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[bookmark: _Hlk37858175]Part 1      Project Report
Topic: Linking Organizational Trust to Employee Engagement: A Pilot Study 

Purpose. To study the relationship between organisational trust and employee engagement. Investigated the impact of four major factors, fairness, competence, reciprocity, and identification on organizational trust.
Design. The pilot test used a Linkert scale for an online questionnaire survey to 26 participants from business and public organizations. 
Setting. The study setting comprised of organizations with a staff size from below 50 to over 500 in various industries.
Subjects. Middle management leading a team and reporting to a supervisor served as study subjects. 
Measures. Generated items for each construct based on Mayer’s organizational trust theory and Ashley’s theory on employee engagement. 
Analysis. Assessed reliability by Cronbach alpha coefficient for each of the trust and engagement questionnaire subscales. Tested the association of all subscales with organization current status of organizational trust and employee engagement.
Results. Each of the trust subscales showed acceptable internal reliability with Cronbach alpha coefficient range, .74–.91 and Pearson correlation coefficient .56-.91. The path analysis was consistent with the theory of organizational trust and employee engagement. 
Conclusion. Our findings provided empirical validation of Mayer’s theory on organizational trust and Ashley’s theory of employee engagement. 
Key Words: Organizational trust, competence, reciprocity, compassion, benevolence, fairness, integrity, justice, identification

Literature Review
The literature review covers two main areas - Organizational Trust and Employee Engagement.
1. Organizational Trust 
[bookmark: _Hlk38980516]In the literature, trust is mostly defined at the interpersonal level with different perceptions. For instance, Butler (1991) identiﬁes ten conditions of managerial trust as integrity, fairness, competence, consistency, discreetness, loyalty, openness, availability, promise fulﬁlment and receptivity. The pioneering work on organizational trust by Mayer et al. (1995) proposes a three-dimensional framework. Only a few studies attempt to empirically explore the multidimensional structure (Ingenhoff and Sommer, 2010), in which they propose 13 components. While Mishra (1996) confined to four factors as competence, openness, concern and reliability, and McKnight 

and Chervany (2002) suggested competence, benevolence, integrity, and predictability instead. Of all the factors affecting trust, there are four mostly mentioned in research studies – integrity, competence, benevolence, and predictability (McEvily and Tortoriello, 2011). The current study follows this line of thought widely used by scholars (Burke et al., 2007) and empirically conﬁrmed (Ingenhoff and Sommer, 2010).
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· [bookmark: _Hlk38875609]Fairness / Justice / Integrity / Predictability: Organizational trust builds on several foundations that the trustor finds acceptable (Mayer et al., 1995). At the corporate level, fairness or justice is perceived as procedural, distributive and interactional (Colquitt et al., 2001). Procedural justice is more strongly related with trust in upper management (Searle et al., 2011). For instance, performance appraisal would increase the employees trust in management (Mayer and Davis, 1999). On the other hand, distributive justice affects only managerial trust (Hubbell and Chory-Assad, 2005), and interactional justice affects neither organisational nor managerial trust.

· Competency / Ability:  Competence is a fundamental measure of an individual, supervisor or employee alike, in the effective performance of a job (Gençer & Samur, 2016). A capable supervisor commands trust and respect from staff, whereas a competent employee wins trust from others around. Competence is the core skill of a person that directly influences performance (Siahaan et al., 2016), typically includes knowledge, skills and abilities (Sawyer & Gray, 2016). Competence of a person is predictable on various circumstances and job tasks (Leung et al., 2016). This approach focuses on the interaction between individual and job nature (Studer, 2016).

· Benevolence / Compassion / Reciprocity: Benevolence is considered as an expectation that other has a moral obligation and responsibility to show a special concern for other (Barber, 1983). The concept of benevolence in organisation is mostly linked with corporate social responsibility, CSR. Being a good company is the prerequisite to build trust with internal and external stakeholders (Hansen et al., 2011). Benevolence is associated with concern for employees, openness, and social responsibility (Caldwell and Clapham, 2003). Of which, concern for employees is relatively well explored by the literature. At the organizational level, concern for employees can take various forms to increase employee trust. For instance, support of immediate managers (Zhang et al., 2008), employees’ perception of organisational support (Whitener, 2001), or human resource practices (Searle et al., 2011). These measures on top of supervisor competence are key to reinforce organizational trust among employees (Hodson, 2004).

· [bookmark: _Hlk39050015]Identification: Identification is a sense of follower association with the leader. Employees look up to their supervisors for support and guidance in a close relationship based on trust (Goleman, Boyatzis and McKee, 2002). Leader and follower are the two sides of the same coin in which both learn and enact together (Williams, 2008). They share a common vision (Carsten & Bligh, 2008), committed as partners for the organization, and become loyal allies 


(Bennis, 1999). A gradual transformation shifts in among the leader and followers not only in the interpersonal relationship but also nurturing organization trust at a broader level. This sense of staff commitment, mutual respect, and support in the bigger picture enhances organizational effectiveness.

2.  Employee Engagement 
[bookmark: _Hlk38873982]Employee engagement is an emotional attachment of an individual to work and organization in providing their best contribution (Ashley et al., 2011). Engagement is the way an individual interacts positively with work and people in an organization (Reissner & Pagan, 2013). Employees with high levels of engagement have much mental and physical connections in their work such as cognition, emotion, and behaviour, observed in job satisfaction and organizational commitment (Shmailan, 2016). The driving forces behind employee engagement are organizational trust, culture and values adopted. In a working environment promoting openness, mutual support and good communication, employees tend to show engagement in work (Gupta & Sharma, 2016).

Engagement is a positive attitude characterized by vigour, dedication, and absorption. 1.Vigour is seen as high energy level, resilience, and refusal to give up. Employee shows physical and mental strength while doing the job, courage to do the best, and a desire to strive earnestly to give the best result, and not easily give up. 2. Dedication impresses others with enthusiasm and inspiration at work, remains motivated and diligent to the end without feeling threatened by the challenges encountered, as the employee is proud of the work and organization. 3. Absorption is simply full concentration at work. A happy employee is totally immersed, concentrated, and serious in work. He tends to feel that time is flying so quickly that it is difficult to separate himself from work (Shmailan, 2016).

Method – There were two phases in the study. First, we generated interview questions and obtained feedback from about 26 employees from commercial and public sectors through an online survey. Second, we used a quantitative approach to seek and analyse field data from a 24 questions survey on the subject. Then examined each construct scale’s reliability and convergent validity with the status of their current organizational effort in building trust.

Item Development 
Design. The study attempts to make an empirical investigation of the impact of the four factors fairness, competency, reciprocity, and identification that might affect organizational trust and subsequently employee engagement in organizations. We based on Mayer’s theory on 
organizational trust and Ashley’s theory on employee engagement to develop items. For each construct in the theory, we designed or adapted corresponding items from previous research. In Mayer’s theory, they were fairness / integrity, competence, reciprocity / benevolence / compassion, and identification. In Ashley’s theory, they were enthusiasm, sense of belonging, sense of satisfaction, career aspiration, and management commitment.  The item pool was reviewed several times with the Chair Professor for advice and adjustments. 

The instrument proposed is an Employee Questionnaire using a 5-point Likert Scale to indicate respondents’ degree of agreement or disagreement with each of the items (1- strongly disagree, 2 - disagree, 3 - neutral, 4 - agree, and 5 - strongly agree) about organizational trust and employee engagement. 

Pilot Test
Design. Researcher designed a survey questionnaire with 24 questions, 19 of which were about organizational trust, and 5 on employee engagement. The final version was given to experts for review on the validity, relevance, and balance of the questions. 

Item Revisions. Researcher made a trial run on the questionnaire with five participants to fine tune the items on the questionnaire, and how effective it was to solicit proper responses from all participants. Suggestions included rephrasing of questions for better understanding or raised alternative questions for a better coverage.  Replacement of a few questions happened when there was seemingly overlap or did not elicit meaningful responses. The final questionnaire narrowed down to 19 questions on organizational trust and 5 questions on employee engagement.

Table 1
Examples of item revision suggested by experts 

	Example
	  Original Item
	Issues raised by participants
	        Update
	      New Item

	1
	‘I have confidence in my company being fair to me.’
	Suggest narrowing down from company to supervisor and me to all to make it focused on staff
	Changed company to supervisor, and me to all

	‘I have confidence in my supervisor being fair to all.’

	2
	‘‘I am great satisfaction and sense of belonging when I do job well’’
	Job satisfaction and sense of belonging may originate differently
	Re-grouped into 2 separate questions
	‘I have a great sense of satisfaction when I do my job well’

‘I feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization as I trust my supervisor/ the management



Sample. Researcher picked a small sample of 26 companies of the DBA course participants as the pilot study for this assignment. The selection covered a broad range of industries from the private and public sectors in Hong Kong. The participants were mostly managers leading a team and reporting to a supervisor. Researcher followed a quantitative research approach for the empirical study on organizational trust and engagement. Researcher designed a survey questionnaire with 19 
questions on organizational trust, and 5 questions on employee engagement using a 5-point Likert Scale. The sample size covered 26 employees, male and female, who were leading a team and reporting to a supervisor with over 2 year of tenure with their current employers across industry sectors, both public and private. The study used an online survey and took about one week to complete. Respondents were assured of anonymity and completed the survey outside of work hours.    
[bookmark: _Hlk38973492]
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Procedures. Due to the short time constraint for the assignment, it was only viable to conduct the survey through online rather than field interview. Prior to sending out the questionnaire through email, the researcher communicated directly with the participants on the background and approach of doing the study. They were assured of absolute anonymity for doing the survey and requested to return the reply within one week. Participants had one week to complete and return the questionnaire to the Researcher for analysis.

Measures. 
Measurement Scales
In quantitative research, the objective is to express in numeric terms the difference in responses. There are four types of scales which range from least to most sophisticated for statistical analysis. They are nominal, ordinal, interval and ratio. For this study, the interval scale is applied. 

Interval scale is a numeric scale showing the order and the differences between the values, say a temperature scale. It is a quantitative measurement scale in which the difference between two variables is meaningful. The variables are measured in an exact manner, not as in a relative manner. By nature, the interval scale is quantitative as it can quantify the difference between the values. Thus, it allows calculation of the mean and median variables. Because of its flexibility, interval scale is the preferred scale in statistics as it helps to assign any numerical values to an arbitrary assessment such as Likert scale.

Attitudinal scales 
A Likert scale is a psychometric scale commonly used in research to design questionnaires. The scale is simply a statement that the respondent is asked to evaluate by giving it an assessment value, with levels ranging from agreement to disagreement. There are equal numbers of positive and negative levels around the neutral value. The design allows a quantitative comparison across items containing more than two candidate values. A 5-point Likert scale commonly ranges from “strongly agree”, “agree”, “neutral”, “disagree” and “strongly agree” in the survey questionnaire. Likert scale is relatively simple to set up and it is easy for respondents to complete. Likert scales are arbitrary rating for respondent to decide over certain subject. Likert scales typically range from 2 to 10, with 3 or 5 being the most common. Each successive Likert item indicates a better response than the preceding value. 

Advantages of Likert scale questions in a survey are
· Likert scale survey is a universal method of collecting data which is easy to understand and respond.
· It is easier for the researcher to collect quantitative data
· Questionnaire using Likert scale is convenient to set up and run
· The scale offers more sensible options from extremes to neutral for the respondents



Reliability and Validity
Reliability and validity are two main psychometric concepts that need to be established to assure the assessment quality of an instrument. They indicate how good a method to measure something. Reliability refers to the consistency of a measure and is the pre-requisite of validity which is the 

accuracy of such measure. It is important to consider both reliability and validity when creating a research design and writing up the results especially in quantitative research. 

Reliability refers to the consistency of a method measuring something. If the same result can be consistently achieved by using the same methods under the same circumstances, the measurement is then considered reliable. Validity implies how accurately a method measures it intended to measure. A high validity means it produces results that reflect the real characteristics and variations in the environment. Validity is harder to assess while more important than reliability. For a successful survey, the data collection method must be sound and valid, that is, the research must be measuring what it claims to measure. At the end, the discussion on the findings and the conclusion drawn would be valid and convincing.  

Analysis. Researcher conducted an item analysis to find out if items within scales correlated as predicted. Two measures were used in the item analysis.  1. Cronbach Alpha for reliability of the items measured for each construct.  2. Item Correlation to locate those that do not correlate well with others on a given scale. We used a minimum threshold of .70 for Cronbach Alpha and .05 for Item Correlation. Pairwise associations among scales were assessed by Pearson correlation.

Results
We initiated our study on the relationship between organizational trust and employee engagement in local organizations in Hong Kong. Given the class assignment nature and the short time frame available, we managed to conduct an online questionnaire survey on 26 participants from various organizations of the DBA classmates. The following presents our findings on the impact of the four factors fairness, reciprocity, competence, and identification on organizational trust, and how they in turn affect employee engagement. 

Cronbach’s Alpha
[bookmark: _Hlk39048614]Cronbach’s Alpha is a measure used to assess the reliability, or internal consistency, of test items. In other words, the reliability of any given measurement refers to the extent to which it is a consistent measure of a concept, and Cronbach’s alpha is one way of measuring the strength of that consistency. Cronbach’s alpha is found by correlating the score for each scale item with the total score for each observation, and then comparing that to the variance for all individual item scores. In fact, the coefficient is a function of the number of items in a test and the variance of the total 

score. The coefficient ranges from 0 to 1 in providing the overall assessment of a measure’s reliability. If scale items are independent of one another, then α = 0. Items having high covariances have α close to 1. The higher the α coefficient, the more the items have shared covariance in the 
measurement of an underlying concept. In practice, a minimum α coefficient between 0.65 and 0.8 is recommended. A value below 0.5 is usually unacceptable. 

Results of our survey questionnaire on the five constructs including Fairness, Competence, Reciprocity, Identification, and Employee Engagement indicated a significant internal consistency level with Cronbach’s Alpha above ranging from .74 - .93 in the safety range. This confirmed the relevancy and appropriateness of the survey questionnaires in measuring what it was supposed to measure from the online survey. The result is found in Table 3 below.








































Table 3 

Final Organizational Trust with Employee Engagement Questionnaire Items
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Pearson Correlation Coefficient

Pearson’s correlation coefficient is used to measure the statistical relationship between two continuous variables.  It is commonly used to measure the association between variables based on the method of covariance. Pearson coefficient gives useful information about the magnitude of the association, or correlation, and the direction of the relationship. It assigns a value between − 1 and 1, where 0 is no correlation, 1 is total positive correlation, and − 1 is total negative correlation. For instance, a correlation of 0.7 between two variables would indicate that a significant and positive relationship exists between the two. A positive correlation means if variable A goes up, then B will also go up, whereas if the value of the correlation is negative, then if A increases, B decreases.

In our study of the relationship between organizational trust and employee engagement, we explore four factors affecting the former, and how they impact the latter indirectly. They are fairness, reciprocity, competence, and identification. The findings show a close correlation between the four factors and employee engagement, namely, Identification .91, Fairness .72, Reciprocity .71, and Competence .56. Thus, identification with supervisor has the strongest impact on employee engagement, while supervisor competence has the least influence on such relationship.
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Discussion
[bookmark: _Hlk39055995]We developed and pilot tested an online questionnaire survey with a group of 26 companies across a broad range of industries in the business and public sectors. The theme of the survey was on the influence of four factors fairness, competence, reciprocity, and identification on organizational trust and employee engagement. The study provided empirical support for Mayer’s theory on organizational trust and Ashley theory on employee engagement. Our survey findings on the five constructs Fairness, Competence, Reciprocity, Identification, and Employee Engagement indicated a significant internal consistency level with Cronbach’s Alpha above 0.7. This confirmed the relevancy and appropriateness of the survey questionnaires in measuring what it was supposed to measure from the online survey. The Pearson Correlation Coefficient revealed an interesting association among the constructs. They were 0.9089 for Identification, 0.7183 for Fairness, 0.7114 for Reciprocity, and 0.5577 for Competence. Identification was a sense of follower association with the leader. Our findings suggested that personal identification was the prime influence on employee engagement in an organization, followed by Fairness, Reciprocity, and Competence. 

Limitations 
The scope of our study of the influence of organizational trust on employee engagement was rather limited. First, it was a small-scale pilot study for the DBA assignment purpose. Time factor was a concern with only one month to wrap up all. Second, sample organizations, though limited to those of the DBA classmates for ease of connection, were quite a fair coverage in business and public sectors. Nevertheless, we managed to source 26 survey participants who are managers leading a team and reporting to a supervisor. Given the above limitations, the findings might not be conclusive enough statistically.

Conclusion 
Our study on organizational trust and employee engagement was basically in line with literature findings. For instance, major items such as fairness, reciprocity, and competence were in line with Mayer’s and Ashley’s frameworks. An interesting notion was identification found to exert the strongest influence on employee engagement, contrary to literature findings suggesting reciprocity / benevolence instead. However, it was difficult to draw a conclusion given our relatively small survey on just 26 participants in the survey. Nonetheless, it pointed out a direction worth investigating further on a wider scale with over 500 participants from a minimum of 150 organizations across a wide spectrum of industries.




























References
Arrow, K.J. (1974), The Limits of Organisation, Norton, York, New York, NY [Cited in Berg, J., Dickhaur, J., McCabe, K. (1995). Trust, reciprocity, and social history. Games and Economic Behavior, 10, 122-142]

Ashley, C., Noble, S.M., Donthu, N., Lemon, K.N. (2011), Why customers won’t relate: Obstacles to relationship marketing engagement. Journal of Business Research, 64(7), 749-756

Barber, B. (1983), The Logic and Limits of Trust, Rutgers University Press, New Brunswick, NJ

Bennis, W. J. (1999). The end of leadership: Exemplary leadership is impossible without full inclusion, initiatives, and cooperation of followers . Organizational Dynamics, 28(1), 71-79.

Burke, C.S., Sims, D.E., Lazzara, E.H. and Salas, E. (2007), “Trust in leadership: a multi-level review and integration”, The Leadership Quarterly, Vol.18No.6, pp.606-632

Butler, J.K.(1991), “Toward understanding and measuring conditions of trust: evolution of a conditions oftrustinventory”,JournalofManagement,Vol.17No.3,pp.643-663

Caldwell, C. and Clapham, S.E. (2003), “Organisational trustworthiness: an international perspective”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol.47No.4, pp.349-364

Carsten, M. K. & Bligh, Michelle C. (2008). Lead, follow, and get out of the way: Involving employees in the visioning process. In Riggio R., Challeff I. & Lipman-Blumen J. (Eds.). The art of followership: How great followers create great leaders and organizations. (277- 290). San Francisco: Joessey-Bass

Colquitt, J., Conlon, E., Wesson, M., Porter, C. and Ng, K. (2001), “Justice at the millennium: a meta analytic review of 25 years of organisational justice research”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol.86 No.3, pp.425-445

Conger, J. A. (1991). Inspiring others: The language of leadership. Academy of Management Executive, 5, 31-45

Costigan,R.D.,Insinga,R.C.,Berman,J.J.,Ilter,S.S.,Kranas,G.andKureshov,V.A.(2006), “The effect of employee trust of the supervisor on enterprising behavior: a cross-cultural comparison”, Journal of Business and Psychology, Vol.21 No.2, pp.273-291

Covey, S. R. (2004). The eighth habit: From effectiveness to greatness. New York, NY: Free Press

Croonen, E. (2010). Trust and fairness during strategic change processes in franchise systems. Journal of Business Ethics, 95(2), 191-209. 

Fard, H., Rajabzadeh, A., & Hasiri, A. (2010). Organizational trust in public sector: Explaining the role of manager’s managerial competency. European Journal of Economics, Finance and Administrative Sciences, 25, 29-43. 

Gagne, M. & Deci, E. L. (2005). Self-determination theory and work motivation. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 26, 331-362

Gallup (2013). State of the American workplace: Employee engagement insights for U.S. business leaders. Retrieved from: http://www.gallup.com/strategicconsulting /163007/state-american-workplace.aspx

Gençer, M.S., Samur, Y. (2016), Leadership styles and technology: leadership competency level of educational leaders. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 229, 226-233

Goleman, D., Boyatzis, R., & McKee, A. (2002). Primal leadership: The hidden driver in great performance. Harvard Business Review on Breakthrough Leadership (pp. 25-50). Boston: Harvard Business School Publishing Corporation.

Gupta, N., Sharma, V. (2016), Exploring employee engagement-a way to better business performance. Global Business Review, 17, 45S-63S

Hansen, S.D., Dunford, B.B., Boss, A.D., Boss, R.W. and Angermeier, I. (2011), “Corporate social responsibility and the beneﬁts of employee trust: a cross-disciplinary perspective”, Journal  of  Business Ethics, Vol.102 No.1, pp.29-45

Hodson, R. (2004), “Organisational trustworthiness: ﬁndings from the population of organisational ethnographies”, Organisation Science, Vol.15No.4, pp.432-445

Hubbell, A.P. and Chory-Assad, R.M. (2005), “Motivating factors: perceptions of justice and their relationship with managerial and organisational trust”, Communication Studies, Vol. 56 No. 1, pp.47-70.

Ingenhoff, D. and Sommer, K. (2010), “Trust in companies and in CEOs: a comparative study of the main inﬂuences”, Journal of Business Ethics, Vol.95No.3, pp.339-355

Krames, J.A. (2005). Jack Welch and the 4E's of leadership: How to put GE's leadership formula to work in your organization. Boston, MA: McGraw Hill

Lessons Learned (2009). Managing People at Work, (330). Retrieved October 1, 2009, from EBSCOhost database

Leung, K., Trevena, L., Waters, D. (2016), Development of a competency framework for evidence-based practice in nursing. Nurse Education Today, 39, 189-196

Lombardo, M. M. & Eichinger, R. W. (2009). For Your Improvement: A Guide for Development and Coaching. Minneapolis, MN: Lominger

Mayer, R.C., Davis, J.H. and Schoorman, F.D. (1995), “An integrative model of organisational trust”, The Academy of Management Review, Vol.20No.3, pp.709-734



Mayer, R.C. and Davis, J.H. (1999), “The effect of the performance appraisal system on trust for management: a ﬁeld quasi-experiment”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol.84 No.1, pp.123-136

McEvily, B. and Tortoriello, M. (2011), “Measuring trust in organisational research: review and recommendations”, Journal of Trust Research, Vol.1No.1, pp.23-63

McKnight, D.H. and Chervany, N.L. (2002), “What trust means in e-commerce customer relationships: an interdisciplinary conceptual typology”, International Journal of Electronic Commerce, Vol. 6 No.2, pp.35-59.

Mishra, A.K. (1996), “Organisational responses to crisis: the centrality of trust”, in Kramer, R.M. and Tyler, T.M.(Eds), Trust in Organisations, Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA, pp.261-287

Reissner, S., Pagan, V. (2013), Generating employee engagement in a public-private partnership: Management communication activities and employee experiences. International Journal of Human Resource Management, 24(14), 2741-2759

Saunders, M., & Thornhill, A. (2003). Organizational justice, trust and the management of change: An exploration. Personnel Review, 32(3), 360-375. 

Saunders, M., & Thornhill, A. (2004). Trust and mistrust in organizations: An exploration using an organizational justice framework. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 73(4), 493-515

Saunders, M., & Thornhill, A. (2006). Forced employment contract change and the psychological contract. Employee Relations, 28(5), 449^4-67. Retrieved from http://epubs.surrey.ac.Uk/2431/l/Forced_Employment_2006_Saunders_Thomhill. pdf

Sawyer, T., Gray, M.M. (2016), Procedural training and assessment of competency utilizing simulation. Seminars in Perinatology, 40, 438-446.

Searle, R., Den Hartog, D.N., Weibel, A., Gillespie, N., Six, F., Hatzakis, T. and Skinner, D. (2011), “Trust in the employer: the role of high involvement work practices and procedural justice in European organizations”, The International Journal of Human Resource Management, Vol. 22 No. 5, pp.1069-1092

Shmailan, A.S.B. (2016), The relationship between job satisfaction, job performance and employee engagement: An explorative study. Issues in Business Management and Economics, 4(1), 1-8.

Siahaan, E., Gultom, P., Lumbanraja, P. (2016), Improvement of employee banking performance based on competency improvement and placement working through career development (case study in Indonesia). International Business Management, 10(3), 255-261

Studer, S. (2016), Volunteer management: Responding to the uniqueness of volunteers. Non-profit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 45(4), 688-714



Williams, G. (2008). The hero’s journey to effective followership and leadership: A practitioners focus. In Riggio R., Challeff I. & Liipman-Blumen J. (Eds.). The art of followership: How great followers create great leaders and organizations. (95-108). San Francisco: Joessey-Bass.

Whitener, E.M. (2001), “Do ‘high commitment’ human resource practices affect employee commitment? A cross-level analysis using hierarchical linear modelling”, Journal of Management, Vol.27 No.5, pp.515-535

Zeidner, R. (2008). Employees trust managers more than top brass. Human Resources Magazine, 53(10), 10

Zhang, A., Tsui, A.S., Song, L., Li, C. and Jia, L. (2008), “How do I trust thee? The employee– organisation relationship, supervisory support, and middle manager trust in the organisation”, Human Resource Management, Vol.47 No.1, pp.111-132































Appendix:  Survey Questionnaire

Employee Trust

The study attempts to make an empirical investigation of the impact of the four factors fairness, competency, reciprocity, and identification that might affect employee trust and subsequently employee engagement. 

The instrument proposed is an Employee Questionnaire using a 5-point Likert Scale to indicate respondents’ degree of agreement or disagreement with each of the items (1= strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 =agree, and 5 = strongly agree) about trust in employers or leader of organizations.

Fairness 

1. I have confidence in my supervisor being fair to all     1    2    3    4    5

2. I like the ethical values of my supervisor to stay unbiased      1    2    3    4    5

3. My supervisor is my source of reference ready support       1    2    3    4    5

4. My supervisor / the management is open and upfront with me      1    2    3    4    5 

5. I feel save to express my true feelings about important issues      1    2    3    4    5  

Competency 

6. My supervisor is competent and knowledgeable      1    2    3    4    5

7. My supervisor shows confidence in task performance and administration      1    2    3    4    5

8. My supervisor /the management teams’ actions and behavior are not consistent   1    2    3    4    5

9. My supervisor is a disciplined in task performance and administration     1    2    3    4    5

Reciprocity / Benevolence

10. Competence is equally important for leader and subordinates to elicit trust       1    2    3    4    5

11. My supervisor /management provides guidance to employees in their tasks       1    2    3    4    5

12. My supervisor is considerate in leading the team      1    2    3    4    5

13. Employees’ needs and desires are very important to the management     1    2    3    4    5	

14. My supervisor does not take advantage of me      1    2    3    4    5





Identification

15. I feel appreciated when I exceeded expectation on performance        1    2    3    4    5

16. My supervisor has an obligation to execute the tasks entrusted       1    2    3    4    5

17. I feel proud of the management / company’s accomplishment        1    2    3    4    5

18. I trust my supervisor as he/she is the department head       1    2    3    4    5

19. I agree with my company’s vision and mission      1    2    3    4    5

Employee Engagement

20. Clear identification of responsibilities keeps order and efficiency to elicit trust     1   2   3   4   5

21. I am enthusiastic about my job     1    2    3    4    5

22. I feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization as I trust my supervisor / management      
                                                                                                                              1    2    3    4    5

23. I have a great sense of satisfaction when I do my job well      1   2   3   4   5

24. I expect a great career development as I trust management’s ability to lead the company
                                                                                                                             1   2   3   4   5        
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Fairness  

  Organization al                       T r ust  

Compete nce  

Iden tification  

Reciproc it y   
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Tab le   2   Pilot Survey Respondent Characteristics (n = 26)  

 Frequency  Percent  

Gender    

   Male  17  65  

   Female  9  35  

Age    

   25  and   below  0  0  

   26 - 35  3  11.5  

   36 - 45  9  34.6  

   46 - 55  10  38.5  

   56  and   above  4  15.4  

Education    

   Bachelor’s Degree  3  11.5  

   Master’s Degree  17  65.4  

   PhD / DBA  6  23.1  

Industry    

   Government or Public Organization  9  34.6  

   NGOs or Charity Organization  2  7.7  

   Private or Commercial Sectors  15  57.7  

Company  S ize    

   Below 50  5  19.1  

   51  -   100  1  3. 9  

   101  -   200  3  11.5  

   201  -   300  2  7.7  

   301  -   400  1  3. 9  

   401  -   500  1  3. 9  

   501 and Over  13  50  
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Construct and Item  Mean  SD / σ  Cronbach α  

Fairness    0.9340  

1.   I have confidence in my supervisor being fair to all       3. 3076  1. 0107   

2.   I like the ethical values of my supervisor to stay unbiased       3.5769  1.1374   

3.   My supervisor is my source of reference ready support         3.5769  0.8566   

4.   My supervisor / the management is open and upfront with me  3.4230  1.0265   

5.   I feel save to express my true feelings about important issues     3.5769  1. 0 265   

Competence    0.7422  

6. My supervisor is competent and knowledgeable        3.461 5  1.0288   

7. My supervisor shows confidence in task performance and         administration       3.6153  1. 0228   

8.  My supervisor /   the management teams’ actions and behav ior  are not  consistent  3.0384  1.1128   

9. My supervisor is disciplined in task performance and         administration  3.4230  1.0648   

Reciprocity /  B enevolence    0.8203  

10. Competence is equally important for leader and subordinates           to elicit trust     3.9615  0.9156   

11. My supervisor / the management provides guidance to           employees in their tasks       3.4230  1.0648   

12. My supervisor is considerate in leadi ng the team  3.3846  1.1340   

13. Employee s’   needs and desires are very important to the           management      3.8461  1.0466   

14. My supervisor does not take advantage of me      3.1923  1.0961   

Identification    0.7736  

15. I feel appreciated when I exceeded expectation on           performance     3.6538  0.8458   

16. My supervisor has an obligation to execute the tasks entrusted       3.9230  0.4835   

17. I feel proud of the management/company’s accomplishment  3.4230  0.8566   

18. I trust my supervisor as he/she is the department head       3.3846  1.0612   

19. I agree with my company’s vision and mission    3.7692  1.0698   

Employee  Engagement     0.9066  

20. Clear identification of responsibilities keeps order and           efficiency to elicit trust     3.8846  0.9089   

21. I am enthusiastic about my job       3.8461  1.0076   

22. I feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization as I trust           my supervisor / the management       3.5769  1.0648   

23. I have a great sense of satisfaction when I do my job well        3.9615  0.9583   

24. I expect a great career development for me because I trust the           management’s ability to lead the company to succeed  3.4615  1.207 6   
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Table  4   Associations Among  Organizational   Trust  Constructs   and Employee Engagement  

Pearson Correlation Coefficient  

 Fairness  Competence  Reciprocity  Identification  Employee  Engagement  

Fairness  1      

Competence  0.8067  1     

Reciprocity  0.7176  0.7075  1    

Identification  0.7848  0.6611  0.8013  1   

Employee  Engagement    0.7183     Sig. (2 tail)  0.000    0.5577     Sig. (2 tail)  0.0 30    0.7114     Sig. (2 tail)  0.000    0.9089     Sig. (2 tail)  0.000    1  

*Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2  tailed).   Fairness vs EE   Pearson correlation between Fairness and Employee Engagement (EE) is 0.7183. It suggests  that there is a  very strong association  with r=0.7183  and  a positive direction  in relationship  between fairness and EE. Employees tend to be  hi ghly  engaged in a work  environment/company where fairness is  perceived and  observed.  The attrition rate tends to  be lower at those organizations where staff in general feels being treated fairly.           H0:   ρ=0   H1: ρ≠0   Since the p - value is 0.000 which is  less th a n 0.05,  null hypothesis should be rejected and  conclude that there is a statistical evidence that fairness and employee engagement are  related.   Competence vs EE   Pearson correlation between Competence and EE is 0.5577. The direction of relationship  between competence and EE is positive.  That indicate the competence level of supervisors  and EE is positively  correlated.  The strength of the relationship is s ubstantial   with r=0.5577 .  Employees tend to be more engaged in a work place  if they consider their  supervisors are   competent   at what they do .   H0:   ρ=0   H1: ρ≠0   Since the p - value is 0.0 3 0 which is less th a n 0.05,  null hypothesis should be rejected and  conclude that there is a statistical evidence that competence and employee  engagement are  related.   Reciprocity vs EE   Pearson correlation between Reciprocity and EE is 0.7114.   It suggests that there is a positive   correlation between reciprocity and EE. The strength of relationship is  very strong with  r=0.7114.  That indicates…      


image7.emf
H0 :   ρ=0   H1: ρ≠0   Since the p - value is 0.000 which is less th a n 0.05,  null hypothesis should be rejected and  conclude that there is a statistical evidence that  reciprocity  and employee engagement are  related.   Identification vs EE   Pearson correlation between Identification and EE is 0.9089. It suggests that there is a positive  correlation between identification and EE. The strength of the relationship is very strong with  r=0.9089. That indicate s….     H0:   ρ=0   H1: ρ≠0   Since the p - value  is 0.000 which is less th a n 0.05,  null hypothesis should be rejected and  conclude that there is a statistical evidence that identification and employee engagement are  related.  
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