The dimensions of
community/organization place indicate the need to belong
somewhere and relationships within the community, to
maintain these relationships, suggesting the importance of
the relationship between leader and subordinate (McMillan
& Chavis, 1986). Therefore, when the emotional aspect of the
need to maintain relationships is fulfilled in the community,
then the perceived effectiveness of the leader increases.

The results suggest that although LSPS and WASQ are
related to other similar variables dealing with leadership or
belongings, they are unique. Within LSPS, we can confirm
this based on the strongest Beta coefficient in the regression
equation at the leader’s perceived effectiveness. Similar
results are indicated in work by Molero et al. (2019). LSPS
thus contributes to explaining the perceived effectiveness of
the leader. On the other hand, the WASQ dimensions were
the strongest predictor within the dimensions of belonging
to the organization, which suggests its importance in need to

belong to the organization.

Limitations and future research

Verification of the convergent validity of both constructs
on the Slovak population is a significant benefit. However, it

is necessary to look at the examined constructs connected
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with other variables such as satisfaction (Scrima et al., 2015),
work engagement, or performance (Harms, 2011; Sartori,
Costantini, Ceschi & Tommasi, 2021) at work. It would
also be interesting to look at these two variables related to
personality, which we know is often measured concerning
organizational behavior (Costantini et al., 2017).

In the future, it would be appropriate to look at the
divergent validity of these two methodologies. Limitation of
the work was collecting data before the Covid-19 pandemic. It
isknown that the activation of behavioral attachment systems
occurs in situations where individuals experience complex
life situations (Bowlby, 2010). We consider it essential in
future research to take a closer look at the different styles
of attachment to the workplace in the current pandemic
situation when individuals often lose their jobs, are forced to
work from the home office, or work is significantly hampered
by several hygiene measures based on the current pandemic
situation. For this reason, the perception of a leader as a
security provider may increase in these times. Furthermore,
it is precisely secure individuals who are likely to cope with
the changing conditions of working life better. It is also
essential to look at the similarities/differences in attachment
between the leader and the subordinate. Several authors point
out the increase in work efficiency due to the compatibility
of attachment styles between the leader and subordinates
(Keller, 2003; Mikulincer & Florian, 1995; Shah, Fonagy &
Strathearn, 2010). The future intention is also to take a closer
look at the perception of a leader as a security provider in

terms of teams and individuals.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, our work confirmed the convergent
validity of WASQ and LSPS questionnaires and their
connection with belongings to the organization and the
perceived effectiveness of a leader in the Slovak population.
We verified the internal structure of the LSPS questionnaire,
which is also suitable for a two-factor solution. We have
contributed by validating these methodologies to the
theory of attachment, whith focus to the leadership, that is
increasingly justified today (Bresnahan & Mitroff, 2007),
and attachment theory in the workplace. The study results
can help HR managers better understand the individual
manifestations of employees in terms of their personality

and the theory of relationships and attachments.
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