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Abstract - The aim of this work is to establish relations between the variables such as organizational safety climate, work 
autonomy, emotional intelligence, smart simplicity and big five model. The Organizational Safety Climate Scale by Neal and 
Griffin (2006), work autonomy scale by Ilardi, Leone, Kasser and Ryan (1993), emotional intelligence scale by Kenneth, 
Wong and Song (2004), smart simplicity scale by Sezginer, Günal and Yildirim (2017) and Günal and Yildirim (2017) and 
big five scale by Donnellan, Oswald, Baird, and Lucas (2006) were included in this study. Between November 2017 and 
December 2017, 150 health personnel were employed for the questionnaire study applied at the State Hospital. In the 
research model, emotional Intelligence variable can be explained by 70%, safety climate Scale variable can be explained by 
53%, smart simplicity variable can be explained by 33%, and work autonomy variable can be explained by 31%. Moreover, 
the model is statistically significant (Model fit values; RMSEA (0.065) GFI (0.912) CFI (0.955) and SRMR (0.0560)). 
Research data is limited by 150 participants. The findings of this research will enlighten the vision of health managers and 
human resources professionals. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
In organizational behavior conceptual framework, 
organizational safety climate, work autonomy, 
emotional intelligence, smart simplicity and 
personality types have crucial impact on employees. 
The aim of this work is to establish relations between 
the variables such as organizational safety climate, 
work autonomy, emotional intelligence, smart 
simplicity and big five model. The Organizational 
Safety Climate Scale by Neal and Griffin [1], work 
autonomy scale by Ilardi, Leone, Kasser and Ryan 
[2], emotional intelligence scale by Kenneth, Wong 
and Song [3], smart simplicity scale by Sezginer, 
Günal and Yildirim [4] and Günal and Yildirim [5] 
and big five scale by Donnellan, Oswald, Baird, and 
Lucas [6] were included in this study. 
 
II. ANALYSIS 
 
The fieldwork was conducted with the help of a 
questionnaire to the hospital staff. With this research, 
it is aimed to reveal the relationship between 
organizational safety climate, business autonomy, 
emotional intelligence, intelligent simplicity and 
personality types. 
The research was conducted with descriptive research 
model. As is known, descriptive research is a research 
model that is designed to identify the relationships 
between variables, states, and variables related to a 
problem. 
Data collection tool 
In order to collect data, 5 scales in the literature were 
used. These scales are (1) Organizational Safety 
Climate Scale (Neal and Griffin), (2) Work 
Autonomy Scale (Ilisari, Leone, Kasser and Ryan), 

(3)Emotional Intelligence Scale (Kenneth, Wong and 
Song), (4) Smart Simplicity Scale (Sezginer, Günal 
and Yildirim) and (5) Personality Scale (Donnellan, 
Oswald, Baird, and Lucas).The scales included in the 
questionnaire are intended to reflect the views of 
hospital employees. 
Participants 
A total of 150 questionnaires were applied in the 
health sector for the research project and the data 
obtained were analyzed for statistics. The 
questionnaires were applied with easy sampling 
method. Statistical Techniques Used in Data Analysis 
Confirmatory factor analyzes of the scales used in the 
research were made in the AMOS program and 
Cronbach’s alpha values were calculated.  

 

Scales Items Cronbach’s 
Alpha 

Work Autonomy, WA 6 .861 

Safety Climate Scale,  SCS 9 ,823 
Safety climate, SC 

 
3 ,811 

Safety motivation, SM 
 

3 ,842 
Safety participation, SP 

 
3 ,803 

Emotional Intelligence, EI 16 .845 

Self-Emotions Appraisal, SEA 4 .812 

Others-Emotions Appraisal, OEA 4 .897 

Use of Emotion, UOE 4 .807 

Regulation of Emotion, ROE 4 .801 

Big five,  BF 15 .811 
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Extraversion, E 3 .791 
Agreeableness, A 

 
3 .729 

Conscientiousness, C 3 .745 

Neuroticism, N 3 .771 

Intellect/Imagination, I 3 .719 

Smart Simplicity, SS 6 .901 
Table 1 

Reliability of Scales Used in Research 
 
When the results are examined, it is seen that the 
measurement models are acceptable[7-9].  
The 7-item Work Autonomy (WA) scale was 
eliminated because the factor load of 1 item was low. 
The item factor weight values in the DFA made by 
the remaining 6 items are in the range of (0.50; 0.87). 

 
Figure 1:  Work Autonomy (WA) Scale Confirmatory Factor 

Analysis. 
 
In confirmatory factor analysis, model test values (p> 
.05); x2 (10.944), x2 / df (1.563), confirmatory factor 
analysis is statistically significant (GFI (.976), CFI 
(.951), SRMR (.0365) and RMSEA (.051)). 

 
Figure 2:  Safety Climate Scale (SCS) Scale-Confirmatory 

Factor Analysis 
 
The Safety Climate Scale (SCS) confirms that the 
model is meaningful when the factor analysis result is 
X ^ 2 (43.954), X ^ 2 / df (2.093). The fit index 
values were GFI (.944), CFI (.980), RMSEA (.076) 
and RMR (.0654).  

The 14-item Emotional Iteration Scale Confirmatory 
Factor Analysis was analyzed in 4 dimensions as in 
the literature. Standard factor loadings are; SEA 
dimension (.85; .891), OEA dimension (.80; .91), 
UOE dimension (.66; .82) and ROE dimension (.75; 
.93). For this reason, there is no substance released 
from the analysis. 

 
Figure 3:  Emotional Intelligence (EI) Scale Confirmatory 

Factor Analysis 

 
Figure 4:  Big Five (BF) Scale Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

 
Emotional intellectual (EI) scale confirmatory Factor 
analysis result model is significant when X ^ 2 value 
(157.119), X ^ 2 / df value (1.603) is found. The 
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probability value in the model was calculated as (p 
<0.05).        The fit index values calculated from the 
model are GFI (.908), CFI (.953) and RMSEA (.055). 
It is also calculated as standard RMR (.049). 
According to all index values, it is understood that 
DFA is among the acceptable limits. 
It was excluded from the analysis because the factor 
loadings of 5 items (FY <0.50) and the 20 items Five 
Factor (BF) were different. In the DFA, which was 
carried out with the other 15 items, the item factor 
weights were found to be in dimension E (0.65; 0.85), 
dimension A (0.66; 0.80), dimension C (0.68; 0.80), 
dimension N (0.55; 0.86)). 
Personality types (Big Five, BF); the scale 
confirmatory Factor analysis result is significant 
when X ^ 2 value (106.747), X ^ 2 / df value (1.668) 
is found. The probability value in the model was 
calculated as (p <0.05). The fit index values 
calculated from the model are GFI (.919), CFI (.962) 
and RMSEA (.067). It is also calculated as the 
standard RMR (.073). It is understood that 
confirmatory factor analysis according to all index x 
values is among the acceptable limits. 
Smart Simplicity (SS) Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
9-item Smart Simplicity (SS) Confirmatory Factor 
Analysis 3 items were eliminated in a confirmatory 
factor analysis with factor loadings low (<0.5). The 
item factor weight values (0.63; 0.89) in the DFA 
made with the remaining 6 items are in the range. 

 
Figure 5:  Smart Simplicity (SS) Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
 
Smart Simplicity (SS) Verifier Factor analysis result 
is significant when X ^ 2 value (18.594), X ^ 2 / df 
value (2.066) is found. The probability value in the 
model was calculated as (p <0.05).  The fit index 
values calculated from the model are GFI (.961), CFI 
(.980) and RMSEA (.068). It is also calculated as 
standard RMR (.0394). Confirmatory factor analysis 
according to all index values appears to be among the 
acceptable limits. 
 
Path analysis of model modeled by structural 
equation modeling 
In order to investigate the relations predicted by 
hypotheses, a path diagram was drawn with AMOS 
22.0 package program and the Maximum Likelihood 
method was used in predicting the structural 
parameters. The model path diagram is given in 

Figure 5. The AMOS SEM program gives the 
analysis results separately as standardized and non-
standardized coefficients. Standardized coefficients 
are used in this analysis for clarity. 
This value is decided by looking at the (x2 / df.) Scale 
instead of this value because the calculated value for 
the model fit in the structural equation model is 
affected by the size of the sample volume and the 
number of variables and may lead to making 
erroneous decisions [10-11]. The basic parameters in 
the constructed research model are x2 (202.347), x2 / 
df (2.772) and (p <0.05). Also model fit indices; 
RMSEA (0,109) was calculated as GFI (0.828) CFI 
(0.842) and SRMR (0.0941). The compliance 
measure values for the model fit indicate that the 
research model is not within acceptable limits. 

 
Figure 6: Analysis of the predicted model with structural 

equation modeling 
 

 
Figure 7: Structural equation modeling of the modified model 
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The model is statistically significant when the result 
is x2 (175.396), x2 / df (2.403). The test probability 
level in the model was determined as (p <0.05). Also 
model fit values; RMSEA (0.065) GFI (0.912) CFI 
(0.955) and SRMR (0.0560). It is understood that the 
compliance measure values for the harmonization of 
the modified model are within the acceptable limits. 
The coefficient is significant when the standardized 
regression coefficient -, 84 (p <0.001), which shows 
the effect of the Big Five (BF) variable on the 
emotional intelligence (EI) variable. The Big Five 
(BF) variable affects the Emotional Intelligence (EI) 
variable in the same way. If the value of the Big Five 
(BF) variable increases, the value of the Emotional 
Intelligence (EI) variable also increases. In this model 
Emotional Intelligence (EI) variable can be explained 
by 70%.  
The coefficient is significant when the standardized 
regression coefficient (.778; p <0.001) is applied to 
the Variable of the Big Five (BF) variable to the 
Safety Climate Scale (SCS) variable. The Big Five 
(BF) variable affects the Safety Climate Scale (SCS) 
variable in the same way. If the value of the Big Five 
(BF) variable increases, the value of the Safety 
Climate Scale (SCS) variable also increases. In this 
model, the Safety Climate Scale (SCS) variable can 
be explained by 53%. 
The standardized regression coefficients showing the 
effect of the Smart Simplicity (SS) variable of the 
Safety Climate Scale (SCS) variable and the 
Emotional Integrity (EI) variable were significant 
(.33; p <0.01) and (.20; p <.01), respectively. The 
Safety Climate Scale (SCS) variable and the 
Emotional Intelligence (EI) variable affect the Smart 
Simplicity (SS) variable in the same way.      

 
Table 2: Regression and determination coefficients calculated 

from the model 

CONCLUSION 
 
The globalization and regional competitive 
environment reveals the need to take into account 
current organizational variables in terms of 
employees and current approaches in health 
institutions as well as in all enterprises. As a result of 
the analysis of the data obtained by the surveys 
conducted for the field survey, the following 
important results were obtained. Predicted 
relationships with hypotheses Path diagrams were 
obtained with AMOS 22.0 package program. Some 
concluding remarks are; 
1. The model is statistically significant. Model fit 

values; RMSEA (0.065) GFI (0.912) CFI (0.955) 
and SRMR (0.0560) 

2. In this model, Emotional Intelligence (EI) 
variable can be explained by 70% 

3. If the value of the Big Five (BF) variable 
increases, the value of the Safety Climate Scale 
(SCS) 

4. In this model, the Safety Climate Scale (SCS) 
variable can be explained by 53% 

5. The Smart Simplicity (SS) variable of the Safety 
Climate Scale (SCS) variable and the Emotional 
Intelligence (EI) variable are affected in the same 
way, 

6. If the value of the Safety Climate Scale (SCS) 
variable and the Emotional Intelligence (EI) 
variable increase, the value of the Smart 
Simplicity (SS) variable also increases, 

7. In this model, the Smart Simplicity (SS) variant 
can be explained by 33% 

8. The Smart Simplicity (SS) variant adversely 
affects the Work Autonomy (WA) variable. If 
the value of the Smart Simplicity (SS) variable 
increases, the value of Work Autonomy (WA) 

9. In this model, the Work Autonomy (WA) variant 
can be explained by 31%. 
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