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ABSTRACT

The central aim of this research was to examindrtipact of state and trait
trust on employees’ levels of work engagement. Mgwecifically, in this study, the
three forms of state trust - trust in top managenteust in direct supervisor and trust
in team members, as well as trait trust (trust engity) - were hypothesised as
antecedents of work engagement. Furthermore, it praposed that organizational
identification, affective commitment to the supeor and team psychological safety
will mediate the effects of trust in top manageménmnist in direct supervisor and trust
in team members on work engagement respectivamglll the relationship of work
engagement with a variety of work outcomes suchimasple job performance,
innovative work behaviour, feedback seeking, erroommunication and
organizational commitment, as well as the mediateftects of learning goal
orientation on these relationships were investmjatésing survey data from 152
research scientists, drawn from six university rsogeresearch centres operating in
Ireland, the hypotheses were tested through higaicmultiple regression analyses.
The results of this study showed that as hypotkdsierganizational identification,
affective commitment to the supervisor, and teagtlpslogical safety fully mediated
the effects of trust in top management, trust meati supervisor, and trust in team
members on work engagement respectively. Moreaver,findings of this study
indicated that trust propensity was also positivahg significantly related to work
engagement. Additionally, it was found that leagnigoal orientation partially
mediated the effects of work engagement on injaieperformance, innovative work
behaviour, feedback seeking and error communicatidrile it did not mediate the
relationship between work engagement and organizaticommitment. On the basis
of these findings, recommendations were made fer rttanagement of research

centres and for future research directions.
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CHAPTER 1

Overview of the Research

1.1 Background

To survive and successfully compete in the rapahignging and turbulent
work environment, organizations need to develop estdin employees who are
highly motivated and are willing to go the extralenfor them (Schuafeli and
Salanova, 2008). In recognition of this fact, mederganizations are now putting
less emphasis on traditional control systems antlatasng through downsizing and
redesigning of their business processes, and othséea focussing more on the
effective management of their human capital for aging their efficiency and
effectiveness. These organizations are, thereifocegasingly investing in conditions,
which could enable them to develop employees whe “@roactive and show
initiative, collaborate smoothly with others, takesponsibility for their own
professional development and are committed to higgdity performance standards”
(Bakker and Schaufeli, 2008, p. 147). Thus, orgations require employees who are
brimming with energy and self-confidence; are estfistic and passionate about their
work; and are fully involved in their work actias. In other words, modern
organizations need an engaged work force. So whabik engagement?

Work engagement is considered as the “positivethasis” of workplace
burnout — a psychological state that is charaadriby feelings of exhaustion,
cynicism and reduced professional efficacy (Maslaold Leiter, 1997). While the
burned out employees feel tired, view their jobs #mel people they work with
cynically and generally consider themselves to rféctual; engaged employees
radiate energy, enthusiasm and passion (Schaufeli $alanova, 2007). Work
engagement is defined as a ‘positive, fulfilling waelated state of mind that is
characterised by vigour, dedication and absorpt(&thaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-
Roma & Bakker, 2002, p. 74)igour refers to the inclination to inject effort into
one’s work, perseverance in the wake of task diffies, and the demonstration of
exceptional levels of energy and steadfastnessewhibrking. Dedication is



characterised by a strong involvement in one’s warkl it reflects feelings of
enthusiasm, inspiration, pride, significance, ahdllenge. The final dimension of
engagement igbsorption. This component of work engagement refers to béiflyg
immersed in one’s work in a way that time appearsly by and one finds it
excessively difficult to disengage oneself from kvoSeveral studies have found
empirical support for the three factor structurevoirk engagement (e.g. Schaufeli et
al., 2002; Storm and Rothman, 2003; Schaufeli aakkBr, 2004; Schaufeli, Taris
and Van Rhenen, 2008).

1.2 Importance of Work Engagement

In recent years the importance of work engagemastleen enhanced mainly
because of two factors. First, the recent trendatdw positive psychology with its
focus on human strengths, well being and optimattioning, has evoked a general
interest in positive states and as a result hagpalied the construct of work
engagement into prominence (Seligman and Csiksziealyn 2000). Second, the
concept of work engagement has assumed increaggificgince because past
research has provided empirical evidence, whichaetnates that high levels of
work engagement can manifest in several positiveamoes for organizations. For
example, research evidence indicates that highdefevork engagement can lead to
greater commitment and satisfaction, lower abserteand quit rates, improved
health and well being, and better in-role and esata performance (Schaufeli and
Salanova, 2007). In view of these findings, itaagonable to suggest that an engaged
workforce is likely to make a significant contrimrt to the bottom line of the

concerned organization.

1.3 Drivers of Work Engagement

A review of the engagement literature reveals fblatresources are the most
important precursors of work engagement (Schaafedi Bakker, 2004; Bakker and
Demerouti, 2008; Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter, Ta#808). Job resources refer to those
physical, social or organizational aspects of tiethat can: (a) ensure successful task
completion; (b) diminish the negative consequermiefob demands; and (c) fuel

personal growth and development (Schaufeli and 8akR004; Bakker and



Demerouti, 2007). Prior research has consistentipotestrated that job resources
such as supervisory coaching, social support frampewsvisor and co-workers,
autonomy, positive work climate, and performancedf®ck can promote work
engagement (Schaufeli and Salanova, 2007).

More recently, several studies have highlightedrthe of personal resources
in advancing employees’ engagement with their wBkksonal resources are positive
evaluations of the self that are “linked to resitig” and refer to “individual’'s sense
of their ability to successfully control and impaleeir environment, especially during
challenging circumstances” (Hobfoll, Johnson, Eramd Jackson, 2003, p. 632). For
instance, Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti and Sietia2007) in their recent study
showed that the three personal resources, namafyefficacy, organization based
self esteem and optimism were positively relatedddk engagement.

1.4 The Role of Trust in Work Engagement

As noted above, work engagement has been largelgidered a product of
job and personal resources. The present study,Jesweeviates from this established
line of inquiry and seeks to broaden the growinggagement literature by
investigating the impact of trust on research 4t levels of work engagement
within the context of the Irish university scien@search centres. Mayer, Davis and
Schoorman (1995) draw a distinction between trast @sychological state and trust
as a relatively stable personality trait also knoaentrust propensity. The present
thesis aims to examine the impact of both statetemtitrust (trust propensity) on
researchers’ work engagement.

The current study focuses on three foci of shatst: top management, direct
supervisor and team members. Therefore, the predady seeks to examine the
effects of trust in the top management, direct super and team members on
researchers’ engagement with their work. In thesgme investigation, state trust is
conceptualised as a multidimensional construct foildwing Mishra (1996) is
defined as ‘one party’s willingness to be vulneeald another party based on the
belief that the latter party is (a) competent, r@jable, (c) open and (d) concerned’,
(Mishra, 1996, p. 265). Therefore, in this reseasthfe trust reflects researchers’

inclination to depend on the top management, disegiervisor and their team



members based on their belief that these targetefficacious, dependable, honest
and compassionate.

In contrast, trait trust or trust propensity is eatively stable individual
difference, which reflects an individual’s geneetdency to trust or distrust across a
broad range of situations and persons (Rotter, 198&night and Chervany, 2001).
McKnight and Chervany (2001) argue that trust pngtg does not necessarily
suggest that one considers others to be dependableeliable but on the contrary
implies that irrespective of the reason, one gdlyarinclined to trust others.

To the best of my knowledge the relationship betwwerk engagement and
trust has not been explored before. In sum, tregaeh attempts to prove that in
addition to job and personal resources, a climateust can also play a key role in

promoting work engagement.

1.5 Statement of the Problem

As mentioned in the preceding paragraphs, the ousteidy was undertaken
within the context of Irish university research tes. University research centres are
organizations, which usually lie “outside the usaahdemic core” of university
departments, and “they bring several fields of rsme and technology together,
sometimes even helping create new fields” (Bozeiwwath Boardman, 2003, p. 8).
These research centres are playing a criticalinogecelerating the pace of economic
development of the Irish economy by conductingiegtedge research in areas such
as, biotechnology, computer sciences and medicaht#ogy. Thus, improving the
efficiency and effectiveness of these centres genative for the economic prosperity
of Ireland. The present study argues that the draamd stability of the university
research centres can be enhanced by advancing dHe emgagement of science
researchers working in these centres. It is funheposed that state and trait trust can
play a vital role in achieving this end.

However, it should be noted that the research esrare a very specific form
of organization, whose primary purpose is to inseedhe research output of
universities. Moreover, the researchers workinghiese centres are high powered
knowledge workers who are conducting high-tech radie research in their
respective fields. Thus, the obvious question & Will the findings of this study be

specific to the research centres only or whethey tban be generalised to other



contexts as well. Previous research indicates bwh work engagement (e.g.
Schaufeli, Bakker and Van Rhenen, 2009) and teugt Collins and Smith, 2006) can
influence the attitudes and behaviour of knowleagerkers working within the
context of high technology organizations such las,university research centres and
that these findings can be generalised to othetegtsr This evidence provides
confidence that the results and implications of ghesent study can be applicable to
other work environments.

The current study argues that within the environma&nresearch centres
positive trust in the top management team, direpesvisor and team members along
with researchers’ dispositional tendency to traaf play a crucial role in nurturing
work engagement among the research scientistangt@nce, trust in team members
acquires salience in this context because the nm@seacientists work in
interdisciplinary teams and, therefore, are depende each other to accomplish
team and personal goals. In such a work environmiéecttive task performance and
higher work engagement can only occur if the redeas cooperate and work
collaboratively to accomplish particular tasks (Sdbh and Salanova, 2007).
Previous research provides mounting evidence tbsitipe trust in team members
can be critical in fostering interpersonal cooperabetween members (Morgan and
Hunt, 1994; Jones and George, 1998) and therdfiasethe potential to manifest in
stronger engagement and performance.

In a related vein, it is speculated that trustineat supervisor will also have a
positive impact on the engagement levels of theaieh scientists. High trust in the
supervisor might prompt the researchers to giveha&ir personal interests, and to
invest their mental and physical energies in accwhiplg the performance related
goals articulated by the supervisor (Dirks, 200Bjeater motivation to attain the
performance specific goals set by the supervisotuin, might induce the research
scientists to approach their work with greater vigaledication and absorption.

Furthermore, it is suggested that trust in the nbsgal foci, that is the top
management team, is also likely to exercise a figmit effect on the engagement
levels of research scientists. For instance, frusthe ability of the top management
team to generate funding is likely to increase asdeers’ sense of future with the
research centre by assuring them that the researdhe will survive. This sense of
security, by lowering uncertainty and ambiguityghtiraise researchers’ engagement

with their work.



Finally, it is postulated that in addition to statest, trust propensity is also
likely to positively affect researchers’ levelswbrk engagement. Previous research
suggests that people who typically trust othersrmaoege willing to engage in pro-
social behaviours (Colquitt, Scott and LePine, 306hd to be less critical of others
(McKnight and Chervany, 2001); are more likely &spect the rights of others and
are generally liked by others (Rotter, 1980). Thessitive characteristics might
facilitate the high trustors to form an elaborateial network in their workplace
through which they may gain access to importanbrmftion and resources (e.g.
social support, constructive feedback etc.), thrat reecessary for promoting work
engagement.

Thus, in the light of this background, the presstntly seeks to investigate the

following research question:

‘Will positive trust in top management, direct supervisor and team members, and a
high trust propensity foster work engagement among research scientists working in

Irish university science research centres?’

1.6 Aims and Objectives of the Study

This research was driven by four objectives. Th& ind foremost aim of this
study was to investigate whether or not trust ip toanagement, trust in direct
supervisor, trust in team members and trust propeocan directly and significantly
affect researchers’ engagement with their reseaotk.

However, the relationship between the three faoétstate trust and work
engagement might not be direct or unconditional @nday be mediated by other
variables. For instance, Dirks and Ferrin (200Quarthat trust is more likely to
exercise an indirect effect on organizational ontes by providing the “conditions
under which cooperation, higher performance and more positive attitudes and
perceptions are likely to occur” (p. 455). Thisses the need to identify intervening
mechanisms through which researchers’ trust inni@magement, direct supervisor
and team members can convert into work engagement.

Dirks and Skarlicki (2004) assert that trust in tnpnagement, trust in direct
supervisor, and trust in team members are threenclisconstructs each having

different outcomes and implications. More particlyiathey suggest that trust in top



management is likely to be a stronger predictoobmgfanization-relevant outcomes;
trust in direct supervisor is likely to be more g¢ictive of supervisor focussed
outcomes; and trust in team members is likely teriea stronger influence on team
level outcomes. This is also in line with Ajzen aRighbein’s (1977) principal of

compatibility, which states that a given attituddikely to be a stronger predictor of a
particular behaviour if the attitude and the bebarihave the same foci. Thus, it is
proposed that each type of trust will affect wonkgagement through a unique
mechanism. Hence, the second objective of thisystta to establish whether or not:
(1) organizational identification, an organizatiaievant outcome, will mediate the
relationship between trust in top management andk vweogagement; (2) affective

commitment to the supervisor, which is a supervsmecific outcome will mediate

the effects of trust in direct supervisor on workgagement; and (3) team
psychological safety, a team relevant outcome, mébdiate the relationship between
trust in team members and work engagement.

The third aim of this study was to explore the e&feof work engagement on
five organizational outcomes: self-rated in-rold jperformance; innovative work
behaviour; two learning behaviours, namely, seekagglback for self improvement
and error communication; and affective organizafiam@nmitment. Although the
impact of work engagement on in-role job perfornenanovative behaviour and
organizational commitment has been examined befarstudy to my knowledge has
investigated the relationship between work engageraued the two kinds of learning
behaviour: seeking feedback for self improvememd, @ror communication.

Finally, most of the studies have mainly considdtexidirect effects of work
engagement on various outcomes, while little redednas been conducted to
investigate the mediating mechanisms through wheaigagement influences
workplace attitudes, behaviours, and performandeoowes. Thus, the fourth and
final objective of this study was to address thep doy highlighting the role of
learning goal orientation in explaining the linkagetween work engagement and the
five organizational outcomes. However, it is quitessible that work engagement
may affect these outcome variables through oth&riening processes as well.
Therefore, this study proposes that learning gomntation will at least partially
mediate the effects of work engagement on the owtcwariables included in this

study. The conceptual model depicting these relahifqs is presented in Figure 1.1:
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On the basis of the research objectives specifiede the following research

hypotheses were formulated and tested:



Hypothesis 1laResearchers’ trust in top management is positias$pciated with
their work engagement

Hypothesis 1bResearchers’ trust in direct supervisor will beifposy associated
with their work engagement

Hypothesis 1cResearchers’ trust in their team members will k@tpely associated
with their work engagement

Hypothesis 1dResearchers’ trust propensity will be positivedg@ciated with their

work engagement

Hypothesis 2aResearchers’ organizational identification willdrage the effects of
trust in top management on work engagement

Hypothesis 2bResearchers’ affective commitment to the superwisibbmediate the
effects of trust in direct supervisor on work engaget

Hypothesis 2cTeam psychological safety will mediate the effexftirust in team

members on work engagement

Hypothesis 3aResearchers’ work engagement will be positivebpamted with their
in-role job performance

Hypothesis 3bResearchers’ work engagement will be positiveboamted with their
innovative work behaviour

Hypothesis 3cResearchers’ work engagement will be positiveboamted with
seeking feedback for self improvement

Hypothesis 3dResearchers’ work engagement will be positivebpamted with
error communication

Hypothesis 3eResearchers’ work engagement will be positivegoamted with their

organizational commitment

Hypothesis 4aResearchers’ learning goal orientation will astgzartially mediate
the effects of work engagement on in-role job pentamce

Hypothesis 4bResearchers’ learning goal orientation will astgaartially mediate
the effects of work engagement on innovative warkdyiour

Hypothesis 4cResearchers’ learning goal orientation will astgaartially mediate

the effects of work engagement on seeking feedlackelf improvement



Hypothesis 4dResearchers’ learning goal orientation will astgzartially mediate
the effects of work engagement on error commuraoati
Hypothesis 4eResearchers’ learning goal orientation will astgaartially mediate

the effects of work engagement on organizationalragment

1.8 Definitions of Key Terms and Concepts

The definitions of key terms and concepts usetiénpresent study are summarised in
Table 1.1 below:
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TABLE 1.1
Definitions of Key Terms & Concepts

Term / Concept

Definition

Work Engagement

A “positive, fulfilling work relatestate of mind that is characterised by vigoudiaiion and absorption” (Schaufeli et al.

2002a, p. 74).

State Trust

“One party’s willingness to be vulnégaio another party based on the belief that thierlparty is (a) competent, (b) reliab
(c) open and (d) concerned”, (Mishra, 1996, p. 265)

€,

Trait Trust or Trust
Propensity

A relatively stable individual difference, whichflects an individual's general tendency to trustdistrust across a broad ran
of situations and persons (Rotter, 1980; McKnigit &hervany, 2001).

ge

Organizational
Identification

“Perception of oneness with or belongingness tootiganization” (Ashforth and Mael, 1989, p. 22)“ttre degree to which

member defines him or herself by the same attribtliat he or she believes define the organizat{buitton et al., 1994, p.

239).

Affective Commitment to
the Supervisor

An attachment, which reflects employees’ identiiima with and emotional attachment to their supswi(Clugston et al
2000).

Team Psychological
Safety

Refers to team members’ belief that their “tearsaife for interpersonal risk taking” (Edmondson, 9,92 354).

Learning Goal
Orientation

Reflects an individual's dispositional tendencyirtgprove competence through the acquisition of n&illssand knowledge
(Dweck, 1986).

In-Role Job Performance

Those activities, whichpam of employees’ formal job description (MotoWiénd Van Scotter, 1994).

Innovative Work

An “intentional creation, introduction and applicat of new ideas within a work role, group or orgaation, in order to benef

Behaviour role performance, the group or the organizatioah§$en, 2000, p. 288).
Feedback Seeking The “conscious devotion of effort toward determgnthe correctness and adequacy of behaviour fainaty valued end states
Behaviour (Ashford, 1986, p. 466).

D

Error Communication

Employees tendency to opernppmeand discuss errors and mistakes

University Research
Centre

A “university based organization whose purpose isanduct scholarly investigations of an intergifnary nature, usually with
financial support from government agencies, privampanies and other organizations outside of tireetsity” (Steffensen

Rogers and Speakman, 1999, p. 96).
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1.9 Thesis Structure

This thesis comprises of twelve chapters and istired as follows. Chapters
2 and 3 present a review of the relevant literaturevork engagement, while chapters
4 and 5 review the literature relating to organaal trust. The literature pertaining
to the three intervening variables: organizatiadahtification, affective commitment
to the supervisor, and team psychological safetyeviewed in Chapter 6. In Chapter
7 a brief overview of the outcome variables usethis study is presented. Chapter 8
deals with the context of the study, that is, thévensity research centres; while
Chapter 9 explains the theoretical basis, and logad for developing the research
hypotheses. Chapter 10 discusses the methodology i this research. More
specifically, it explains the philosophical founidats of this research, outlines the
data collection procedure and the sample, discubsemeasures used in this study,
and examines the statistical techniques utilizete$d the research hypotheses. The
results of this research are presented in Chagtefihally, Chapter 12 wraps up this
thesis with a discussion of the results of thiddgtuts theoretical and managerial

implications, limitations and future research dir&gs.

1.10 Summary

This chapter presented background information a@n dbpendent variable,
work engagement and on the independent variabédsatle assumed to enhance the
engagement levels of research scientists workinfinvithe context of university
science research centres. More specifically, ia tesearch the three forms of state
trust, namely, trust in top management, trust meali supervisor, and trust in team
members, and trait trust or trust propensity wengothesised as antecedents of work
engagement. Furthermore, it was proposed that argi@omal identification, affective
commitment to the supervisor, and team psycholbgafety will mediate the effects
of trust in top management, trust in direct sumaEwiand trust in team members on
work engagement, respectively. It was further sgdedl that work engagement will
positively affect five outcome variables: self-iia-role job performance, innovative
work behaviour, feedback seeking, error commurocatiand organizational
commitment and these effects will be mediated hynimg goal orientation. The next

chapter reviews the relevant literature relatingiéok engagement.
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CHAPTER 2

Work Engagement: Conceptualisation and Measurement

2.1 Introduction

The literature review on work engagement has beanitipned into two
chapters to facilitate the understanding of thigegmg concept. The present chapter
provides a general introduction to the concept ofknengagement; whereas, chapter
3 reviews the recent empirical advances in thia.a®pecifically, this chapter begins
by examining how the recent movement towards p@sipisychology has propelled
the concept of work engagement into prominencethEumore, a review of the
literature reveals the presence of two distin@rats within the engagement literature.
The first strand has its basis in practitioner j@s; whereas, the second strand
emanates from the academic literature. Thus, thé sextion critically analyzes the
various models and conceptualizations of work eagemt. The following section
examines the different instruments used to measiseonstruct and highlights their
merits and potential shortcomings. The chapter tlaewances to review the
relationship between engagement and burnout, andlues that engagement is
characterised by high levels of energy and stratemtification with one’s work;
whereas, burnout reflects a low level of energy amvdeak identification with one’s

work.

2.2 Evolution of Work Engagement

Historically, the field of psychological researclashbeen admonished for
putting undue emphasis on the negative aspectsuofah behaviour such as,
dysfunction, weakness and pathology (Schaufeli &athnova, 2007). However,
recent times have witnessed the emergence of yogiiychology — a new branch of
psychology that focuses on the importance of husteengths, optimal functioning
and well-being as opposed to exclusively concantgzabn human weaknesses and

malfunctioning (Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi, 2000his migration towards
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positive psychology has led to a redirection okegsh interest in positive states such
as, happiness (Brulde, 2007), well-being (Luthddmman, Avolio and Avey, 2008),
hope (Synder, 2002), and most importantly, fromwiesv point of the current study,
work engagement (Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter ands[&008).

2.3 Different Approaches to Work Engagement

A review of the engagement literature reveals tttadre are two distinct
approaches to the concept of work engagement. if$teapproach comes primarily
from the practitioner journals; whereas, the secapgdroach has its roots in the
academic literature (Saks, 2006). These approaahesliscussed in detail in the

following paragraphs.

2.3.1 Practitioners’ Approach to Work Engagement

Within the practitioner literature some of the défons of work engagement that

have been advanced include:

» Job engagement is defined ‘as a person’s enthusiadnmvolvement in his or
her job. People who are highly involved in theibgadentify personally with
the job and are motivated by the work itself’ (Rabeind Davenport, 2002 p.
21).

* Employee engagement is ‘the individual's involvemand satisfaction with
as well as enthusiasm for work’ (Gallup Organizatiblarter, Schmidt and
Hayes, 2002, p. 269). Harter et al. (2002) furttmntend that employees are
emotionally and cognitively engaged “when they knaWat is expected of
them, have what they need to do their work, haveodppities to feel an
impact and fulfilment in their work, perceive thithkey are part of something
significant with co-workers whom they trust, and/d&hances to improve and
develop” (p. 269).
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‘Employee engagement is the degree to which indalgliare personally
committed to helping an organization by doing atdyejob than what is
required to hold the job’(Kowalski, 2003, p.1).

Work engagement refers to ‘bringing discretionatfpré to the work in the
form of extra time, brain power and energy’ (FraRkanegan and Taylor,
2004, p.15).

Engagement is defined as ‘a positive attitude gldhe employee towards
the organization and its values. An engaged employeaware of business
context and works with colleagues to improve penfance within the job for
the benefit of the organization. The organizationstrwork to develop and
nurture engagement, which requires a two way wlatiip between employer
and employee’ (Robinson, Perryman and Hayday, 2008),

‘Engagement is about driving employees toward #omat, emotional and

intellectual commitment to the company’ (Shaw, 2025%).

‘Employee engagement or ‘passion for work’, invafeeling positive about
your job, as well as being prepared to go the exita to make sure you do
your job to the best of your ability. Engagemens hharee dimensions:
emotional engagement — being very involved emotipnaith one’s work;
cognitive engagement — focussing very hard whilewvatk; and physical
engagement — being willing to ‘go the extra miler fpour employer’

(Chartered Institute of Personnel Development (GJRDO06, p. 3).

Employee engagement ‘can be seen as a combindtioonumitment to the
organization and its values plus a willingness tdpheut colleagues
(organizational citizenship). It goes beyond johbs$action and is not simply
motivation. Engagement is something the employeetbaffer: it cannot be

required as part of the employment contract’ (CIRGQ7).
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The above sample of definitions appears to conckptuaork engagement as a
combination of established constructs like orgamopal commitment, job
satisfaction, job involvement, and organization@izenship behaviour. For example,
Shaw (2005) and CIPD (2007) equate engagement aoithmitment; Frank et al.
(2004) depict engagement as a form of extra-roleaweur; and the engagement
concept advanced by Harter, Schmidt and Hayes (268&ns to overlap with job
satisfaction and job involvement.

Furthermore, another common theme within the prangr literature is that
employee engagement is characterised by energhusasm, involvement and
focussed effort and therefore, it encompasses lattitudinal and behavioural
components (Macey and Schneider, 2008). Wefald ominey (2008) also echo
similar thoughts and contend that concepts of featisn, commitment and
involvement form an integral part of the definitiounsed by industrial researchers. In
addition, the industrial literature posits that énype engagement can be leveraged
by creating favourable employment conditions andkey to have positive effects on
firm’s growth and profitability (Macey and Schneid@008; Schaufeli and Bakker,
2008). However, with the exception of Harter etsa{2002) study, this assertion has
not been generally proved through publications ierpeviewed journals (Schaufeli
and Bakker, 2008). Schaufeli and Bakker (2008)hterrtpoint out that instead of
basing their contentions on concrete research regdhe consultancy and industrial
reports “merely state” that positive work engagemean manifest in enhanced
organizational performance and effectiveness.

According to Wefald and Downey (2008) there are tmain differences between
the practitioner and the academic literature. Ting& difference between the two
literatures stems from the fact that industrialwigf engagement is more focussed on
the outcomes of engagement (e.g. performance,ti@teand satisfaction). This is
understandable because the businesses are maestetein the bottom line effects
of work engagement and, therefore, are relativels Ifocussed on defining and
measuring this psychological state. In contrasg fhimary focus of academic
researchers is on the psychological constructfiesedl how the construct can be
measured. Second, Wefald and Downey (2008) argatewthile industry “typically
uses macro data analysis where responses for dodilg’ are averaged over a work
group or team” (e.g. Harter et al., 2002), the aoasds predominantly “use an

individual's response as the data point” (e.g. 8t#laand Bakker, 2004). This can be
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problematic because these divergent approachedeadyto contradictory findings.

Wefald and Downey (2008) conclude that in ordeadquire a clearer understanding
of the concept of work engagement, it is imperativat industrial and academic
researchers strive to “integrate the measures aetthads from the two thought

worlds” (p. 144).

However, the practitioner literature suffers fromot drawbacks. First, by
depicting engagement as synonymous with establishedstructs such as,
commitment, extra-role behaviour, satisfaction andlvement, it appears that this
literature is merely “putting old wine in new bedl' (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2008).
Second, most of the measures used to assess emplogagement in the practitioner
literature ask respondents to report their peroaptof the work conditions prevailing
in their organizations. For example, Wefald and Dew(2008) have highlighted ten

common themes found in measures of engagemenbysa@ctitioners:

e Pride in employer

» Satisfaction with employer

* Job satisfaction

* Opportunity to perform well at challenging work

* Recognition and positive feedback for one’s comuitidn

* Personal support from one’s supervisor

» Effort above and beyond the minimum

* Understanding the link between one’s job and tlgawization’s mission
* Prospects for future growth with one’s employer

e Intention to stay with one’s employer

An examination of these themes suggests that indlusteasures of engagement
primarily represent the conditions under, whichhieigengagement is likely to take
place but they do not in fact measure the constiieingagement itself (Macey and
Schneider, 2008). In sum, it is fair to concludattthe concept of engagement
developed by the industrial researchers does msept an accurate depiction of this

construct.
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2.3.2 Academic Approach to Work Engagement

Within the academic literature, the concept of wakgagement was first
introduced by Kahn (1990). Kahn (1990) defined wemngagement as “the harnessing
of organizational members’ selves to their worlesplin engagement people employ
and express themselves physically, cognitively asmotionally during role
performances” (p. 694). In contrast, personal djagement refers to the decoupling
of the self from the work role and involves peoplghdrawing and defending
themselves physically, cognitively and emotionallyring role performances. Kahn
(1990) contends that engagement behaviour referthdoact of simultaneously
injecting energies into one’s work roles and beatde to express one’s “preferred
self” while performing one’s work role. According tkahn (1990) when people
exhibit engagement behaviour they feel physicailyolved in their work activities,
cognitively vigilant, and emotionally connectedatihers.

In his subsequent study, Kahn (1992) differentiatedgagement from
psychological presence. More specifically, Kahn ¢@)9&gues that when people are
fully present psychologically, while performing thevork roles, they are more likely
to feel “attentive, connected, integrated and feedsin their role performances” (p.
322). Engagement behaviour, that reflects the adtiging energies into one’s work
role, is in fact an outcome of such psychologicakpnce.

Kahn (1990) in his ethnographic study found tharéhwere three psychological
conditions associated with engagement or disengagerat work: psychological
meaningfulness, psychological safety, and psychocdbgvailability. Psychological
meaningfulness refers to the feeling that one tziveng an adequate return on
investment of their physical, cognitive and mentalources into their role
performance. Individuals experience psychologicaaningfulness when they feel
useful and valuable, and believe that they are behg taken for granted. This
psychological condition is particularly affected joy characteristics (such as variety,
learning opportunities and autonomy), work role ditd rewarding interpersonal
interactions with co-workers. Psychological safedfers to the belief that one can
express his or her true self “without fear of nagatconsequences to self-image,
status or career” (Kahn, 1990, p. 708). Kahn (19&@ued that supporting and
trusting supervisory and co-worker relations wegmy responsible for engendering

feelings of psychological safety. Finally, psychgtml availability refers to the belief
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that one has the required physical, emotional aythmwlogical resources to engage
the self in a particular work role. Kahn (1990) fiduthat workers were more engaged
with their work in situations that provided them ma@sychological meaningfulness,
psychological safety, and psychological availapilit

May, Gilson and Harter (2004) provide the only emgpi investigation of Kahn's
model to-date. Specifically, May et al. (2004) foutitht although all the three
psychological conditions, namely, meaningfulnesafety and availability were
significantly related to work engagement, experieganeaningfulness exerted the
most profound impact on this construct. Additiopathey also found that the job
enrichment and role fit were significantly assaethtvith meaningfulness; rewarding
co-worker and supportive supervisor relations wersitively associated with safety;
while, adherence to co-workers and self consciasnere negatively related to this
psychological condition; and finally resources &fgle had a positive impact on
psychological availability; whereas, participatimnoutside activities had a negative
impact on this particular condition.

Perhaps, one shortcoming of Kahn's model is thdtag not been empirically
tested in different contexts and among differerupational groups. As, noted above,
the May et al. study provides the only empiricak tef Kahn’s model. This study was
based in the United States and was conducted witkiconfines of a large insurance
company. Thus, it remains to be seen whether Kamosgel will work in other
contexts or countries or different occupationalup®

Other researchers have subsequently also adoptedin’Ka (1990)
conceptualization of engagement. For instance, BRwoth (2001), like Kahn (1990)
defines engagement as psychological presencefwcos on role activities, but goes
further to state that it involves two critical conmagmts: attention and absorption.
Attention refers to “cognitive availability and tlaenount of time one spends thinking
about a role”; while, absorption “means being esgeal in a role and refers to the
intensity of one’s focus on a role” (p. 656).

In a similar vein, Saks (2006) conceptualizes engege as the extent to which
an individual is psychologically present in a pautar organizational role. He
suggests that the two most dominant roles for raagnizational members are their
work role and their role as a member of an orgdimzaand as a consequence he

includes both job and organization engagementsnrtadel.
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In terms of the development of the concept of geg#ent, an important
contribution comes from the burnout literature, evhpositions work engagement as a
positive antipode of workplace burnout (Maslachh&deli and Leiter, 2001).
Burnout is a condition that is characterised byifigs of exhaustion, cynicism and
reduced professional efficacy (Maslach and Leit®87). According to Maslach and
Leiter (1997) burnout reflects an erosion of engag@ with the job. In their view
engagement is characterised by three dimensioas,igh energy, involvement and
efficacy, which are the direct opposites of the¢hfacets of burnout. In other words,
these researchers suggest that when individualsrierpe the feelings of burnout
“energy turns into exhaustion, involvement turns ioynicism and efficacy turns into
ineffectiveness” (p. 24). According to this coneegpization, engagement can be
measured by the reverse pattern of scores on tlstablaBurnout Inventory-General
Survey dimensions (MBI-GS) (Maslach et al., 2001is implies that engagement is
characterised by low scores on exhaustion and isynjcand high scores on
professional efficacy.

Some empirical support for this conceptualizatiorenfjagement is provided by
case studies of two hospital units (Maslach andekeil997). The employees in one
unit displayed a typical burnout profile (i.e. highores on exhaustion and cynicism
and low scores on efficacy); whereas, employeethenother unit had an opposite
profile of engagement (i.e. low scores on exhaansdiod cynicism and high scores on
professional efficacy).

According to Maslach, Schaufeli and Leiter (20Gsky, areas of work-life lead to
burnout and engagement: workload, control, rewardsrecognition, community and
social support, perceived fairness, and valuesy @hgue that work engagement is an
outcome of sustainable workload, feelings of chosred control, appropriate
recognition and rewards, a supportive work comnyirfiirness and justice, and
meaningful and valued work. Like burnout, engaganmerexpected to mediate the
effects of these six work-life factors on variousriwvoutcomes.

Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzalez-Roma and Bakker @0B&wever, criticise
Maslach and Leiter's conceptualization of work egggaent on the grounds that it
depicts engagement and burnout as end poles ohglescontinuum. A major
disadvantage of this approach is that it prohiths examination of the relationship
between burnout and engagement because both cermreptonsidered to be opposite

poles of the same continuum and are assessed matmstrument (the MBI-GS).

20



Schaufeli and colleagues (2002a) also position gamgant as the positive
antipode of workplace burnout. However, they argoat instead of being two
opposite poles, burnout and engagement are indepenget negatively correlated
states of mind. Consequently, they define work gegent in its own right as a
“positive, fulfilling work related state of mind &b is characterised by vigour,
dedication and absorption” (Schaufeli, SalanovanZaéez-Roma and Bakker, 2002a,
p. 72).Vigour reflects a desire to devote effort in one’s warigseverance in the face
of job related obstacles, and an expression of legels of energy and mental
toughness while working.Dedication refers to a particularly intense work
involvement and encompasses feelings of inspirapadge, enthusiasm, significance
and challenge. The final dimension of engagemenabi®rption. Absorption 1S
characterised by being totally focussed on one’kwagtivities in a manner that time
appears to pass speedily and one finds it increlgstiijicult to disengage from his
or her work.

Finally, in their recent review Macey and Schneid2008) argue that
although there is a general consensus that empleygagement can yield positive
benefits for the organizations, there is some afuabout the meaning of this term.
In order to clear this confusion, these researchegose a conceptual model of work
engagement, which depicts engagement as a comgiestract comprising of state,
behavioural and trait engagement. They argue thgagement as a psychological
state has a strong affective tone and is charaeteriby feelings of energy,
enthusiasm, pride, passion and involvement.

Macey and Schneider’'s (2008) review seeks to diffeate the concept of
state engagement from older and more establishestraots such as job satisfaction,
organizational commitment, and job involvement. Mapecifically, they contend
that the older constructs like job satisfactiongamizational commitment and job
involvement do not adequately capture feelings okrgy, enthusiasm and
involvement, which are central to the concept ofjagement. For instance, job
satisfaction reflects satiation and contentmentngs, engagement connotes energy
and enthusiasm. In addition, while engagementatfla high level of activation, job
satisfaction “is sufficiently characterised by aase of well-being and pleasantness
connoting at best moderate levels of activationemetgy” (p. 24). Furthermore, the
measures of job satisfaction, which typically regquhe respondents to describe their

work conditions, may be relevant for ascertainihg tonditions, which promote
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engagement but do not measure directly the cornstfuengagement. Macey and
Schneider (2008), therefore, conclude that jolsfatiion may be at best considered
as a facet of engagement when it is assessed lastiref feelings of energy and

enthusiasm. However, when it is measured as satiati contentment, it cannot be
regarded “in the same conceptual space as engagdimes).

Likewise, organizational commitment reflects empglesy psychological
attachment with their employing organization; whihe focus of engagement is on
employees’ connection with their work activities.owkver, like satisfaction,
organizational commitment may also be considerea faset of engagement when it
is characterised and measured as a willingnesxgend energy on behalf of the
organization; feeling a sense of pride as an orgdional member; and having
personal identification with the organization (Ma@nd Schneider, 2008).

Finally, although both engagement and job involvemeflect employees’
identification with their work, engagement represea broader construct because it
also encompasses feelings of energy, efficacy atitusiasm.

The second facet of engagement identified by Macel Schneider (2008) is
behavioural engagement. Behavioural engagementdesladaptive behaviours such
as, citizenship behaviour, role expansion, proadbieeaviour, and demonstration of
personal initiative. The common feature of all thé&haviours is that they involve
“‘going beyond the usual or typical” (p. 19). Morgesifically, engagement
behaviours are “discretionary in that they go beypreserving the status quo and
instead focus on initiating or fostering changeha sense of doing something more
and / or different, whether in response to a temyocondition or a more permanent
solution to a perceived existing organizationalnge (p. 18). Thus, according to this
conceptualization, usual behaviours such as avdesieperformance, reporting for
work on time and fulfilling the in-role requiremanspecified by one’s supervisor do
not connote engagement.

The third and final facet of engagement identifigd Macey and Schneider
(2008) is trait engagement. Trait engagement referhe tendency to experience
work in “positive, active and energic ways and théve adaptively in displaying
effort at going beyond what is necessary and timija change to facilitate
organizationally relevant outcomes” (Macey and @ather, 2008, p. 24). More
specifically, trait engagement is an amalgamatioimterrelated personality attributes

such as positive affectivity, conscientiousness,dloactive personality and autotelic
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personality. In the model proposed by Macey anch8icler (2008), trait engagement
is a direct antecedent of state engagement, whitlrm induces individuals to exhibit
engagement behaviours.

However, Macey and Schneider's (2008) approach doase under a fair
amount of criticism from several quarters. Foranse, Newman and Harrison (2008)
contend that Macey and Schneider's (2008) concdptstate engagement is
“redundant” and as opposed to being an independenstruct, it should be
considered as one of the components of a higheerojab attitude construct.
Moreover, although both Newman and Harrison (200&) Saks (2008) agree that
behavioural engagement is a useful concept, thiésr dvith Macey and Schneider’s
(2008) contention that behavioural engagement weslbehaviours, which reflect
“going beyond the usual or typical”. Newman and ris@n (2008) suggest that
engagement can be better understood as “the bemaViprovision of time and
energy into one’s work role, specified as sharedamae among job performance,
withdrawal and citizenship behaviour” (p. 35).

Furthermore, Dalal, Brummel, Wee and Thomas (2@0&)e that Macey and
Schneider's (2008) use of the term “state engag€memmisleading. Dalal et al.
(2008) suggest that the term state typically castuvithin-person variations and
therefore by implication state engagement shouter te the daily fluctuations in the
levels of engagement within a specific person. Thwisat Macey and Schneider
(2008) refer to as state engagement, is in faetadively stable trait like state, which
does not take into account within-person variatiortsese researchers further argue
that engagement is likely to comprise of both shiateand trait like components and
that it should be considered a cognitive-affecteastruct and not a dispositional or a
behavioural one. Dalal et al. (2008) conclude tkt# concepts of trait and
behavioural engagement specified by Macey and $i&n€2008) should not be
termed as engagement but instead should be coedider “putative dispositional
antecedents and behavioural consequences of engatjigm 55).

Finally, Macey and Schneider (2008) have not spetivalid measures for
their three components of work engagement. Thusir tnodel is not open to

empirical testing and estimation.
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2.4 A Comparison between Different Approaches

The review of the different approaches to work gegaent presented in the
preceding paragraphs, highlights important diffeesnamong these view points. For
instance, the practitioner literature equates werigagement with established
constructs such as, organizational commitmentsgiisfaction, job involvement and
extra-role behaviour. Additionally, the main foanfsthe industrial researchers seems
to be on the outcomes of work engagement and leskefoming and measuring this
psychological construct (Wefald and Downey, 20068)an (1990) on the other hand
conceptualizes engagement as a behaviour, whildtiethe act of injecting energies
into one’s work role. Schaufeli et al. (2002a) defengagement as a psychological
state; while Macey and Schneider (2008) regard ggmgant as a complex construct
comprising of state, trait and behavioural engaggmidowever, in spite of these
differences, all approaches tend to agree thatgemgant is characterised by feelings
of energy, enthusiasm and involvement. The simtiggrand differences between the

various engagement models are summarised in Tdhle 2.
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TABLE 2.1

Comparison of Engagement Models

Authors Conceptualization Dimensions | Common
Features
Practitioner Amalgamation of commitment, None
Literature satisfaction, involvement and extra-
role behaviour
Kahn (1990) | A form of behaviour, which involves| Physical
injecting energy into one’s work role
Cognitive
Emotional
Maslach and Psychological State Energy
Leiter (1997) Energy
Involvement
Enthusiasm
Efficacy
Schaufeli et al. | Psychological State Vigour, Involvement
(2002a)
Dedication and
Absorption
Macey and A complex construct consisting of | State
Schneider three facets Engagement
(2008)
Behavioural
Engagement
Trait
Engagement

The obvious question then is that, which one of¢happroaches represents
the most robust conceptualisation of work engagemnanthis connection, Luthans
and Youssef (2007) have specified four criteriadquositive psychological capacity
to qualify for inclusion in positive organizationbéhaviour (POB), which refers to
the “study and application of positively orientedinian resource strengths and
psychological capacities that can be measured|a@jgs@ and effectively managed for
performance improvement in today’s workplace” (larik, 2002, p. 59). Specifically,
to be included in POB a positive psychologicalest§t) must be grounded in theory
and research; (2) have valid measures; (3) shaellstdie like and therefore open to
development and manageable for performance impremem(4) and should be
researched, measured, developed and managed atdiliglual micro level. The

industrial approach fails to meet three of theseerta. For example, the industrial
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approach to engagement has its basis in practiberréghan theory and empirical
research (Saks, 2006); it lacks valid measuresghgement (Macey and Schneider,
2008); and finally, this approach primarily focus@s macro issues as opposed to
individual micro issues (Wefald and Downey, 2008).

Khan’s (1990) model of engagement also falls sbaorthese criteria because
only one previous study (May et al., 2004) has eicgdly tested his model and that
too with a measure of engagement, which had ufaectiisy psychometric properties
(to be discussed later). Likewise, Macey and Sclere (2008) approach can also be
rejected because they have not specified valid uneagor their three components of
work engagement and therefore, their model is np@noto empirical testing and
investigation.

Schaufeli et al.’s (2002a) model of work engagement the other hand,
satisfies all the four criteria (Luthans, Normanyoho and Avey, 2008). Their
concept of work engagement has emerged from thearels on burnout, which has
existed and proliferated over the past three dexcadd therefore, has solid theoretical
foundations. Additionally, it can be measured by paychometrically valid
guestionnaire, that is, the Utrecht Work Engagenseaie. This scale has been tested
and validated in many different countries and amaorany different occupational
groups. Moreover, the conceptualization of work ssgy@ment put forward by
Schaufeli and colleagues has state like tendenttiasjs, it is malleable and open to
development. For instance, previous research stgtjest an adequate supply of job
resources (e.g. feedback, social support and aog)cban promote work engagement
(Bakker and Demerotui, 2008). Finally, the congtafcwork engagement developed
by Schaufeli et al. (2002a) has been mainly rebearand measured at the individual
micro level (e.g. Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004; HamgrBakker and Schaufeli, 2006).

In addition to fulfilling the criteria for inclusio in POB, the engagement
concept developed by Schaufeli and his co-resemrchdequately captures the
feelings of energy (vigour), enthusiasm (dedicatianyl involvement (absorption),
which are regarded as central features of the naisiof work engagement.
Furthermore, Schaufeli et al.’s (2002a) definitegparates work engagement from
the related concept of burnout and as a resultblestas it as an independent
construct, which is important in its own right. dddition, as noted above, the model
of work engagement proposed by Schuafeli and aplies splits this construct into

three dimensions: (1) vigour; (2) dedication; arg) @bsorption, which can be
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analysed separately. This permits for a more atewetection of where strengths and
deficiencies exist in terms of each facet of wonigagement (Freeney and Tiernan,
2006).

In sum, the model proposed by these researcherstdepgagement as a
“specific, well-defined and properly operationatiggsychological state that is open to
empirical research and practical application” (Bakk&chaufeli, Leiter and Taris,
2008). Keeping in view these strengths, the presemly also adopts the framework
of engagement proposed by Schaufeli et al. (2002a).

2.5 Measurement of Work Engagement

The review of the engagement literature reveal$ there are four valid
measures of work engagement. The most widely usssdune of work engagement is
the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) develdped&chaufeli and his co-
researchers (2002a). Presently, UWES is availabl®ilanguages and has been used

to measure work engagement in almost a hundredestiideevww.schaufeli.com

In addition to the original UWES, which comprisesldf items, a shortened version
of this instrument consisting of nine items is aailable (Schaufeli, Baker and
Salanova, 2006). Furthermore, a student versighi®instrument, which can be used
to assess students’ engagement with their stutias, also been developed and
validated (Schaufeli, Martinez, Marques-Pinto, S8alaa and Bakker, 2002b).

UWES has been validated in The Netherlands (Schaufd Bakker, 2004),
Spain (Schaufeli et al., 2002a), South Africa (8t@and Rothman, 2003) and China
(Yi-Wen and Yi-Qun, 2005). In all these studies thsearchers utilized confirmatory
factor analysis to test the three factor strucpnagposed by the UWES. The results
from these studies showed that the fit of the hiypsised three factor model was
better than the alternate factor models.

However, it is noteworthy that in two studies cociga by Sonnentag (2003)
and Shimazu et al. (2008) respectively, the thaetof structure of UWES could not
be validated and therefore these researchers useddmposite score of work
engagement. Bakker (2009) attributes this probleniné translation of UWES items
into other languages. These studies apart, geyeth# UWES has produced

satisfactory results.
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As noted above, UWES includes seventeen items, hwhie assumed to
measure the three underlying dimensions of engagenvegyour, dedication and
absorption. Vigour and absorption are measured with items each; whereas
dedication is assessed with five items. All items scored on a 7-point frequency
based scale ranging from 0 (“never”) to 6 (“alwgysAlthough the results of
confirmatory factor analyses support the threeofastructure proposed by UWES,
the three dimensions of work engagement appear teebehighly correlated with
each other. The average correlations between tke 8wales usually is around 0.65
(Schaufeli and Salanova, 2007; Schaufeli and Bak#8). Since, from a theoretical
point of view the three dimensions refer to the samderlying construct, that is,
work engagement and because empirically they atdyhcorrelated with each other,
several scholars propose that for practical puigpdbie composite score of work
engagement can also be used for empirical res€Bedtker et al., 2008; Bakker and
Demerouti, 2008; Schaufeli and Bakker, 2008). Mesuent studies have therefore,
utilised the composite score to analyze the caasédseffects of work engagement
(Halbesleben and Wheeler, 2008; Xanthopolou, HuRemerouti and Bakker, 2008;
Kim, Shin and Swanger, 2009).

Furthermore, the internal consistency of eaclssale has proved to be very
good. That is, in almost all studies, values of ®emh’s alpha not only met the
criteria of 0.70 proposed by Nunnally and Berns{@®94) but also exceed the more
rigorous criteria of 0.80 specified by Henson (20®inally, research evidence shows
that the three factor structure of the UWES is igosivariant across various
countries and occupational groups (Schaufeli e2802b; Llorens, Bakker, Schaufeli
and Salanova, 2006).

However, one potential weakness in the UWES scalthat it exclusively
consists of only positively worded items (BakkerP2p In this connection, Harrison
and McLaughlin (1996) suggest that it is imperativat self-report measures should
also contain some negatively worded items in ofidecontrol for acquiescence,
leniency bias and spurious response consistendibsy further contend that
negatively worded items are liable to act as “ctgaispeed bumps, to slow a kind of
inattentive inertia that might develop from answgria series of overlapping
guestions” (p. 314). Nonetheless, in spite of time drawback, UWES appears to be a

sound measure of work engagement.
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Another promising measure of work engagement isQlaenburg Burnout
Inventory (OLBI) (Demerouti and Bakker, 2008). T@&BI was primarily developed
to assess burnout but since it consists of bothipely and negatively worded items,
it can also be utilised to measure work engagemime. OLBI consists of sixteen
items and assesses two dimensions: one ranging éxmustion to vigour (e.qg.
“After my work, | regularly feel worn out and wedrgnd “After my work, | regularly
feel totally fit for my leisure activities”) and theecond ranging from disengagement
to dedication (e.g. “I frequently talk about my Wan a negative way”, and “I get
more and more engaged in my work”). Both sub-saail€3LBI consist of eight items
each. In each sub-scale, four items are positwelgded, while the remaining four are
negatively worded. The scores for vigour can beaiobd by adding the four
positively framed vigour items and the four recodedhaustion items; while the
scores for dedication can be computed by adding fthe positively worded
dedication items and the four recoded disengageiteans. The two factor structure
proposed by OLBI has been confirmed in several studonducted in many different
countries and generally this instrument has showadgpsychometric properties
(Bakker et al., 2008; Demerouti and Bakker, 206R)wever, one potential weakness
of this instrument is that it does not measurethivel dimension of work engagement,
that is, absorption.

Moreover, in the only study to empirically test K&h (1990) model, May et
al. (2004) developed a three dimensional measurevark engagement. More
specifically, these researchers identified three pmments of work engagement:
physical (e.g. ‘| exert a lot of energy performimy job’), cognitive (e.g. ‘Il exert a lot
of energy performing my job’) and emotional (e.gréally put my heart into my
job’). Quite interestingly, the three componentsgased by May et al. (2004) seem
to bear an uncanny resemblance with the three dioven®f the UWES, that is,
vigour, dedication and absorption. However, May aaleagues (2004) were unable
to establish the three factor structure proposethby measure and as a result they
used the composite score to assess work engagefens, the psychometric
properties of this measure need to be rigorousdjete and established in diverse
samples before it can be considered as a reliabésune of work engagement.

Finally, the Gallup researchers (Harter et al., 20@2/e developed a twelve
item instrument, labelled as Q 12, to measure vemidagement. Harter et al. (2002)

argue that their instrument is “a measure of eng®oyperceptions of work
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characteristics....the quality of people related ngen@ent practices,
and...antecedents of personal job satisfaction amer @iffective constructs” (p. 269).
Harter and Schmidt (2008) contend that that the Q@d€asure consists of
“‘engagement conditions”, each of which can prometek engagement and the
“composite or sum of which is said to measure eagent through the measurement
of its causes” (p. 37).

However, Macey and Schneider (2008) criticize Qoh2the grounds that its
items (e.g. “I have the materials and equipmergddito do my work right” and “My
supervisor, or someone at work, seems to care abewts a person”) tend to assess
the conditions that may enhance employees’ engagewith their work but they do
not connote energy, enthusiasm and passion, wikcheatral to the concept of work
engagement. Put differently, Q 12 measures thecgpezd resourcefulness” of the
employees’ job and not their level of work engageti{&chaufeli and Bakker, 2008).
Macey and Schneider (2008) conclude that any medsiat asks how satisfied an
employee is with conditions at or of work or ask®wat the presence of particular
conditions of or at work” (p. 26) should not beaeded as a measure of engagement.

Additionally, Harter et al. (2002) reported a ctaton of 0.77 between
overall job satisfaction and employee engagementsmred with Q12. This
correlation increased to 0.91 after correctingni@asurement error. Furthermore, the
observed correlation of overall job satisfactiord a@mployee engagement with a
composite measure of business unit performancefewasd to be identical (0.22).
This evidence clearly points to the fact that Har& al.’s concept of work
engagement as measured with Q12 and the construnteoéll job satisfaction are
virtually indistinguishable.

Finally, although Q12 has exhibited good reliabibit the business unit level
(o = 0.91; Harter et al., 2002) and at the individeakl (@ = 0.88; Avery, McKay and
Wilson, 2007), no study to-date has assesseddtsrfatructure and invariance across
different countries and occupational groups. Inahsence of such psychometric data,
Q12 cannot be regarded as a robust measure ofemgdgement.

Thus, on the basis of the above evidence it isoredse to suggest that UWES
is the most reliable and psychometrically sound suea of work engagement
available to-date. Therefore, in the present stWMES was used to assess work

engagement. The various measures of work engagereeptesented in Table 2.2.
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TABLE 2.2
Various Measures of Work Engagement

Authors Instrument Dimensions No. of
items
Schaufeli et al. (2002) UWES Vigour 17
Dedication
Absorption
Demerouti and Bakker (2008 OoLBI Vigour 16
Dedication
May et al. (2004) - Physical 13
Cognitive
Emotional
Harter et al., 2002 Q12 None

2.6 The Relationship between Burnout and Work Engagment

The three aspects of burnout namely, exhaustionjcisgn and reduced
professional efficacy as measured by MBI-GS (Mdslagt al., 2001) have been
found to be negatively related to three dimensiohsvork engagement, that is,
vigour, dedication and absorption as measured byUtnetch Work Engagement
Scale in various studies (Schaufeli et al., 20@02b; Montgomery et al., 2003;
Duran et al., 2004; Schaufeli, Taris and Rhene@820

It is interesting to note that several studies Haued that the third dimension
of burnout, reduced professional efficacy, loadgatigely on to the engagement
factor instead of loading positively on to the burnéactor (Schaufeli et al., 2002b;
Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004; Schaufeli, Taris anériein, 2008). One reason for this
could be that reduced professional efficacy scl@easured with positively worded
items which are then subsequently ‘reversed’ tatere score for this dimension.
Schaufeli and Salanova (2007) argue that this proldan be rectified by using an
inefficacy scale instead of the traditional MBI-GSficacy scale. In fact, they
empirically demonstrated that compared with efficdweliefs, inefficacy beliefs
related more strongly with the other two burnoumelnsions and the alternative three
factor burnout model including inefficacy fits battto the data than the traditional

model including efficacy. In the light of these fings they conclude that an
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inefficacy scale rather than a reversed effica@fesshould be used to assess burnout
in future studies.

Furthermore, just as exhaustion and cynicism aresidered the core
dimensions of burnout, vigour and dedication repméshe core components of work
engagement (Gonzalez-Roma, Schaufeli, Bakker amuet, | 2006). Vigour and
exhaustion are considered each others direct aegoand they represent the end
points of the continuum labelled ‘energy’. Likewisgedication and cynicism are
considered direct opposites and the continuum eavby these two dimensions has
been described as ‘identification’. Hence, work a&ggment is characterised by high
level of energy and strong identification with osm&ork; whereas, burnout reflects a
low level of energy and a weak identification wathe’s work (Gonzalez-Roma, et al.,
2006).

On the contrary, reduced efficacy and absorptian et each others direct
opposites. In fact they are two distinct construetkich do not represent the end
points of some underlying continuum (Schaufelilet2z002a). It is worth mentioning
that reduced efficacy was added as a dimensionmioloit on second thoughts after it
emerged as a third factor from a factor analysisagbreliminary version of the
Maslach Burnout Inventory (Schaufeli et al. 2002a)ecent years, many researchers
have raised the question whether or not profeshjomdficacy represents a true
component of burnout. For example, Cordes and Dedgh(1993) and Shirom
(2003) contend that professional efficacy appeavsenike a personality trait rather
than a genuine burnout dimension. From an empippigiat of view this contention is
supported by relatively low correlation of profes®l efficacy with the other two
burnout dimensions (exhaustion and cynicism). Funloee, research evidence
indicates that cynicism appears to develop in nespoto exhaustion; whereas,
professional efficacy seems to develop relativeigdependently and in parallel
(Gonzalez-Roma et al., 2006). Finally, while prsfesal efficacy is particularly
related to job resources, the other two dimensafrigirnout are also associated with
job demands (Breso, Salanova and Schaufeli, 2007).

In a similar vein, absorption was found to be anpamant aspect of
engagement after some thirty in-depth interviewsewsonducted (Schaufeli, Taris,
Le Blanc, Peeters, Bakker and De Jonge, 2001). rabea is closely aligned to the
concept of flow — a state of mind that is charazest by “focussed attention, clear

mind, mind and body unison, effortless concentrgtmpmplete control, loss of self
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consciousness, distortion of time and intrinsicognjent” (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990;
cited in Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004, p. 295). HosvevMauno, Kinnunen and
Ruokolainen (2007) highlight two important diffeces between the two concepts.
First, absorption is considered to be a relatiy@ysistent state of mind, while flow
reflects a short term peak experience. Secondevatisorption is mainly specific to
the workplace, flow may occur in any domain of .lifeterestingly, recent evidence
indicates that absorption plays a slightly differesie and appears more likely to be a
consequence of engagement, rather than beingrégscomponent (Salanova, Llorens,
Cifre, Martinez and Schaufeli, 2003).

2.7 Summary

The purpose of this chapter was to present anitaiht analyze the various
theoretical debates surrounding the concept of wadagement. After analyzing the
different models of engagement, it was concluded 8cthaufeli et al.’s (2002) model
presents the most robust conceptualization ofdbistruct. Additionally, this chapter
examined the various measures of work engagementeselved their merits and
shortcomings. On the basis of this analysis, it saggested that the Utrecht Work
Engagement Scale (UWES) developed by Schaufeli aoligdagues is the most
reliable and psychometrically sound measure of vemfgagement available to-date.
Finally, this chapter explored the relationshipwestn engagement and burnout.
Research evidence indicates that burnout and engageare two distinct yet
negatively correlated states of mind. Furthermaiggur and dedication represent the
core of work engagement, while exhaustion and cymcrepresent the main
components of burnout. In sum, engagement reflactsgh level of energy and
positive identification with one’s work; whereasjrbout is characterised by low
levels of energy and poor identification with one/srk.

The next chapter reviews the various empirical adements, which have

taken place in the area of work engagement ovelattalecade.
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CHAPTER 3

Work Engagement: Empirical Developments and Advanaments

3.1 Introduction

While, chapter 2 looked at the evolution of worlgagement and compared
its various models and measures, this chapterwsvibe applied research on work
engagement and examines some of the recent enhglgealopments, which have
taken place in this area. Specifically, this chaptarts by reviewing the job demands-
resources model, which can be considered as tmerstone of the concept of work
engagement. Work engagement has been primarilyzetwithin the framework of
this model. The next section of this chapter exasirthe antecedents and
consequences of work engagement. The review ofellesant literature in this area
reveals that job resources and personal resoureeth@ most important antecedents
of this construct. This section also suggestsbaitive engagement with one’s work
can manifest in important outcomes such as, enkasagsfaction and commitment,
lower turnover and absenteeism rates, improve thealtd well being and superior
levels of performance. The chapter then advancesdmine the concept of daily or
state engagement and concludes that engagemeit inidividuals can fluctuate over
time in response to changes in their work envirammiRecent evidence indicates that
engagement can crossover among individuals. Funirey, there is a debate in the
literature whether or not engagement can be difteaeed from more established
constructs like job satisfaction, organizationaimooitment and job involvement.
Moreover, several researchers have recently sugdbat excessive engagement
might manifest in negative consequences for bathrtividual and the organizations.
All these issues are reviewed in detail in the engpsections. The chapter finally
concludes by identifying the gaps in the existiibgrature and by discussing how the
present study aims to address these gaps.
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3.2 Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) Model

The job demands-resources model was developedder ¢o overcome the
limitations of earlier models of job stress suchttes demand-control model (DCM)
(Karasek, 1979) and the effort-reward imbalancelEBkdel (Siegrist, 1996). These
models had two main shortcomings. First, these tsoeeamined the effects of a
limited number of demands on strain. For instatioe,main rationale of the demands
control model is that job strain is an outcome g@hhjob demands (particularly work
overload and time pressure) and low job controftarmore, this model posits that
job control can buffer the impact of job demandsstmain. On the other hand, the
basic premise of the effort-reward imbalance masi¢hat strain is primarily a result
of an imbalance between the amount of effort anviddal invests and the
corresponding rewards (in terms of salary, promogtjoh security, career prospects
etc.) he or she receives. In contrast, the job delanesources model proposes that a
wide variety of job conditions can cause straimvehl-being.

The second shortcoming of the older models isttiy exclusively focus on
“negative aspects of work (e.g. excessive workloagufficient resources) and
negative consequences of work (e.g. strain’ phisiealth problems)” (Van Broeck,
Vansteenkiste, De Witte and Lens, 2008, p. 278).tl@ncontrary, the JD-R model
also takes into account the affirmative aspectsvadk and examines their positive
effects on employees’ health and well-being.

The construct of work engagement has been mainglysed within the
framework of the job demands-resources model. ®halgmands-resources model is
pre-dominantly based on four propositions (Bakked ®emerouti, 2007). The first
proposition of this model is that employees mayknordifferent work environments,
but the characteristics of these environments canclassified into two main
categories: job demands and job resources (Demgerdakker, Nachreiner and
Schaufeli, 2001; Bakker and Demerouti, 2007). Jemahds are those physical,
psychological, social or organizational aspectstlod job that require constant
physical and / or psychological effort or skill atiterefore are linked to certain
physiological and / or psychological costs. Exammpdé job demands include: high
work pressure, an unfavourable physical environnam emotionally demanding
interaction with clients. Job demands may not lb&ays negative, but they have the

potential to turn into job stressors, especiallyewhdealing with these demands
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involves high effort. Job demands therefore camikhigh costs, which may bring
forth negative responses such as depression, wnaretournout (Schaufeli and
Bakker, 2004).

Job resources are those physical, psychologicalials@r organizational
aspects of the job that (a) enable employees tnatheir work related goals (b)
mitigate job demands and the accompanying physmdbgnd psychological costs
and (c) augment personal growth and developmeritkdaand Demerouti, 2007).
Job resources therefore are not only necessarifectieely cope with job demand
but they are also important in their own right hesa they promote employees’
learning, growth and development. Job resourcesimende social support from
supervisor and colleagues, coaching, participaitiodecision-making, opportunities
for growth and advancement and performance basearde (Bakker and Demerouti,
2007).

The second proposition of this model posits that gdmands and job
resources evoke two psychological processes wheph lead to the development of
burnout and engagement. The first is the energeticess that begins with chronic
job demands, which may exhaust employees’ eneggurees and may thus lead to
burnout and subsequently to poor health and welhgo€Hakanen, Bakker and
Schaufeli, 2006).

In contrast, the motivational process commences e presence of job
resources and is likely to cultivate work engagemamd as a result can lead to
positive outcomes such as reduced turnover (Scharfd Bakker, 2004), greater
organizational commitment (Jackson, Rothman andevjj 2006) and improved
performance (Schaufeli et al., 2006).

Job resources have the potential to play eitheinaimsic or an extrinsic
motivational role (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007). Agrinsic motivators, job
resources, by satisfying the basic human needs ascthe needs for autonomy,
competence and relatedness promote individuals’ trewwd development (Deci and
Ryan, 1985). For example, supervisory coaching iwaprove job competence;
whereas, involvement in decision-making and colleagr supervisory support might
satisfy the need for autonomy and the need to Ppel@spectively. As extrinsic
motivators job resources may prompt employees tofguthh greater effort in their
work and as a result are likely to facilitate tasknpletion and goal accomplishment
(Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004; Bakker and Demerd@@07). In sum, it is expected
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that an appropriate supply of job resources mighgpkement employees’ work
engagement by ensuring effective task completionbgnproviding opportunities for

personal growth and development; whereas, theiicidaty can obstruct goal

accomplishment and as result may lead employeds\velop a negative and cynical
attitude towards their work (Bakker and Demera2@iQ7).

In addition to the main effects of job demands essburces, the JD-R model
proposes that job resources can interact with grhahds to effect work engagement.
More specifically, it has been found that that febources might buffer the impact of
job demands on work engagement. In other wordstiftering hypothesis suggests
that the negative relationship between job demamts work engagement will be
weaker for those who have access to more job ressufBakker, Hakanen,
Demerouti and Xanthopoulou, 2007). This hypotheésis line with the demand —
control model (DCM) (Karasek, 1979), which postetathat job control or autonomy
may buffer the influence of workload on strain. Tjob demands-resources model
expands this model by “claiming that several déférjob resources can play the role
of buffer for several different job demands” (Baklsed Demerouti, 2007, 314).

There are several reasons why job resources cam ddwuffering impact on
work engagement in the wake of high job demand&K&aand Demerouti, 2007).
For example, social support from one’s immediateesupor and co-workers can
facilitate task completion. Thus, it may be reasdmao suggest that instrumental
support from colleagues and immediate supervisghtriielp to get the work done in
time and as result may mitigate the impact of wovkrload on work engagement.
Furthermore, job autonomy may have a bufferingctffeecause greater autonomy
allows employees to decide for themselves wherhamdto respond to their demands.
Finally, constructive feedback may decrease stiessause it can reduce role
ambiguity and can enable employees to attain gefiormance related goals.

The final proposition of the JD-R model is that jodsources particularly
influence work engagement when job demands are Hilgis is consistent with the
conservation of resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll,02Q which proposes that
resource gain has only a modest effect in itseif,ibstead attains prominence in the
wake of resource loss. This suggests that job ressuare likely to acquire their
motivational potential particularly when employekave to deal with high job
demands. The four propositions of the JD-R model armmarised in Figure 3.1

below:
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FIGURE 3.1
The Job Demands-Resources Model
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3.3 Evidence for the JD-R model

3.3.1 Evidence for the dual process

Several studies have found empirical support fer ligpotheses put forward
by the job demands-resources model. For exampleebmrti et al. (2001) tested this
model on a sample of employees belonging to thmpational groups: human
services, industry and transport. A series of LLiarelyses using self reports as well
as observer ratings of working conditions provids#rbng evidence for the JD-R
model. More specifically, it was found that job dmds were primarily and positively
related to exhaustion; whereas, job resources prararily and negatively related to

disengagement from work.
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In another study, Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) a&oblihis model to four
independent occupational samples in the Netherlamtle results of their study
showed that job demands (workload and emotional atkels) mainly predicted
burnout, which, in turn, was related to health peots. The results of this study
further demonstrated that job resources were algatively related to burnout. In
contrast, job resources (feedback, social suppuitsapervisory coaching) fuelled
work engagement, which, in turn, was negativelykdoh to turnover intentions.
However, no relation was found between job demandsark engagement.

Hakanen et al. (2006) tested the JD-R model amomsgnaple of Finnish
School teachers. They hypothesised that burnoutldvoediate the relationship
between job demands (pupil misbehaviour, work @astl and physical work
environment) and ill health; whereas, engagementidvmediate the effects of job
resources (job control, supervisor support, infdroma social climate and innovative
climate) on organizational commitment. A seriesstiuctural equation modelling
analyses confirmed both these hypotheses.

All the studies reported above tested the JD-R inaite a cross sectional
research design, which prevents us from makingfiamyconclusions about causality.
However, Hakanen, Schaufeli and Ahola (2008) owaechis limitation by testing
the health impairment and motivational processespgsed by the JD-R model
longitudinally. More specifically, using a largengale of Finnish dentists and
adopting cross-lagged analyses based on two wawves a 3-year period, these
researchers hypothesised that job resources wil laacross lagged effect on work
engagement, which, in turn, will increase futurgasrizational commitment; and job
demands will have a cross lagged effect on burnveltich subsequently will manifest
in higher depression three years later. The resilthis study provided support for
both the hypotheses. Specifically, it was found jlo resources at time 1 had a
positive cross-lagged effect on future engagemedtveork engagement, in turn, had
a positive cross-lagged effect on future organireti commitment three years later.
Likewise, job demands had a positive cross-laggegdact on future burnout and
burnout subsequently had a positive cross-lagdedtedn future depression.

Taken together, the above findings lend substargsiglport to both the
processes proposed by the JD-R model. Job demaemdslated to negative outcomes

such as depression and ill-health through burnebgreas, job resources are related
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to positive outcomes such as higher organizatiam@hmitment and improved

performance through the mediating mechanism of wadagement.

3.3.2 Expansion of the JD-R model

Additionally, several recent studies have attemptedexpand the job
demands-resources model. For instance, Xanthopowailtker, Demerouti and
Schaufeli (2007) expanded the JD-R model by incatotg personal resources in the
model. More specifically, they hypothesised thatspeal resources (self efficacy,
organizational based self-esteem and optimism) widdiate the effects of job
resources (autonomy, social support and opporasfor professional development)
on work engagement. Testing this hypothesis wislample of Dutch employees, the
results showed that, as predicted, personal ressyrartially mediated the effects of
job resources on work engagement, thereby impl{fiad) job resources might boost
personal resources, which subsequently may legoetiier work engagement.

In a related vein, Broeck, Vansteenkiste, De Wited Lens (2008)
investigated the role of basic need satisfaction, defined within the self
determination theory in the relationship betwedn gemands (workload, emotional
demands, physical demands and work-home interfejenob resources (task
autonomy, supervisory support, skill utilizationdapositive feedback), vigour and
exhaustion. Using a sample of Dutch employeesgethesearchers showed that need
satisfaction fully mediated the relationship betwgeb resources and exhaustion;
whereas, it partially mediated the effects of jebaurces on vigour and the effects of
job demands on exhaustion. On the basis of thesknfls Broeck et al. (2008)
concluded that “employees who are surrounded byuresful job characteristics are
more likely to experience general feelings of psjabical freedom (i.e. autonomy),
interpersonal connectedness (i.e. belongingnessgtiectiveness (i.e. competence),
which in turn explains why they feel less exhausted more vigorous in their jobs”
(p. 288). In contrast, employees who are confromiitd high job demands are “more
likely to have their basic psychological needs tiaéand therefore experience more

exhaustion” (p. 288).
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3.3.3 Evidence for the buffering effect and salience of job resources in the context of

high job demands

Two studies have found empirical support for thédying hypothesis and the
assertion that job resources acquire salience indhtext of high job demands. In the
first study, Hakanen et al. (2005) tested thisradBon hypothesis in a sample of
Finnish dentists employed in the public sector. Temtists were split into two
random groups in order to cross-validate the reséltset of hierarchal regression
analyses disclosed that 17 out of the possible Méractions were statistically
significant. Furthermore, the results of this stiypwed that job resources such as
variability in professional skills reduced the niexga effect of qualitative workload on
work engagement. In addition, the findings of thiigdy revealed that job resources
like variability in professional skills were instnental in enhancing work engagement
when the qualitative workload was high.

In the second study undertaken among Finnish tesacBakker et al. (2007)
found that job resources mitigated the negativectdfof pupil misbehaviour on work
engagement. They also found that job resourcesicpiny influenced work
engagement when teachers had to deal with highsle¥gupil misconduct. A series
of moderated structural equation modelling analys®aled that fourteen out of
eighteen possible two-way interaction effects westatistically significant. More
specifically, it was found that job resources suel supervisor support,
innovativeness, appreciation and organizationahatie played a critical role in

helping teachers to cope with high pupil misbehaviou

3.4 Drivers of Work Engagement

3.4.1 Work Engagement and Job Resources

Previous research shows that job resources are nibst important
determinants of work engagement (Schaufeli and BakX@04; Bakker, Schaufeli,
Leiter, Taris, 2008; Bakker and Demerouti, 2008%. entioned in the preceding
paragraphs, job resources are those features gblhehich have the potential to
mitigate the deleterious effects of job demands; pave the way for effective task

completion and goal accomplishment; and might glevapportunities for personal
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development and growth. The positive associatidwéen job resources and work
engagement is in agreement with the job charatitetieeory (Hackman and Oldham,
1980). This theory postulates that job resources ss¢ skill variety, task identity,
task significance, autonomy and feedback have mambinal potential and as a result
can enhance intrinsic motivation — a concept, wisatlosely aligned to the construct
of work engagement (Schaufeli and Salanova, 2007).

These findings are also in line with the self deieation theory (Ryan and
Deci, 2000), which posits that job resources héeepotential to fulfil basic human
needs, such as needs for competence, autonomyetatddness. For example job
resources such as, job control might fulfil the ibasuman need for autonomy;
whereas, effective supervisory coaching and saeipport may satisfy the need for
competence and relatedness respectively. Theaadimi of the basic human needs,
in turn, can increase well being, intrinsic motigat and consequently work
engagement (Schaufeli and Salanova, 2007).

Conversely, a lack of resources might expose tb&ioiuals to the negative
effects of job demands and at the same time mayehitask completion and goal
accomplishment. Additionally, an insufficient suppf job resources can impede
individuals’ learning, growth and development. T¢wnfluence of these factors is
likely to manifest in disengagement from work.

Empirical research on work engagement has condistdatnonstrated that
job resources such as supervisory coaching, sacipport from colleagues and
supervisors, autonomy, positive work climate, penfance feedback, task variety and
training facilities can play a pivotal role in augniing employees’ engagement with
their work (Schaufeli and Salanova, 2007). Foranse, Schaufeli and Bakker (2004)
in their study on Dutch workers belonging to divececupational groups showed that
three job resources, namely, performance feedbsaial support and supervisory
coaching were significant predictors of work engagat.

In a related vein, Hakanen et al. (2006) also foemdlence of a positive
relationship between work engagement and job ressurTheir study on Finnish
teachers revealed that job control, informationpesuisory support, innovative
climate and social support were all positively assted with work engagement. In
another study of Finnish teachers Bakker et al0{2@eported similar findings. More

particularly, they found that six job resourcesnedy, job control, supervisor support,
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climate, innovativeness, information and appresratwere positively and were
significantly linked with teachers’ levels of wogkigagement.

The association between work engagement and jaumess has also been
established in non-western cultures. For exampleyukcu, Burke, Fiksenbaum
(2006) conducted a study to determine the engagelenis of women mangers and
professionals working in a large Turkish bank. Tasults of this study uncovered
that work life experiences, particularly contra@yards and recognition and value-fit
significantly predicted all the three dimensions erigagement, that is, vigour,
dedication and absorption.

All the studies mentioned above utilized a crosstieeal research design,
which makes it difficult to draw causal inferencaisout the relationship between
work engagement and job resources. However, rgceatherous studies have sought
to examine the relationship between engagement jabd resources through
longitudinal designs. The results from these lamjital studies have mostly
confirmed the positive association between the vammgagement and job resources.
For example, Mauno, Kinnuen and Ruokolainen (20@#)ployed a two-year
longitudinal design to examine the impact of jomtcol, organizational based self
esteem and perceived management quality in a sawiplEinnish health care
personnel. The findings of this longitudinal studisclosed that job control and
organizational based self esteem were the bestdagedictors of vigour, dedication
and absorption.

Furthermore, Hakanen, Schaufeli and Ahola (2008)leeed the effects of
three job resources: craftsmanship, professionaltactsh and long-term and
immediate results on the engagement levels of sliindentists by using cross-lagged
panel analyses based on two waves over a 3 yemdpdhe results of this study
showed that as anticipated, the three job resoune€sa positive and significant
cross-lagged effect on future work engagement.

Additionally, Schaufeli, Bakker and Van Rhenen (@D0n their study of
Dutch managers and executives working within thafioes of a large Telecom
company uncovered that changes in job resources vpeedictive of work
engagement over a period of one year. More paatilguithe finding from this study
showed that after controlling for baseline work @&ggment, increases in social
support, autonomy, opportunities to learn and tcetigp and performance feedback at

time 1 significantly enhanced work engagemeninae 2.
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3.4.2 Reciprocal Relationship between Work Engagement and Job Resources

Bulk of the empirical work on work engagement asssithat the relationship
between work engagement and job resources is eatdinal, thereby implying that
“job resources as measured at one point in timeinfilence work engagement at a
later point in time, but not vice versa” (de Lang@& White and Notelaers, p. 203).
However, recent research evidence indicates thdt elmgagement and job resources
may reciprocally affect each other. In other wottthss school of thought postulates
that the relationship between work engagement a resources is mutually
reinforcing and may result in an upward spiral effé@hat is, job resources fuel work
engagement, which in turn increases job resoumgsa forth.

There are at least three reasons why work engadgemight influence job
resources. First, according to the conservatioresburces theory, people endeavour
to retain, protect and accumulate resources (Hbhi®89). Furthermore, Hobfoll
(1989) contends that when people perceive their@mwent as less threatening, they
are more likely to develop resources to offset ploasibility of future loss. Since
engaged employees generally have the ability te coell with job demands, it is
conceivable that they might perceive less stressotbeir work environment and
consequently may be more inclined to mobilize eate resources.

Second, the positive effects of work engagemenfjobnresources can be
explained in terms of Fredrickson’s (2001) broaded- built theory of positive
emotions. According to this theory, positive emosicsuch as joy, love and interest
can broaden people’s momentary thought action teipes and as a result build their
physical, intellectual, social and psychologicakawces, which are relatively
permanent and long lasting. Thus, it is reason@b#eiggest that positive affect in the
form of work engagement might broaden individualsbughts and actions and
therefore stimulate them to activate or create@gsources.

Finally, it is also plausible that instead of adiwauilding resources, engaged
employees might be more aware of the resourcelein work environment or they
may view the existing job resources more positivétyan their non-engaged
counterparts (Hakanen, Perhoniemi and Toppinen-dran?2008; Schaufeli et al.,
2009).

Several studies have found empirical support fer rdciprocal relationship

between work engagement and job resources. Fanicet Llorens, Schaufeli, Bakker
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and Salanova (2007) in an experimental study inmghl10 Spanish university
students showed that task resources (i.e. timeaamd method control) augmented
work engagement and work engagement, in turn, igekitinfluenced task resources,
with self efficacy playing a mediating role in thiesciprocal relationship.

In their study on Finnish dentists, Hakanen et (2008) also sought to
examine the reciprocal relationship between ressuand engagement by adopting a
two-wave 3-year panel design. The findings ofrtsidy revealed that job resources
at time 1 had a positive cross lagged effect onkvasrgagement at time 2 and in
return, work engagement at time 1 had a reversediym affect on job resources at
time 2.

Finally, Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti and Scleduf2009a) replicated
these findings in a sample of employees drawn ftloree divisions of an electrical
engineering and electronics company in the NethddaThe results from this study
disclosed that job resources (social support, awmgnosupervisory coaching,
performance feedback and opportunities for profesdi development) at timel
predicted future work engagement at time 2. Adddity, it was shown that

engagement at time 1 was positively associatedjolithesources at time 2.

3.4.3 Work Engagement and Personal Resources

Recent research evidence indicates that stat@dksonal resources can play a
pivotal role in stimulating work engagement. In gast to positive traits, which tend
to be relatively enduring over time, positive stiite resource capacities are
relatively more flexible and thus are more respondb change and development
(Luthans and Youssef, 2007). Personal resourcepa@siive self-evaluations that
foster resiliency to set backs and refer to “indiial’'s sense of their ability to
successfully control and impact their environmesggpecially during challenging
circumstances” (Hobfoll, Johnson, Ennis and Jacksfi03: 632). Examples of
personal resources include: self-efficacy, optimiand organizational based self-
esteem. It has been suggested and empirically @rdfat such positive self
evaluations can play a key role in promoting gedtiisg, motivation and performance
(Bakker, 2009). The reason for this is that indialduwho feel efficacious, valued
and optimistic tend to develop a positive self-rdgand as result are likely to

experience goal self concordance (Luthans and ¥6u2607). People with self goal
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concordance are intrinsically motivated to pursertiverk goals, which in turn may
manifest in higher levels of work engagement antop@ance.

Several recent studies have established a poditike between personal
resources and work engagement. For instance, Xamilmp Bakker, Demerouti and
Schaufeli (2007) explored the effects of three qeat resources, namely, self
efficacy, organizational based self esteem andhogtn on the engagement levels of
highly skilled Dutch technicians. They found thiae tthree personal resources were
significantly predictors of work engagement.

Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti and Schaufeli (2008eplicated these
results in a subsequent study. In fact, these resei® argued and empirically
demonstrated that there is a reciprocal relatign&letween work engagement and
personal resources. Specifically, it was found tivae 1 personal resources were
predictive of time 2 work engagement; additionallgrk engagement at time 1 had
significant unique effects on time 2 personal reses.

Furthermore, previous research shows that pers@salurces may have a
buffering effect on work engagement. For instancea study on cabin attendants,
Heuven, Bakker, Schaufeli and Huisman (2006) shothetl emotion work-related
self-efficacy buffered the impact of emotional disance on work engagement. This
finding implied that highly efficacious cabin attlants were better equipped to cope
with the ill effects of emotional dissonance andréfore were able to maintain their

levels of vigour, dedication and absorption.

3.4.4 The Overall Model of Work Engagement

Bakker and Demerouti (2008) have proposed a maalich depicts the

interplay between work engagement, job demandsrgeburces, personal resources
(Figure 3.2).
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FIGURE 3.2
Overall Model of Work Engagement

Job
Job Demands
Resources
Work Performance
Engagement
v > In-role performance
Vigour >
Personal Dedication Extra-role performance
Resources Absorption Creativity
Financial turnover

Adapted from Bakker, A.B. and Demerouti, E. (2008)pwards a model of engagement”, Career
Development International, Vol. 13, No. 3, pp. ZZ3.

This model suggests that job resources and perses@lrces are instrumental
in promoting work engagement. Furthermore, it pegsothat the impact of job and
personal resources on work engagement is partigigaong when job demands are
high. In addition, according to this model, higlvdbs of work engagement can
manifest in better performance. Finally, the maalgjues that a combination of high
engagement and improved performance inspires th@ogees to create their own
resources, which subsequently enhances engagegantaver time.

3.4.5 Work Engagement and Personality Traits
Prior studies indicate that personality traits calso influence work
engagement. For example, Langelaan, Bakker, Vanr@ooand Schaufeli (2006)

examined whether burnout and work engagement dmildifferentiated on the basis

of personality and temperament. They hypothesiseat tournout would be
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characterised by high neuroticism and low extragarand engagement by low
neuroticism and high extraversion. The results akack that burned out employees
were high on neuroticism; whereas, engaged worleene characterized by low
neuroticism, high extraversion and high levels adbitity. This evidence suggests
that generally engaged employees adapt well togdsam their work environment
(mobility); are cheerful and out going (extravergioand are less likely to experience
negative emotions such as fear, depression anuldtios (neuroticism).

Mosert and Rothman (2006) also reported similarifigsl in their study on
1794 police officers conducted in South Africa. Ra@pecifically, the results of this
cross sectional study showed that three personaldis: emotional stability,
conscientiousness and extraversion exercised signif unique effects on the two
core dimensions of work engagement, that is, vigmar dedication.

The effects of the Big Five personality dimensionsxtraversion,
agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism amhess were also explored by
Kim, Shin and Swanger (2009) in their study on emeés working for quick service
restaurants. Their findings revealed that engagemeast particularly predicted by
conscientiousness and neuroticism. Conscientiogsnas a positive predictor of
work engagement; where as, neuroticism had a megassociation with this
construct.

Furthermore, two studies have provided evidence Tlgpe A behaviour can
affect employees’ engagement with their work. FirBichardsen, Burke and
Martinussen (2006) sought to explore the impacthi$ personality trait on the
engagement levels of Norwegian police officers. sSeheauthors identified two
dimensions of Type A behaviour: achievement strivamgl irritability / impatience.
The results of this study disclosed that the adr®nt striving component of Type A
behaviour, which reflects the “non-toxic” portiorf this personality trait, was
positively associated with work engagement. Haffbetohansson and Schaufeli
(2007) replicated these findings in a sample ofvemfe developers and showed that
the achievement striving components of Type A behawvas a positive predictor of
work engagement. These findings signified that eyggs who are ambitious and
have a strong desire to excel in their jobs ardylike exhibit higher levels of work
engagement.
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3.4.6 Other Predictors of Work Engagement

Although work engagement has been primarily exgess an outcome of
job and personal resources, there is evidence,hwduggests that work engagement
may be induced by other situational and psycho#@diactors. For instance, Kahn
(1990) in his qualitative study interviewed summeamp counsellors and
organizational members of an architecture firm altoeir moments of engagement or
disengagement at work. As mentioned earlier, KA®9Q) found that that there were
three psychological conditions associated with gegeent or disengagement at work:
psychological meaningfulness, psychological saéety psychological availability. In
the only study to empirically test Kahn’s (1990) rabdVay et al. (2004) found that
all three psychological conditions proposed by Kameaningfulness, safety and
availability were significantly related to work erggament.

Additionally, Saks (2006) sought to explore theeartents of his two
dimensions of engagement, namely, job engagemehteganization engagement.
The results from his study revealed that both jbhracteristics and organizational
support were significant predictors of job engagetmevhereas, organizational
support and procedural justice were more prediaciv@ganization engagement.

Additionally, Sonnentag (2003) examined the refslop between recovery
and work engagement. More specifically, she hymitieel that recovery during
leisure time on a specific day would stimulate wakgagement and proactive
behaviour during the subsequent work day. Resohéirmmed that day level recovery
was positively related to day level work engagemant day level proactive
behaviour (personal initiative and pursuit of leag) during the subsequent work day.
This finding implies that employees who felt thhey had sufficiently recovered
during leisure time experienced higher levels ofknamgagement and showed greater
initiative during the subsequent workday.

Finally, recent research indicates that perceptioh®rganizational justice
might have an important bearing on employees’ kwélwork engagement. Moliner,
Martinez-Tur, Ramos, Peiro and Cropanzano (2008g&voured to investigate the
effects of procedural and interactional justicensortk engagement in a sample of 317
contact employees who were working in the Sparestice sector. The results of this
study disclosed that both procedural and interaatiqustice emerged as positive

predictors of work engagement. Furthermore, theult®sshowed that work
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engagement fully mediated the effects of the twatige dimensions on extra role
customer service. These findings point out that ifithe employees are treated fairly
and respectfully, they are likely to reciprocatedypwing greater energy, enthusiasm

and involvement in their work.

3.4.7 Summary

From the above discussion it is clear that job pasonal resources are the
most important antecedents of work engagement. fHselts from the studies
reviewed above show that the relationship betweerkwengagement and job and
personal resources is complex and mutually reimigrcThat is an appropriate supply
of job resources such as, performance feedback;gatyol and coaching and higher
levels of personal resources such as, self efficeay result in stronger work
engagement and improved performance. A combinatiohetter performance and
greater work engagement is likely to make employeesmore efficacious and may
inspire them to create their own resources, whigbsequently might enhance their
engagement and performance. Moreover, results eviqus studies reveal that
positive personality traits like extraversion, ccestiousness and the achievement
striving component of Type A behaviour can also éhav positive impact on
employees’ engagement with their work. Finally, tfedings show that other
variables such as, recovery during leisure time pexteptions of organizational

justice may also exercise a positive effect on eyges’ levels of work engagement.

3.5 Consequences of Work Engagement

The importance of work engagement springs fronfdlethat it can manifest
in several positive outcomes for organizationsvieres research indicates that high
levels of work engagement can lead to more constriavorkplace attitudes and
behaviours, improved health and well being and sapperformance (Schaufeli and
Salanova, 2007). There is substantial evidence wloak engagement is positively
related to indicators of organizational commitmé8thaufeli and Bakker, 2004;
Saks, 2006; Hakanen et al., 2006; Jackson, Roth®tnm and Vijver, 2006; de
Lange et al., 2008; Hakanen, Schaufeli and Ahdl@82 Halbesleben and Wheeler
(2008) argue that engaged employees are generatise mommitted to their
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employing organization and therefore have a lowegndion to turnover because they
tend to invest enormous amounts of their time amergy in their jobs and they
strongly identify with the work that they do. Fugtmore, because the “work has
provided so many resources (e.g. flexibility, woekated skills) to the employee, he
or she may be reluctant to leave” (HalbeslebenVihdeler, 2008, p. 246).

Additionally, engaged workers have been found tonloee satisfied with their
jobs than their non-engaged colleagues (Saks, 200#3g finding is not surprising
because engaged employees derive meaning andmftfil from their jobs and
therefore are more satisfied than their non engagadterparts.

Moreover, there is evidence that work engagememthimhave a positive
influence on employees’ health and well being. iRstance, Hallberg and Schaufeli
(2006) in their study on Swedish information comigation consultants found that
work engagement was negatively and significantlyetated with health complaints
such as emotional exhaustion, cynicism, depressyweptoms, somatic complaints
and sleep disturbances. In a similar vein, Schiauf@ris and Rhenen (2008)
uncovered that work engagement was negatively mmifisantly related to distress
and depression. Since engaged employees have tlty #dbicope well with the
demands in their work environment, they are liablexperience less stress and as a
result enjoy good health and well-being.

Furthermore, previous research indicates that estagorkers exhibit
personal initiative, proactive behaviour and leagnmotivation (Sonnentag, 2003;
Salanova and Schaufeli, 2008, Hakanen et al., 20@8je specifically, Sonnentag
(2003) showed that work engagement mediated thectsffof recovery on two
dimensions of proactive behaviour, that is, perkontiative and pursuit of learning.
This finding implied that recovered employees niotydeel more engaged the next
day, they also exhibit more initiative at work. &abva and Schaufeli (2008) also
revealed that work engagement mediates the rel&ipnsetween job resources
(control, feedback and variety) and proactive behavin a Dutch and Spanish
sample of employees. Their findings showed that fesources augment work
engagement, which in turn spurs the employees hibixproactive behaviour at
work. Hakanen et al. (2008) uncovered that theres wareciprocal relationship
between work engagement and personal initiativereMpecifically, they found that
work engagement at time 1 had a positive cross thgffect on personal initiative at

time 2 and reciprocally, personal initiative at éim had a positive cross lagged
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impact on work engagement at time 2. Hakanen et(2008) concluded that
“employees with high PI seek and find new challengetheir work and succeed in
solving problems efficiently thus achieving goodfpemance, which then fosters
feelings of vigour and dedication” (p. 88).

Past empirical research on work engagement hasredsaled that engaged
employees are likely to go the ‘extra mile’ for itheespective organizations. For
instance, Beckers, Van der Linden, Smulders, Kompian Veldhoven and Van
Yperen (2004) found that in contrast to non-engagagloyees, engaged employees
work more overtime. In addition, Bakker, Demeroatid Verbeke, (2004) and
Schaufeli, Taris and Bakker, (2006) in their respecstudies showed that work
engagement was an important predictor of orgammaati citizenship behaviour,
thereby implying that engaged employees are m&sdylito carry out activities that
are not part of their formal role obligations, Imanetheless can play a pivotal role in
enhancing the efficiency and effectiveness of thgawization (Borman and
Motowidlo, 1997).

Finally and perhaps most importantly, presiowsearch provides ample
evidence that work engagement can have a positiygagt on performance in
different contexts. For example, Salanova, Agut Bedo (2005) conducted a study
among employees working in Spanish restaurants sicertin the impact of
organizational resources, work engagement and cgerglimate on employees’
performance and customer loyalty. The results skotlat organizational resources
and work engagement predicted service climate, lwkitdhsequently manifested in
improved employee performance (as assessed by cersipand stronger customer
loyalty.

Harter et al. (2002) showed that employee engagemas related to a range
of business outcomes such as higher levels of ptivityc profitability, customer
satisfaction and loyalty, safety and lower stafhtwer across almost 8,000 business
units of 36 companies. On the basis of these sedbk authors concluded that
engagement “is related to meaningful business owtsoat a magnitude that is
important to many organizations” (p. 276). Furtherey Schaufeli, Taris and Bakker
(2006) in their study among Dutch employees drawomf a wide range of
occupations uncovered that work engagement wadiyedgi related to all three
performance indicators, that is, in-role job pemfance, extra-role performance and
innovative work behaviour. In addition, Xanthopoleiual. (2009b, 2008) showed that
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work engagement was a significant predictor of ritial returns and in-role job
performance respectively.

Bakker (2009) in his recent review posited fourgpoie reasons why engaged
employees might perform better than their non-eadagpunterparts. First, engaged
employees enjoy good health and well being, whibbwa them to drive greater
energies into their work roles and as a resultlead to better performance. Second,
engaged employees are most likely to experiencéiy@emotions such as happiness,
joy and enthusiasm, which might broaden their moargnihought-action repertoire
(Fredrickson, 2001) and build their personal resesithrough widening the array of
thoughts and actions that come to mind. Higherqgmaisresources such as stronger
sense of self efficacy may in turn, manifest in sigueperformance. Third, since
engaged employees are intrinsically motivated toea® their work goals (Schaufeli
and Salanova, 2007), they might be more inclineckréate or mobilize resources, by
for example, asking for instrumental help from theolleagues and supervisor.
Access to more resources subsequently can amplifprpeance. Finally, there is
evidence that work engagement may crossover amaontyviduals (Bakker,
Demerouti and Schaufeli, 2005; Bakker, Emmerik &uwivema, 2006). Thus, it is
plausible that engaged employees’ optimism, positatetudes and proactive
behaviours might rub on to their team members and aesult they may perform
more effectively as a team (Bakker, 2009; Bakker @emerouti, 2008; Bakker et al.,
2008).

The research evidence reviewed in the precedinggpaphs provides ample
testimony to the fact that an engaged workforcemake a significant contribution to
a firm’s bottom line. Thus, organizational leadsh®uld strive to create conditions,
which can enhance employees work engagement. Bonm@g, organizational leaders
can promote work engagement by reviewing the e¥fexess of processes such as
performance feedback, social support, autonomy,amgwsystems and career
development opportunities (Bakker et al., 2008)difidnally, employees’ levels of
work engagement may be increased by strengthemieiy sense of self-efficacy
through appropriate training methods such as guieegeriences, coaching and

mentoring and role modelling (LlIorens et al., 2007)
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3.6 Daily Engagement

Empirical studies on work engagement have pre-dantip adopted a
between-person design, which aims to ascertain sdipe individuals are more
engaged and as a result perform better, why otidividuals are non-engaged and
therefore perform poorly. However, recently reskars have started to study the
within-person design, which seeks to determineashty a particular individual feels
highly engaged on certain days but lacks energggipa and enthusiasm on others. In
other words researchers who explore the concegdibf engagement argue that work
engagement within individuals might fluctuate otene (Sonnentag, 2003). More
specifically, they contend that daily fluctuatiomspeople’s work environment can
have a bearing on their daily levels of vigour, daton and absorption (Bakker,
2009).

Three studies to-date have provided evidence thaplps’ daily levels of
work engagement can vary with daily changes inrtheork environment. For
instance, Sonnentag (2003) sought to examine tpaadtof recovery during leisure
time on work engagement and proactive behaviounduhe subsequent work day. A
total of 147 employees completed a questionnaireaadiaily survey over a period of
five consecutive work days. Her results showed, that hypothesised, day level
recovery was positively related to day level wonigagement and day level proactive
behaviour during the subsequent work day.

In a study among flight attendants, Xanthopolou,véfy Demerouti and
Bakker (2008) aimed to investigate the impact afydéuctuations in job resources
(colleague support) on the daily levels of work egegaent through daily levels of
self efficacy. Forty-four flight attendants filled a questionnaire and a dairy booklet
before and after consecutive flights to three taatinental destinations. The results
revealed that colleague support had significangumieffects on work engagement
and self efficacy. However, as hypothesised sdiicafy did not mediate the
relationship between colleague support and workagegent. However, work
engagement mediated the effects of self efficacy immole and extra role
performance. Furthermore, colleague support exacan indirect effect on in-role
performance through work engagement.

Finally, Xanthopolou, Bakker, Demerouti and Schayf009b) explored the

effects of daily fluctuations in job resources @mdmy, coaching and team climate)
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on employees’ daily levels of personal resourceff-&ficacy, organizational based
self esteem and optimism) work engagement and fiakriarnover. Forty-two
employees working in three branches of a fast faminpany completed a
guestionnaire and a dairy booklet over five conseeulays. The results disclosed
that day level job resources positively influencey level work engagement through
the mediating mechanism of day level personal ressur-urthermore, it was found
that day level coaching had a direct effect onldagl engagement, which in turn was
positively related to daily financial returns.

3.7 Crossover of Work Engagement

As noted above, there is evidence to suggest tbet engagement might be
“contagious” and therefore may transfer or crossamong individuals (Bakker,
Schaufeli, Demerouti and Euwema, 2006). The prookssossover or transmission is
said to occur when psychological well being or istrexperienced by one person
affects the level of well being or strain of anatiperson (Bakker and Demerouti,
2008; Bakker and Demerouti, 2009; Westman, Etziod &hen, 2009). It is
suggested that the process of crossover can takee pghrough three possible
mechanisms (Bakker and Demerouti, 2009; Westmaralet 2009). The first,
mechanism is known as empathic crossover, in wisithsses and strains are
transmitted from one partner to another directlaassult of empathetic reactions. In
this process individuals place themselves psychcddly in the circumstances of
others and try to imagine how they would feel gyhwvere confronted with similar
situations and as result they start experiencingdnee feelings and emotions.

The second mechanism involves common stressorstiaffeboth partners.
According to Westman et al. (2009) the common stnessafflicting both the partners
will impact the strain of these partners and theengblance in strain will appear as
crossover. This should, therefore, be deemed parass case of crossover.

Finally, Bakker and Demerouti (2009) and Westmaale{2009) argue that
crossover of strain may be a transmission mediayeidterpersonal exchange. Thus,
“an increase in the strain of one partner is likelyrigger a provocative behaviour or
exacerbate a negative interaction sequence witlotthex partner, often expressed as

social undermining [i.e. expressing negative affactonveying negative evaluation
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or criticism] and perceived as such by the partaemwhom this behaviour this
directed” (Westman et al., 2009, p. 270).

Four studies to-date have provided empirical evidethat engagement can
crossover from one person to another. First, BadRemerouti and Schaufeli (2005)
conducted a study among 323 working couples anddebe hypothesis that work
engagement may crossover from husbands to wivesiaadiersa. The results of this
study showed that wives’ level of vigour and detiara uniquely contributed to
husbands’ level of vigour and dedication and hudbalevel of vigour and dedication
uniquely contributed to wives’ level of vigour ami@dication after controlling for
important characteristics of the work and home mment.

In the second study Bakker, Emmerik and EuwemaQgPR0n their study
among 2,229 officers working in one of 85 teamsamxed whether work
engagement can crossover from teams to indivickaahtmembers. The results of the
multilevel analyses confirm this crossover phenoomehy showing that team level
work engagement is related to individual team mesiberk engagement (vigour,
dedication and absorption) after controlling foriundual members job demands and
resources. This finding implied that “engaged weosk&vho communicated their
optimism, positive attitudes and proactive beharsaw their colleagues, created a
positive team climate, independent of the demamdsrasources they were exposed
to” (Bakker and Demerouti, 2008, p. 217).

Although, the studies mentioned above, provide cdhmg evidence that
work engagement can crossover from one individuarnother, they do not highlight
the underlying processes through which this cromsdaekes place. Bakker and
Demerouti (2009) sought to fill this gap by exammithe role of empathy in the
crossover of women’s work engagement to their masgsk engagement in a sample
of 175 Dutch women and their partners working iffedént occupational sectors.
These researchers identified two dimensions of émyp@erspective taking (i.e. the
spontaneous tendency of people to adopt the psygical perspective of their
partners) and empathic concern (i.e. an individui@hdency to experience feelings of
warmth, compassion and concern for others). Moexifipally, these researchers
hypothesised that both dimensions of empathy wiltlerate the relationship between
women’s and men’s work engagement, such that tesowver of engagement will be
stronger when men are characterised by high levélperspective taking and

empathetic concern. The results revealed that wogagement did indeed cross over
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between partners. In addition, the perspectivangakdimension of empathy

moderated the relationship between women’s and sneatk engagement; whereas,
empathetic concern did not moderate the crossdfenteThis finding suggested that
work engagement was most likely to crossover whem mvere characterised by a
spontaneous tendency to adopt the psychologicappetive of their partners.

Furthermore, the results disclosed that women’skvwenmigagement indirectly affected
men’s in-role and extra role performance through iitffluence on men’'s work

engagement.

Finally, Westman et al. (2009) conducted a studpragnbusiness travellers
and their spouses to ascertain if there was a a@vessof vigour from business
travellers to their spouses. They rationalised thasiness trips by providing
opportunities for personal growth and by offeringmporary respite from the
workplace may increase business travellers’ lewdlsigour, which in turn, may
crossover to their spouses. The results of thetanalcequation modelling showed

that, as hypothesised, travellers’ vigour crossest tb spouses’ vigour.

3.8 Can Work Engagement be differentiated from otheEstablished Concepts?

The concept of work engagement has been critidisedeveral researchers
recently on the grounds that it reflects an amalgeon of more established
constructs such as organizational commitment, gilsfaction and job involvement
and therefore is “redundant” or what some might tald wine in a new bottle”
(Newman and Harrison, 2008; Saks, 2008). Macey Saltheider (2008) argue that
although the construct of work engagement seenigve some conceptual overlap
with older constructs of commitment, satisfactionl anvolvement, these concepts do
not adequately capture the feelings of energy, usism and passion which are
central to the concept of work engagement. Thetieoeifurther contend that “it is
the sense of energy and enthusiasm in engagensnh#kes the construct different,
and this is what executives wish to capture” (. 24

Furthermore, in an important study, Hallberg antda®deli (2006) sought to
empirically differentiate engagement from organ@al commitment and job
involvement. Using confirmatory factor analysis dberesearchers established that
engagement, commitment and involvement were thigtenck constructs. Although

they were found to be closely related conceptsyas demonstrated that they only
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share between 12% and 21% of the variance. Thipastgpthe notion that work
engagement, organizational commitment and job wreraknt represent three distinct
psychological states.

In addition, it was revealed that these three cant exhibited different
patterns of relationship with other variables suad health complaints, job
characteristics, motivation and turnover intentidvisre specifically it was found that
work engagement demonstrated stronger and moréstemsassociations with health
complaints and that this was the most importantceptual aspect which separated
engagement from organizational commitment and jolmlvement. Organizational
commitment was also related to health complaintasuees, but its relationship was
comparatively weaker whereas job involvement waglated to these measures. In
addition, the two job factors, autonomy and fee&baere found to be more closely
related with engagement and organizational commmtmas opposed to job
involvement. Intrinsic motivation was only relatéd job involvement; whereas,
organizational commitment had the strongest relahignwith turnover intentions. On
the basis of this evidence it can be concluded Wwak engagement, organizational
commitment and job involvement are three distimststructs and that it is the health
aspect of work engagement which differentiatesoitnfthe other two constructs.

Furthermore, work engagement has also been diffated from
workaholism. Workaholism “is the irresistible innérive to work very hard: that is
workaholics work excessively and compulsively” (8afeli and Salanova, 2007, p.
147). Schaufeli, Taris and Bakker (2006) illumingteee distinct characteristics of
workaholics. First, workaholics tend to spend egn@samount of their time in work
activities when given the chance to do so. This limspthat workaholics are
excessively hard workers. Second, workaholics fihdextremely difficult to
psychologically disengage from work even when tlaeg not working. In other
words, workaholics are obsessed with their work eam be regarded as compulsive
workers. Finally, the third unique feature of wdrkécs is that they work beyond
what is expected from them to meet organizatiomadéamnomic requirements. This
suggests that workaholics “work harder than is megubut of an inner compulsion,
need or drive and not because of external factocd ss financial rewards, career
perspectives, a poor marriage or organizationaueil (Schaufeli et al., 2006, p.
196).
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Like workaholics, engaged employees also work fzendl they are also fully
engrossed in their work. However, the differencevieen the two types of workers
stems from the fact that engaged employees wortt had are highly involved in
their work activities because they enjoy their woskereas, workaholics work hard
because they are driven by a strong inner drivectwithey find hard to resist
(Schaufeli et al., 2006; Schaufeli, Taris and Rine2€08).

Two empirical studies have provided empirical ewite that suggests that
workaholisim and work engagement are two distiretstructs. Schaufeli, Taris and
Bakker (2006) demonstrated that the two dimensiohsvorkaholism, working
excessively and working compulsively were highly emtelated and were
distinguishable from work engagement. Furthermatewas shown that work
engagement was more strongly and positively relateall indicators of health and
well-being and job performance, which further lsapport to the notion that work
engagement and workaholism are two different foomsell being.

In a related vein, Schaufeli, Taris and Rhenen §2Qthcovered, that work
engagement can be discriminated from both burneditveorkaholism. These authors
proved that engagement, burnout and workaholismtlaesee unique constructs. In
addition, this study showed that workaholism, butn@md engagement each
demonstrated a unique pattern of relationships wahables representing working
long hours, job characteristics, work outcomes,jado@lationships and perceived
health. More specifically, it was found that mamagéiigh on burnout and
workaholism suffered from poor health, they had pemeial relationships, and they
worked in demanding jobs with poor resources. H@weunlike managers who were
high on burnout, workaholic managers worked longre@nd were more committed
to their organization. In contrast, the engaged marsaenjoyed good health and well
being, developed high quality social relationshiwserked in resourceful jobs and
experienced higher levels of job satisfaction. Nbekess, like workaholics, engaged
managers also worked long hours and were comnittdukir organization.

Finally, research evidence indicates that work gegeent can be
distinguished from job embeddedness (Halbesleben ‘Afigeeler, 2008). Job
embeddeness refers to the combined forces thagmrevdividuals from leaving their
job. Using a sample of US employees drawn from dewvariety of industries,
Halbesleben and Wheeler (2008) showed that engadeamel embeddedness were

two distinct constructs. In addition, the resultstlué study revealed that both these
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constructs exhibited a distinct pattern of relasimp with measures of in-role job
performance and turnover intentions. Work engagémseamed more closely related
to measures of in-role job performance and was dawnbe unrelated to turnover
intentions. In contrast, embeddeness had a signifi@ssociation with turnover
intentions, while its effect on in-role job perfaance was slightly weaker than that of
work engagement.

In sum, the above discussion provides substantaleace that work
engagement is an independent construct, which igoftant in its own right.
Furthermore, it appears that its close associatibm health and well being and the
fact that it connotes energy, enthusiasm and ireroknt are the two most critical
aspects, which separate it from other related coctst like commitment, job

involvement, burnout and workaholism.

3.9 Dark Side of Work Engagement

Although previous research shows that high levélsiark engagement can
manifest in several important outcomes for orgdioma, the question is that is
excessive engagement always good? Is there a idarkoswork engagement? Bakker
(2009) in his comprehensive review argues that rr@mgagement” can result in
negative consequences for individuals and orgapizat More specifically, Bakker
(2009) contends that the absorption dimension akvemgagement in particular can
have detrimental effects on individuals. Employe®® are deeply engrossed in their
work might forget to rest and recover, which inntwan have deleterious effects on
their health and well being. Sonnentag, Mojza, Buiies and Scholl (2008) also echo
the same thoughts. These researchers assert thegeemgnt can be mentally and
physically draining and as a result it is impemtithat engaged employees
psychologically detach themselves from work durioff-job time in order to
replenish their energies. In fact Sonnentag ef2808) empirically demonstrate that
“a balance between high engagement at work and dhggngagement from work
during non-work time is highly relevant for protect employees’ well-being” (p.
270).

Furthermore, Britt (2003) explored the negativesasmuences of high levels
of engagement in situations where individuals fati# challenges to do their jobs

effectively. In a study among army rangers, Brito3) found that as expected,
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impediments to high performance such as, work oaerlhad adverse effects on the
morale and job satisfaction of the rangers. Howetkese effects were more
pronounced for the most highly engaged soldiersreMzarticularly, Britt reported
that the highly engaged rangers, who cared mostitaiheir work, were the most
demoralized when they were “thwarted” from doingittbest. These findings suggest
that in certain situations it is plausible thathigngagement may lead to negative
consequences.

Thus, in view of this evidence, it is speculated thare may be an “optimum”
level of work engagement; a departure from thisnpanay result in negative
consequences for both the individual and the omgdioin. However, more empirical

research is needed to test the downside of workgsgent.

3.10 Summary

The purpose of this review was to examine somehef recent empirical
advances in the area of work engagement. The ahemtemenced by reviewing the
job demands-resources model, which posits thatigghands and job resources evoke
two psychological processes: (1) a health impaitm@ncess, in which high job
demands lead to burnout and negative outcomes aschll health; and (2) a
motivational process, in which the availability job resources manifests in positive
outcomes such as, high performance and commitnigotigh work engagement.
This model also proposes that job resources cderbihie impact of job demands on
work engagement and these resources typically scgalience when job demands
are high.

Furthermore, the review of the relevant literatah®wed that job resources
and personal resources are the most important rdrigé work engagement. In
addition, this chapter disclosed that work engaggmeb resources and personal
resources are interlocked in a complex mutualipfoecing relationship and can
reciprocally affect each other over time. Reseawgklence also suggests that work
engagement might be positively influenced by peaitpn characteristics such as,
extraversion and conscientiousness and perceptminsorganizational justice.
Moreover, there is mounting empirical evidence, aihindicates that high levels of

work engagement can translate into positive outcosueh as, better performance,
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low absenteeism and turnover rates, improved heatith well being and more
positive attitudes and behaviours at the work place

This review also revealed that work engagemenbistatic and consequently
can fluctuate within individuals because of daihanges in their work environment.
Furthermore, previous research shows that work gergant is contagious and
therefore, is likely to crossover from one indivadiio another directly as a result of
empathetic reactions. Quite importantly, it hadieen empirically demonstrated
that work engagement can be distinguished from rastablished constructs such as,
organizational commitment, job involvement, burnowtorkaholism and job
embeddedness. These findings reinforce the notwam Wwork engagement is an
independent construct, which is important in itsxavght.

Finally, the chapter reviewed the dark side of wemgagement and concluded
that excessive engagement can prove to be harmdutheerefore, has the potential of
converting into negative consequences for bothinbdezidual and the organization.

Thus, organizations need to take pertinent steparo ‘over engagement’.

3.11 Potential Gaps in the Engagement Literature

In spite of the growing number of studies, whiclvénatarted to examine the
concept of work engagement, there are still quiteva gaps within the engagement
literature, which demand attention. First, as nwerdd above, work engagement has
been mainly expressed as a product of job and parsesources. Therefore, there is
a growing need to explore the impact of a widergearof predictors on work
engagement in order to acquire a deeper insightims$ concept.

Second, bulk of the research on work engagemenimaady investigated its
impact on outcomes such as, organizational commitmeb satisfaction, turnover
intentions and organizational citizenship behavidinus, in order to further reaffirm
the importance of work engagement as a criticakrda@hant of organizational
effectiveness, it is essential to examine its ¢ffean a broader range of outcome
variables.

Third, although an increasing number of studies haeeided evidence that
work engagement can positively influence importarganizational outcomes, much

less is known about the mechanisms through whictk wagagement affects these
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outcomes. Consequently, there is a need to ideagifyopriate mediating variables,
which link engagement to organizational outcomes.

The present study seeks to fill these gaps initemture. First, it attempts to
contribute to the developing engagement literatioyeexploring the relationship
between work engagement and trust. More specificéiie first objective of this
study is to demonstrate the significant effectbath state (trust in top management,
trust in direct supervisor and trust in team mempand trait trust (trust propensity)
on work engagement. Although, recently Macey andn8cler (2008) have
highlighted the importance of trust in promoting Wwengagement, no previous study
to the best of my knowledge, has empirically inigeged the relationship between
these two constructs.

In addition, this study also attempts to illumindke mechanisms through
which each type of state trust affects researctergagement with their work. Thus,
the second aim of this study is to determine whrettrenot: (1) organizational
identification mediates the relationship betwearsttrin top management and work
engagement; (2) affective commitment to the sugervinediates the effects of trust
in direct supervisor on work engagement; and (@jnt@sychological safety mediates
the relationship between trust in team membersranl engagement.

The third objective of the current study is to exaanthe effects of work
engagement on a variety of organizational outcomeh as, self-rated in-role job
performance, innovative work behaviour, two leagnbehaviours, namely feedback
seeking and error communication and organizatioaaimitment. Although, previous
studies have explored the impact of work engageroanin-role job performance,
innovative work behaviour and organizational connmeiit, no study to the best of
my knowledge has investigated the effects of wargagement on feedback seeking
and error communication. Thus, by examining theaotppf work engagement on
learning behaviour, this study strives to furth@hance the importance of work
engagement as an important driver of organizatisnetess.

Finally, this research attempts to extend the engage literature by
exploring the role of learning goal orientation tine engagement-organizational
outcomes relationship. More patrticularly, this stygbstulates that learning goal
orientation will at least partially mediate theatbnship between work engagement
and five organizational outcomes: self-rated irejob performance, innovative work

behaviour, feedback seeking, error communicatich @ganizational commitment.
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By examining the mediating role of learning goalentation in the engagement —
outcomes relationship, this research seeks to affeful insights into the underlying
processes thorough which engagement can affedivheutcome variables included
in this study.

On the basis of these four objectives, the followingpotheses were

formulated and subsequently tested:

Hypothesis 1laResearchers’ trust in top management is positias$pciated with
their work engagement

Hypothesis 1bResearchers’ trust in direct supervisor will beifpely associated
with their work engagement

Hypothesis 1cResearchers’ trust in their team members will @tpely associated
with their work engagement

Hypothesis 1dResearchers’ trust propensity will be positivedgaciated with their

work engagement

Hypothesis 2aResearchers’ organizational identification willdrage the effects of
trust in top management on work engagement

Hypothesis 2bResearchers’ affective commitment to the superwisibmediate the
effects of trust in direct supervisor on work engaget

Hypothesis 2cTeam psychological safety will mediate the effexftirust in team

members on work engagement

Hypothesis 3aResearchers’ work engagement will be positiveboamted with their
in-role job performance

Hypothesis 3bResearchers’ work engagement will be positivebpamted with their
innovative work behaviour

Hypothesis 3cResearchers’ work engagement will be positivepoamted with
seeking feedback for self improvement

Hypothesis 3dResearchers’ work engagement will be positivebpamted with
error communication

Hypothesis 3eResearchers’ work engagement will be positivebpoamted with their

organizational commitment
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Hypothesis 4aResearchers’ learning goal orientation will astgzartially mediate

the effects of work engagement on in-role job pentamce

Hypothesis 4bResearchers’ learning goal orientation will astgzartially mediate

the effects of work engagement on innovative warkdyiour

Hypothesis 4cResearchers’ learning goal orientation will astgaartially mediate

the effects of work engagement on seeking feedlackelf improvement

Hypothesis 4dResearchers’ learning goal orientation will astgzartially mediate

the effects of work engagement on error commuraoati

Hypothesis 4eResearchers’ learning goal orientation will astgaartially mediate

the effects of work engagement on organizationalrodment

The proposed relationships are presented in Fig3rbelow:

State Trust
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CHAPTER 4

Organizational Trust: Theoretical Developments andDebates

4.1 Introduction

The review of literature pertinent to organizatibtmast has been divided into
two distinct chapters. This chapter reviews thetbgcal basis and developments in
the area of organizational trust, while the nextpthr examines the more applied trust
research such as, its measurement, antecedents@sejuences.

This chapter commences with an examination andevewf the different
approaches and definitions of organizational tr@st. the basis of this review it is
concluded that the psychological approach to oemgaioinal trust depicts the most
robust conceptualization of this construct. Thepthiathen proceeds to explore how
trust is derived. Specifically, it reviews the \ars bases of trust, that is, deterrence
based trust, knowledge based trust and identifinabiased trust. The review of the
relevant literature in this area reveals that tdestelops slowly over time and can
transform from calculus-based to knowledge-baseddamtification-based trust.
However, several researchers have challengeddbesteon and have argued that it is
possible for relationships to begin with a relatgvaigh level of initial trust. Thus, the
next section reviews the models of high initial trysoposed by McKnight,
Cummings and Chervany (1998) and Meyerson, Weidk lkramer (1996). The
chapter then advances to review the debate relaitigist and distrust. The research
in this area reveals that there are two differaatvvpoints pertaining to this issue.
One school of thought suggests that trust andugisére two distinct constructs and it
is possible for the two to co-exist within the sameationship. In contrast, other
researchers argue that trust and distrust are pposite poles of the same continuum.
After reviewing the relevant research in this atea concluded that more research is
needed to establish if trust and distrust are edodrs direct opposites or two distinct
and independent constructs. Finally, the chapteclades by examining the nature
and differences between the three foci of trustnelg, top management, direct
supervisor and team members. The literature in dheés suggests that trust in top
management, trust in direct supervisor and trugseam members are three distinct

constructs, each having different antecedents angegjuences.
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4.2 Approaches to Trust

A review of the extant trust literature revealsttinast has been predominantly
conceptualised in three ways: (1) a relatively Istgdersonality characteristic (Rotter,
1967, 1971, 1980); (2) a choice behaviour suchcasperative choices in a game
(Hardin, 1993; Williamson, 1981); and (3) a psydutal state, which defines trust
in terms of beliefs, intentions and affect (May&avis and Schoorman, 1995;
Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt and Camerer, 1998). Thepeoaches are discussed in the

ensuing paragraphs.

4.2.1Trust as a Personality Characteristic

According to personality-based trust researcheust tefers to “a generalised
expectancy held by an individual that the word,npis®, oral or written statement of
another individual or group can be relied on” (Rottl967, p. 651). Rotter (1980)
views trust as a relatively stable personalityttrahich reflects a general tendency to
trust or distrust a person or a group with whom bas not had a great deal of
personal interaction. Mayer et al. (1995) labellleid trait as propensity to trust and
refer to it as the “general willingness to trushess” (p. 715). Building on Rotter’'s
work, McKnight, Cummings and Chervany (1998) prapdbat trust propensity
consists of two components: faith in humanity angdting stance. Faith in humanity
means that one assumes that generally people lakleeand have good intentions.
Trusting stance on the other hand is more likeragral strategy and means that one
assumes that irrespective of the fact whether geap@ honest and reliable, one will
achieve better outcomes by dealing with peopldasgh they were well-intentioned
and dependable. Mooradian, Renzl and Matzler, (2006¢lude that trust propensity
is “neither focussed on specific others, nor depahdn specific contexts and it is not
only related to lifetime experiences but also tmpgerament, and thereby to genetics
and bio-physiological structure”, (p. 525).

Rotter (1980) contends that people differ in th@opensity to trust others.
Life experiences, personality types, cultural baokgd, education and several other
socio-economic factors determine one’s propenstyrast (Mayer et al., 1995)
Mooradian et al. (2006) report that individualshwé high propensity to trust believe

that most people are generally sincere, fair anve lg@od intentions; whereas, people
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who have a low propensity to trust, see others etcentred, conniving and
potentially harmful.

Trust propensity is expected to be an importantedrof trust in novel and
ambiguous situations prior to the availability ofdrmation about the trustee (Rotter,
1980; Mayer et al., 1995; McKnight et al., 1998gIBy and Pierce, 1998). However,
once people get more familiar with each other acgume more knowledge about
each other, the impact of trust propensity on tisikely to diminish.

Previous research shows that a high propensitysd others can yield several
benefits for the individuals and the organizatidagt instance, Rotter (1980) argues
that individuals’ tendency to trust others can badiicial for both the society and as
well as the individuals themselves. More partidylaRotter (1980) in his research
found that high trustors are less likely to chaad &e and more likely to respect the
rights of others. Moreover, high trustors are lidssly to be unhappy, conflicted or
mal-adjusted and are more likely to be liked byeothand sought out as a friend by
others. Furthermore, McKnight et al. (1998) pohdtttrust propensity has recently
acquired more importance because cross functieaahd, structural re-organizations
and joint ventures create new working relationshipere frequently. In these
circumstances an individual's trust propensityikely to be particularly important
because it can prove to be an important driverro$ttin new and unfamiliar
surroundings. Finally, Colquitt, Scott and LePi2@{7) in their meta-analytic study
found that trust propensity was positively asseclatvith task performance and
citizenship behaviour and was negatively relatecbimterproductive behaviour.

However, the trait approach to trust suffers framo tdrawbacks. First, by
assuming that trust is a relatively stable perstnahit, it suggests that trust is static
and once developed, it tends to remain relativedyple. However, recent evidence
indicates that trust is dynamic and as relatiorsskimlve overtime, the nature of trust
itself can transform (Lewicki and Bunker, 1996)c&ad, Tan and Lim (2009) have
criticized this approach on the ground that it nsake general assessment of the
trustworthiness of others and therefore, does aptuce the “situation-and person-
specific natures of the relation” (p. 48). Tan dddh (2009) argue that people
consciously ascertain the level of their relatiopsimth others on the basis of the
task, the situation and the referent. For instaaceanager might trust his subordinate
to meet deadlines but may not be willing to shamsgive personal information with

him. Tan and Lim (2009) conclude that it is therefoquite “unlikely that people

68



would display the same level of innate trust tlsaindependent of the environment
and the referent” (p. 48).

4.2.2 Trust as a Choice Behaviour

The behavioural approaches to trust are “groundexdbservable choices made
by an actor in an interpersonal context” (Lewickamlinson and Gillespie, 2006, p.
993). The most influential definition of trust withthis approach has been advanced
by Deutsch (1958) postulating that “an individuahyrbe said to have trust in the
occurrence of an event if he expects its occurreamug his expectation leads to
behaviour which he perceives to have greater negatiotivational consequences if
the expectation is not confirmed than positive naitonal consequences if it is
confirmed” (p. 266). He primarily examined trustings mixed-motive games in
laboratory experiments with players who did not hawy prior knowledge about
each other. Researchers who study trust withinb&feavioural tradition argue that
cooperative behaviour on part of the actors is rtteen determinant of trust. The
trustor needs to decide that to what extent hdnersbiould cooperate with the trustee.
In addition, it is expected that the trustor wilake the decision to cooperate or not
logically and wisely. Axelord’s (1984) simulatioh @operation in two-person games
presents a good example of how trust develops eatiperation in repeated games.
Two players, who do not know each other, choosearh game to cooperate or not.
Both players get a high pay off if they both co@perand get a low pay off if they
both decide not to cooperate. The pay off is marmimiione player cooperates and
the other decides not to cooperate. In this siinatie person who cooperates gets the
“sucker pay off”; whereas the person who choosé$smoooperate gets the maximum
pay off (Burt and Knez, 1996). This game situatentails risk because the players
have to decide whether to cooperate or not befoosving what the other will do.
Thus, from this view point the decision on partlod players to cooperate reflects a
decision to trust. In other words, the behaviouagproach regards trust as
“anticipated cooperation” (Burt and Knez, 1996). game situations, trust is signified
by the cooperative moves made by the participamtereas, distrust is signalled via
competitive moves. Thus, in this tradition trustmainly contingent on the choice to

cooperative or not to cooperate.
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The bulk of the work in the behavioural traditiaiggests that trust increases
incrementally over time in response to other’s chdio reciprocate the cooperative
action undertaken by the trustor. In contrast,ghgera substantial decline in the level
of trust if the trustee does not reciprocate thepeosative behaviours exhibited by the
trustor. According to Hardin (1993) people use amimonsense” Bayesian-like
decision making process to carefully analyze aldkailable trust related information
in order to make sure that the trusting choicegpandently made; and they promptly
withdraw trust if they feel it has been misplac&de operational level of trust is often
ascertained “from either the proportion of coopeeatchoices or the long term
behaviour patterns of those who chose to coope(h&ticki et al., 2006, p. 995). In
other words, a high number of cooperative choigesirdicative of high levels of
trust; while, a relatively low number of cooperatichoices are reflective of low
levels of trust. Since trust is expressed as aooowt of cooperative behaviour, any
shift in individuals’ levels of cooperation will inlg about changes in their levels of
trust. Such shifts in trust can occur not only fifroesponses to other’s defection” but
may also take place because of factors not linketusst in others, such as decision
error or boredom (Lewicki et al., 2006).

However, Kramer (1999) has criticized the behawabarodels of trust on two
grounds. First, he notes that although the behaaicapproach provides a useful
framework for analyzing how individuals make dewns about trust from a
normative or prescriptive point of view, “its adeqy as a descriptive account of how
people actually make decisions about trust” (p. 5i83ppen to question. More
specifically, Kramer (1996) contends that many ttg assumptions of the rational
choice models, on which the behavioural approactiust is based, are empirically
unsound. March (1994, cited in Kramer, 1996) assirat “rational choice models
overstate decision makers’ cognitive capacities, dagree to which they engage in
conscious calculation, and the extent to which thegsess stable values and orderly
preferences” (p. 573). Second, Kramer (1996) ardbat another drawback of the
behavioural approach, which assumes that indivedmadke rational choices, is that it
is overly cognitive in nature and as a result igsahe impact of emotional and social
influences on trust decisions. Granovetter (198%fdcin Kramer, 1996) very
appropriately concludes that the behavioural modktsust provide at best “an under

socialized conception of trust” (p. 573).
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In sum, the behavioural approach is too narrow eavvof trust because it
purely focuses on the cognitive basis of trust faild to take into account the social
and emotional influences on trust assessment. Thissreasonable to conclude that
this approach does not capture the complete essétioe concept of trust.

3.2.3 Trust as a Psychological State

Scholars and researchers now widely concur that tsua psychological state
(Kramer, 1999). As a psychological state, trust Iresn defined and conceptualised
both as a unidimensional and a multi-dimensionaktoict. Some of the most widely

cited unidimensional defintions of trust include:

* ‘The extent to which one is willing to ascribe gowdentions to and have
confidence in the words and actions of other péd@leok and Wall, 1980, p.
39).

» Trust refers to the “undertaking of a risky couddeaction on the confident
expectation that all persons involved in the actial act competently and
dutifully” (Lewis and Weigert, 1985, p. 971).

* ‘A willingness to rely on an exchange partner inowhone has confidence’
(Moorman, Zaltman and Deshpande, 1992, p. 315).

* ‘Optimistic expectation about the outcome of anmevender conditions of

personal vulnerability’ (Hosmer, 1995, p. 399).

» ‘Trust is the willingness of a party to be vulnermald the actions of another
party based on the expectation that the otherpeitform a particular action
important to the trustor, irrespective of the apiio monitor or control the
other party’, (Mayer, Davis and Schoorman, 1995,12).
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* ‘Trust is one’s expectations, assumptions, or ekdout the likelihood that
another’'s future actions will be beneficial, favable or at least not

detrimental to one’s interests’ (Robinson, 199676).

* ‘Trust is a psychological construct, the experieatehich is the outcome of
the interaction of people’s values, attitudes arabads and emotions’, (Jones
and George, 1998, p.532).

» Trust refers to ‘confident positive expectationgaigling another’s conduct’,
(Lewicki, McAllister and Bies, 1998, p. 439).

* ‘Trust is a psychological state comprising the miten to accept vulnerability
based upon positive expectations of the intentmnbehaviour of another’,
(Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt and Camerer, 1998, p. 395).

In contrast, some scholars endeavour to captureintnieacies of trust with
explicitly multi-dimensional definitions which higight the different aspects of a
trusting relationship. These definitions refleat thillingness of the trustor to depend
on the trustee after having taken into considenati® personal characteristics of the
trustee (McKnight and Chervany, 2001Examples of multi-dimensional definitions

of trust include:

* ‘An individual’s belief or a common belief amonggeoup of individuals that
another individual or group (a) makes good-faitfo$ to behave in
accordance with any commitments both explicit anglicit, (b) is honest in
whatever negotiations preceded such commitments, (eh does not take
excessive advantage of another even when the amigrtis available’
(Cummings and Bromily, 1996, p. 303).

* ‘Trust is one party’s willingness to be vulnerateanother party based on the
belief that the latter party is (a) competent, feljable, (c) open and (d)
concerned’, (Mishra, 1996, p. 265).
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* ‘Trust is one party’s willingness to be vulneratdeanother party based on the
confidence that the later party is (a) benevol@jtreliable, (c) competent, (d)

honest and (e) open’ (Tschannen-Moran and Hoy, ,200866).

Although the proponents of the psychological appihohave defined trust in
many different ways, Rousseau et al. (1998) havednséveral similarities amongst
these diverse definitions. They argue that thedaitiens generally reflect three
important facets of trust. First, trust in anotparty reflects an expectation or belief
that the other party will act compassionately. Sdcame cannot control or force the
other party to fulfil this expectation; thus, tristolves a willingness to be vulnerable
and entails a risk that the other party may nofilfthat expectation. Third, trust
involves some level of dependency on the othelypaiich implies that the interests
of one party cannot be achieved without reliancahenother. These three features,
that is, expectations or beliefs, a willingnes®¢ovulnerable and interdependence are
the major dimensions of trust within organizations.

Similarly, Lewicki et al. (2006) have identified dewcritical elements, which
appear to be central to most definitions of trustmely, positive expectations and
willingness to accept vulnerability. Positive exiadions are confident beliefs held by
the trustor that the trustee is efficacious, rédadnd compassionate. On the other
hand, a willingness to accept vulnerability reftetustor’s intention to take a risk by
placing his or her welfare in the hands of thet&es

Moorman, Zaltman and Deshpande (1992) also echeaime thoughts and argue
that “without vulnerability trust is unnecessarycaese outcomes are inconsequential
for the trustor” (p. 315). According to these authdrust is composed of two
components. First trust is viewed as a belief, icemice or expectation about an
exchange partner's trustworthiness that emanateghenbasis of the partner’s
capability and integrity. Second, trust is viewadagbehavioural intention that reflects
a dependence on a partner and therefore, involukeenability and uncertainty on
part of the trustor. Moorman et al., (1992) coneldidat for trust to develop both the
belief and behavioural intention components nedaktpresent.

Furthermore, Dietz and Den Hartog (2006) also il the belief and
behavioural aspects of trust but they go one sigpdr by including trust behaviours
as a component of trust. More specifically, thegipthat trust can take three forms,
namely, belief, decision and action. The belief poment reflects the assessment of
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trustworthiness of the trustee. Trustworthinessereefto the evaluation of
characteristics and actions of the trustee (Cdsah,€2001). In general the assessment
of trustworthiness is based on three primary datdhat is, benevolence, competence
and integrity (Mayer et al., 1995). Other scholaase put forward slightly different
criteria for assessing trustworthiness. For ingarMishra (1996) proposes four
dimensions to evaluate the trustworthiness of aroffarty: competence, openness,
concern and reliability. Previous research indiedhat trustworthiness in the form of
beliefs about another party’s ability, competenod ategrity are major drivers of
trust (Mayer et al. 1995). However, it should béedathat although the trustor might
consider the trustee to be trustworthy, this dassnecessarily mean that the trustor
will actually trust the trustee (Dietz and Den togrt2006).

The second component of trust highlighted by Datd Den Hartog (2006) is the
decision to actually trust the other party. Thighe stage at which the trustor will,
based on his or her perceptions of trustworthinéske trustee, make a decision and
decide either to place or avoid placing trust intthstee.

However, this decision to trust reflects only thélimgness on part of the trustor
to rely on a specific target. To complete the tnusicess, the trustor must follow
through on this decision by engaging in trustingaweours (Dietz and Den Hartog,
2006). The main distinction between trust and tngsbehaviour is that while, trust
reflects a generalised behavioural intention te takisk, trusting behaviours signify
actually taking the risk. For instance, an individomay trust his team-mate and thus,
may be willing to share sensitive personal infoioratwith him or her. However,
until the concerned individual actually shares infation there is no risk taking.
Furthermore, Costa et al. (2001) suggest thatimgistehaviours are context specific.
For instance, in the contexts of buying and selli@igtionships, Smith and Barclay
(1997), suggest that trust may result in five betwand: relationship investment,
communication openness, acceptance of influencee&mance from opportunism and
control reduction. In contrast, within work teamssta et al. (2001) propose that
cooperation and lack of monitoring are the two éhas, which are most reflective
of trust.

Assessing trust behaviours in a particular contaxt be useful to learn about
another party’'s motives and intentions and be dblemake inferences about
trustworthiness of that particular party. This ecause, unlike trust, which exists in

the mind of the trustor and as a result cannoteladily observed by others, trusting
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behaviours (e.g. information sharing) are evidendthers and therefore, can prove to

be beneficial in evaluation of trustworthiness bé trelevant party (Serva, Fuller,

Mayer, 2005).

The three approaches of trust discussed in theegmeg paragraphs are

summarised in Table 4.1.

TABLE 4.1

Theoretical Approaches to Trust

Psychological Approach

Trait Approach Behavioural Unidimensional Multidimensional
Approach
* Conceptualises * Defines » Depicts trust as an Similar to the
trust as a trust as a amalgamation of unidimensional
relatively stable choice beliefs, intentions and approach.
individual behaviour. emotions.
difference. However, unlike the
* Expresses * Highlights two central unidimensional
* Reflects an itas a features of trust: approach, it explicitly
individual's function of specifies the personal
dispositional cooperation (1) willingness to be characteristics of the

tendency to trust

others.

vulnerable

(2) positive expectations.

trustee, which
engender positive

expectations.
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In the present study trust is conceptualised asyahwmlogical state, because
this is now considered as the dominant approachhis area (Kramer, 1999).
Furthermore, previous research shows that trugigmgity can also exercise positive
effects on organizational behaviour (Colquitt ef 2007). Thus, in the present study
trust propensity is also included as an antecedemtork engagement. In sum, this
study seeks to examine the impact of both state teaut trust on researchers’

engagement with their research work.

4.3 Definition of Trust for the Present Study

The two most widely cited definitions of trust haween advocated by Mayer
et al. (1995) and Rousseau et al. (1998). FornestaViayer et al. (1995) define trust
as “the willingness of a party to be vulnerabléhte actions of another party based on
the expectation that the other will perform a marar action important to the trustor,
irrespective of the ability to monitor or contrbktother party”, (Mayer et al., 1995, p.
712). In a similar vein, Rousseau et al. (1998)gssgthat trust is “a psychological
state comprising the intention to accept vulnergidilased upon positive expectations
of the intentions or behaviour of another” (1998,385). Both these definitions
highlight the two critical features of trust, namelpositive expectations and a
willingness to be vulnerable. However, one majorrsboming of these definitions is
that they remain silent on how the positive expéemta are generated. This limitation
is overcome by the multi-dimensional definitiontifst put forward by Mishra (1996).
Mishra (1996) defines trust as “one party’'s willmegs to be vulnerable to another
party based on the belief that the latter parfia)scompetent, (b) open, (c) concerned
and (d) reliable”, ( p. 265).
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Mishra’s (1996) definition like Mayer et al.’'s (18Pand Rousseau et al.’s
(1998) definitions splits trust into trusting bélieand trusting intentions. However, it
goes one step further by explicitly specifying feaharacteristics of the trustee, that is,
competence, reliability, openness and compassiohjchw engender positive
expectations and therefore prompt the trustor ke @ risk by putting his or her
welfare in the hands of the trustee.

In addition, there is wide spread agreement amahglars and researchers
that the four trustworthiness factors specified Myshra (1996) appear most
frequently in the literature and explain a major tjpor of perceptions of
trustworthiness (Clark and Payne, 1997; McKnighalet 1998; Ellis and Shockley-
Zalabak, 2001; Dietz and Den Hartog, 2006). Manlgokrs regard competence
(Cook and Wall, 1980; Butler and Cantrell, 1984;a8wTrawick, Rinks and Roberts,
1988; Butler, 1991), openness (Butler and Canti€84; Butler, 1991; Tschannen-
Moran and Hoy, 2000), concern (Whitener et al. 1998ockley-Zalabak, Ellis and
Winograd, 200Dand reliability (Swan et al. 1988; Tschannen-Maaad Hoy, 2000)
as pivotal facets of trust.

Competence refers to the expertise and capabitifidse trustee (Mayer et al.,
1995); openness reflects trustor's perception thea trustee is honest and
straightforward in his or her communications (M&shrl996); concern refers to
trustor’s belief that the trustee will act in hishar best interests (Mayer et al., 1995;
Mishra, 1996); and reliability reflects a correspence between words and actions
(Shockley-Zalabak, Ellis and Winograd, 2000; Sim&t2).

Another, strength of Mishra’s (1996) model is thiatonceptualises trust as a
multidimensional construct consisting of four trogt beliefs, namely, competence,
openness, concern and reliability. The major béméfihe multi-dimensional view of
trust is that it provides a deeper insight into ¢benplexities of working relationships.
For instance, Lewicki et al., (2006) suggest tfratst inter-personal relationships are
complex and have a broad bandwidth” (p. 1002) ana aesult the answer to the
question: “do you trust person A”? is not a sinijgles” or “no”, but is more likely to
be “to do what"? Thus, it is reasonable to expéett tmployees might trust the
organizational leaders or their team members itacedomains but not in others. For
example, employees may have high trust in thessilld abilities of their supervisor
and peers but on the other hand may have veny tithfidence in their integrity. The

availability of accurate information on where trustdeficient in a relationship can
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help to focus corrective action (Smith and Barcld®97). A unidimensional
conceptualisation of trust does not offer this int@or advantage.

Mishra (1996) argues that the four dimensions w$tirnamely, competence,
concern, reliability and openness, represent commtsnof an overall trust construct.
He further contends that these dimensions amalgamaa “multiplicative” way to
create the overall degree of trust that the trusésr with respect to a particular party.
This means that “a low level of trust in terms afyaf the dimensions off sets high
levels of trust in terms of other dimensions” (1996269).

4 .4 Factors of Trustworthiness

The factors of trustworthiness identified by Misi{t96) are discussed in detalil

below:

4.4.1 Competence

Competence refers to an individual's capability axgbertise to perform a
certain task (Butler and Cantrall, 1984; Mayerletl®95; Mishra and Mishra, 2008).
With regard to organizational leadership, competenoan include such skills and
abilities as intelligence and clarity of thinkingreat communication skills, and a
focus on “doing the right things right” (Neff & Gim, 1999, p. 379-387). Perceived
ability or competence is central to trust in orgational leader-follower relationships
because followers are unlikely to develop trusthigir leader unless they believe that
the leader is capable of fulfilling the leadershige (Whitener, Korsgaard and
Werner, 1998). The followers are likely to belighat the organizational leaders can
adequately fulfil their leadership role when thegrgeive that the organizational
leaders have the necessary skills and abilitiemake sound decisions (Kirkpatrick
and Locke, 1991); achieve the organization’s vigBartram and Casimir, 2007);
successfully deal with crisis situations (Mishr&9); and effectively implement
change efforts (Albrecht and Travaglione, 2003).

At a peer and group level, competence based tefistsrto employees’ belief
about their co-workers’ competency or ability taceessfully accomplish tasks and

attain group goals (Bennis and Bierderman, 199Qompetence of co-workers
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acquires particular salience when employees ar&imgin teams and are reliant on
each other to accomplish tasks. According to Ditk999) when an individual
believes that his group members lack the necessbilties and skills, he may
recognize his effort and hard work as unrelategromp performance. This is because
such shortcomings will limit the performance of tireup and as a result render his or
her efforts futile.In such cases the individual is likely to put foehlow level of
effort. Put differently, trust in the competence group members influences an
individual's expectations about the degree to whiik or her effort can be

transformed into group performance (Dirks, 1999).

4.4.2 Openness

Openness refers to the process by which peoplehamselves at risk by
sharing sensitive information with each other (Tsetgn-Moran and Hoy, 2000;
Mishra and Mishra, 2008). Mishra and Mishra (2068htend that open and honest
communication can reduce uncertainty and ambigh#gause it makes motives,
agendas and goals more transparent. In a relabedSmith and Barclay (1997) posit
that by being open in their communication, orgamireal members can *“align
perceptions and expectations, clarify roles and davoisunderstandings” (p. 8).
Finally, Costa (2004) argues that by facilitatingnmenunication and openness,
organizations can encourage the exchange of impdtteowledge and consequently
increase mutual learning.

However, being open entails risks for the concerpady. For instance,
Mishra and Mishra (2008) posit that when organaregl members share information
with their colleagues, there is a danger that théyht misuse the shared information
or they may fail to reciprocate this openness. Harmore, Mishra (1996) warns that
openness beyond a certain level may serve to danadlger than enhance trust. For
example, Mishra (1996) argues that telling someteecomplete truth about one’s
character flaws may actually decrease trust betwleetwo parties. In spite of these
potential risks several scholars regard openness ke aspect of trust (Butler and
Cantrall, 1984; Butler, 1991; Tschannen-Moran amy,F2000; Ellis and Shockley-
Zalabak, 2001).

79



4.4.3 Concern

At a minimum demonstration of concern implies tbae party believes that
the other party will not take unfair advantage ewdren the opportunity is available
(Cummings & Bromiley, 1996; Mishra, 1996; Mishradadishra, 2008). However, at
higher levels the concern component of trust pastslthat the concerned parties will
be sensitive to each others needs and will actaah ethers best interests (Mishra,
1996; Mishra and Mishra, 2008). The concern dinmansi trust does not suggest that
the parties involved in a relationship lack selfenest. “Rather trust in terms of
concern means that such self interest is balangentérest in the welfare of others”
(Mishra, 1996; p. 267).

4.4.4 Reliability

Reliability means doing what one says what oneiagto do (Simons, 2002;
Mishra and Mishra, 2008). In other words, relidbilreflects congruence between
words and actions. In addition, it also implies (kag one’s commitments (Mishra
and Mishra, 2008). Compatibility between words actons and promise fulfilment
builds trust; whereas a mismatch between words deetls and broken promises
decrease trust (Mishra, 1996; Simons, 2002; MiahchMishra, 2008).

Several scholars consider reliable behaviour todmeral to trust. For instance,
Lewicki and Bunker (1996) argue that consistenciwben words and actions is
essential for the development of calculus based. thisAllister (1995) distinguishes
between cognitive and affective based trust. Cognibased trust is based on the
perception of reliability and dependability; wheseaffective-based trust reflects a
special relationship in which the concerned parigsress care and concern for each
other. McAllister (1995) argues that promise fulfént, which is a facet of reliable
behaviour, is critical for the development of cdgm based trust. He further contends
that existence of cognition based trust is necgdsarthe development of affective
based trust because individuals must be confidetheobther party’s reliability and
dependability before making an emotional investmienta relationship. Finally,
Simons (2002) also echoes the same thoughts andsatgat an alignment between
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words and deeds, which he refers to as behaviaotegrity, is crucial for the
development of trust.

Although all of these facets of trust are importaheir relative importance
will depend on the context under question (Mishrd Blishra, 2008). For example, in
the case of a surgeon, competence is likely toflgimary importance; whereas, in
the case of an accountant reliability and depetittabs just as significant as
competence. Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2000) askatt @among teachers and
principals all the four trusting beliefs: benevalenreliability, competence, honesty
and openness seem to be critical for developinditigselations. Furthermore, one
particular trustor may place a greater amount gdartance on one of the factors
across various situations than does another tr@stayer & Davis, 1999). Smith and
Barclay (1997), therefore, conclude that the redasignificance of these facets of

trust is likely to be contingent on the specifi@t®nship context.

4.5 Bases / Stages of Trust

Trust is a dynamic phenomenon that takes diffecbatacteristics at different
stages of a relationship. Shapiro, Sheppard andaSkie (1992) and Lewicki and
Bunker (1996) propose that there are three maiasbfg trusting beliefs: calculus /
deterrence-based, knowledge-based and identifichaised.

4.5.1 Deterrence / Calculus Based Trust

Shapiro et al. (1992) argue that the main condif@nsustaining successful
business relationships is that there should be atibility between the words and
actions of the concerned parties. The tendencyparty to do what it says it will do
mitigates uncertainty and ambiguity and reduces rtbed for monitoring other’s
actions. This compatibility between words and acioan be brought about through
deterrence, which can be defined as the existehcaeasures that thwart hostile
actions (Shapiro et al., 1992). Thus, deterrense baust exists “when the potential
costs of discontinuing the relationship or thelltk&od of retributive action outweigh
the short-term advantage of acting in a distrust@ay” (Shapiro et al., 1992). In other
words deterrence based trust is derived throughptesence of costly sanctions for

opportunistic behaviour. It can be sustained to #xent “that the deterrent

81



(punishment) is clear, possible and likely to ocifuhe trust is violated” (Lewicki
and Bunker, 1996, p. 119).

Lewicki and Bunker (1996) argue that trust can baveéd not only through
the fear of punishment but also by rewarding irdlinals for preserving it. Thus, they
re-named ‘deterrence-based trust’ as ‘calculusebasst’. They suggest that calculus
based trust is strengthened to a large extentdpnhicipated rewards for behaving in
a trustworthy manner and by the danger of damagngjs reputation as a result of a
trust violation. Rousseau et al. (1998) argue thétust is conceived as a positive
expectation about another’'s intentions, dependeoce stringent controls and
deterrents may not be trust at all but may insteadhought of as a low level of

distrust.

4.5.2 Knowledge Based Trust

While calculus based trust is primarily sustaineeagh the use of deterrents,
knowledge based trust on the other hand is deribedugh the exchange of
knowledge. More specifically, knowledge based trdevelops over time and is
contingent upon how well the trustor can undersi@mdi predict the trustee’s actions.
Shapiro et al. (1992) contend that there are skwsrigue features of knowledge-
based trust. First, the availability of information the trustee enables the trustor to
predict the behaviour of the trustee, which in twngenders trust. Second,
predictability boosts trust even if the other persopredictably untrustworthy. This is
because the manner in which the concerned perstikelg to violate trust can be
accurately determined. Finally, accurate predicteuires an understanding between
the concerned parties, which can only develop tjindrequent interaction. Shapiro et
al. (1992) suggest that regular communication andtship are important processes
in the development of knowledge based trust. Regatanmunication puts the
concerned parties in constant touch with each pthbich, in turn, allows them to
gauge each others wants, preferences and approtcpesblems. Courtship on the
other hand involves conducting thorough researchaopotential partner before
commencing a formal relationship. By going throutjirs process, the concerned
parties can gather enough information about eabbrptvhich can enable them to

decide whether or not they can productively wogdetber.
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4.5.3 Identification Based Trust

Lewicki and Bunker (1996) assert that identificatmasedrust is an outcome
of mutual understanding. Each party understandstier and also understands what
is required to maintain the relationship of trustwicki and Bunker (1996) note that
at this level of trust, “trust exists because thetigs effectively understand and
appreciate the other’s wants; this mutual understgnd developed to the point that
each can effectively act for the other” (p.122)ut Hifferently, identification based
trust occurs when one party identifies with theeothnd as a consequence completely
internalizes his or her preferences. Identificatlmased trust can be strengthened
through the creation of join products, developingoaxmon identity, collocating in
the same building and by committing to commonlyretavalues (Shapiro et al.,
1992).

Lewicki and Bunker (1996) argue that relationshgépa change over time and
therefore, trust can transform from calculus-based knowledge-based to
identification-based trust. However, all relatiomshido not fully mature and as a
result it is plausible that trust may not even gstphe first stage, that is, calculus
based trust. According to Lewicki and Bunker (1996@re are four reasons why
relationships sometimes never develop past thestiegie. First, the concerned parties
may not feel the need to develop more complex ioglship; second, the
interdependence between the parties is heavily lalrahd regulated; third the
parties feel that they have accumulated sufficiafdrmation about each other and
any further information gathering will be futile;n@ fourth, one or more trust
violations have taken place, which makes it unjikbht further trust will develop.

However, if the parties involved in a particulatat®nship perceive each
other to be reliable, they might start gatherinfprimation about each others needs,
preferences and priorities through repeated anddianteractions. This lays the
foundation of knowledge based trust. As people wodether, talk to each other and
observe each other in different situations, thely tgeknow each other better and
consequently they begin to trust each other. Téiddcause increased knowledge
about the other makes him or her more predictaldi@ny working relationships,
however, do not advance beyond the knowledge-hassidstage.

Finally, as people get to know each other more lgeegpey may start

identifying with their “needs, preferences and pties and come to see them as their
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own” (Lewicki and Bunker, 1996, p. 125). Howevenly a small percentage of
relationships progress from the knowledge based tousdentification based trust
stage because: “either the parties lack the timeermrgy to invest beyond the
knowledge-based trust level, or the parties mayehao desire for a closer
relationship” (Lewicki and Bunker, 1996, p. 125).

Lewicki and Bunker (1996) argue that transformatipom one stage to
another may require a “frame change” in the reteip. For example, these authors
contend that the movement from calculus based tmsknowledge based trust
involves a change from a stress on differencesnitrasts between self and others to
a stress on similarities between the self and sth&imilarly, the shift from
knowledge based trust to identification trust imas a change in frame from simply
accumulating knowledge about the other to a “maresgnal identification with the
other” (Lewicki and Bunker, 1996, p. 125).

4.6 High Levels of Initial Trust

The model proposed by Lewicki and Bunker (1996@)ased on the premise that trust
begins at a zero baseline and develops slowly twer. More specifically, Lewicki
and Bunker (1996) contend that over a passagend trust can transform from
calculus-based to knowledge-based to identificatiased trust. However, several
scholars have challenged this assumption and higuedthat it is plausible that even
early in a relationship people can experienceatively high level of trust.

For example, McKnight et al. (1998) assert that pe@an experience high
levels of initial trust because of three reasonsstFindividuals may have a high
disposition to trust, which may enable them to tgvehigh levels of initial trust.
Disposition to trust or trust propensity refersth@ tendency of the individuals to
depend on others across a broad spectrum of sitisaéind persons. McKnight et al.
(1998) distinguish between two types of dispositiortrust: (1) faith in humanity,
which means that people believe that others arergéy well intentioned and reliable;
and (2) trusting stance, which is sort of a perb@tategy and means that one
assumes that irrespective of the fact whether geap@ honest and reliable, one will
achieve better outcomes by dealing with peopléasggh they were well-intentioned
and dependable. The second factor, which leadsithdils to develop high initial

trust, is institution based trust, which implies tthmeople believe that necessary
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impersonal structures are in place to protect thgainst opportunistic behaviours by
others. According to McKnight et al. (1998) institun based trust appears to take two
forms: (1) situational normality — which, refers tfoe belief that success is likely

because the situation is normal; and (2) structasslurance — which, refers to the
belief that success is likely because contextuaflitimns such as promises, contracts,
regulations and guarantees are in place. Finalij imitial trust may develop because
of certain cognitive processes that facilitate pedplquickly process information and

make initial judgments or form initial impressiotiat the other party is trustworthy.

All the three factors, in turn, are likely to haaepositive impact on one’s trusting

beliefs and trusting intentions.

The second approach to high initial trust formati@as been advocated by
Meyerson, Weick and Kramer (1996). Meyerson e{1#196) sought to explain how a
group of diversely skilled people can come togetteemvork on highly complex
projects in temporary groups such as, film crewsesigential commissions,
architectural groups and cockpit crews. Memberthese teams usually have never
worked together and they do not expect to work ttegreagain in the future. The
stringent deadlines under which these teams wakeldittle time for relationship
building. Thus, in order to trust a temporary grothe members must “wade in” as
opposed to waiting until experience shows if a teanustworthy or not (Meyerson
et al., 1996, p. 171). Meyerson et al. (1996) arthat under these circumstances
participants build “swift trust” and that this kimd trust can be developed because of

several factors, such as:

* Role clarity — which suggests that people deal wite another more as roles
than individuals and expect that everyone in theugrwill carry out their

duties professionally.
* Inclination of the members to mitigate inconsisteand unpredictability in

their role based behaviour. This is because insterd role behaviour and

“blurring” of roles erode trust.
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» Selection of participants from narrowly defined labgools such that the
reputations of pool members are known, thereby tmgeexpectations of

harmful behaviour.

* The intense pace of work in many temporary growpsch requires focussed
attention on task at hand. This helps to prevembttturrence of dysfunctional
and trust destroying behaviours.

 The engagement of participants in tasks, which ireguoderate levels of

interdependence.

In sum, swift trust is more like to develop whent&rdependence is kept modest
through a combination of distancing, adaptabiligsilience [and] interacting with

roles rather than personalities” (Meyerson etl&96, p. 191).

4.7 Trust and Distrust

An ongoing debate in the trust literature concehgsconcept of distrust and
its relationship with the construct of trust. Th@impoint of contention is that are
trust and distrust opposite ends of the same aamtnor whether they represent two
distinct concepts. Several scholars argue that &g distrust are direct opposites of
each other (Jones and George, 1998; Schoorman, rManee Davis, 2007). For
instance, Jones and George (1998) differentiatedzat three different states of trust:
distrust, conditional trust and unconditional truatcording to George and Jones
(1998), conditional, unconditional trust and distrall belong to the same construct —
the experience of trust. Distrust is charactersedhe lack of trust. Conditional trust
is a state in which the attitudes are favourableighdo support future interactions. In
contrast, unconditional trust depicts the very esseof trust in which shared values
between parties create a common bond. As a re#tiprdevelops, trust transforms
from conditional trust to unconditional trust. Whemst is violated, unconditional
trust may turn to conditional trust, or it may tumo distrust, depending upon the
magnitude of the violation. In a related vein Sclnacamn et al. (2007) also argue that
‘our definition of trust — willingness to take risk a relationship — means that at the
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lowest level of trust one would not take a rislkaht (p. 350), thereby implying that
trust and distrust are opposite ends of the samencmm.

In contrast, Lewicki, McAllister and Bies (1998)gae that trust and distrust
are two distinct constructs and therefore, shoutdoeaegarded as opposite ends of a
single continuum. They contend that the two faatoodels of satisfaction and
dissatisfaction (Herzberg, Mausner and Snyderm86;/1cited in Lewicki et al.,
1998) and the recent evidence from studies of ipesiand negative affectivity
corroborate this line of reasoning. Lewicki et @l998) define trust as ‘confident
positive expectations regarding another’'s condaot refer to distrust as ‘confident
negative expectations regarding another’s condpcd39). These researchers further
assert that trust is a positive valence attitude ihacharacterized by hope, faith,
confidence, assurance and initiative; whereasrudisis a negative-valence attitude
that is characterised by fear, scepticism, cynicismariness, watchfulness and
vigilance. Moreover, these researchers posit st and distrust are likely to have
different antecedents and consequences. For exariplevould be extremely
misleading to assume that the positive predictdrarest would necessarily be
negative predictors of distrust or that the positieonsequences of trust would
necessarily be influenced negatively by increasstius$t’ (p. 448). In other words,
within this framework it is likely that trust andstfust will be negatively correlated
but in essence they represent two distinct construddditionally, Lewicki et al.
(1998) argue that trust and distrust can coexisalrge ‘relationships are multifaceted
or multiplex’ (p. 442). This implies that trust magxist in some aspects of the
relationship, while distrust may reign in othersr Fexample, it is reasonable to
assume that a manger might trust his or her subates integrity but may have little
faith in his or her competence. Lewicki et al. (8p@onclude that this condition of
high trust and high distrust, which implies ‘trdsait verify’, is likely to be most
prevalent in working relationships.

However, this approach has received criticism fr@®veral quarters.
Schoorman et al. (2007) argue that Lewicki et gl1'898) assertion that ‘trust but
verify’ is not valid because if you trust a specifierson you do not need to verify his
or her actions and behaviours. They argue thatgdsm ‘would be the clearest
indication that you do not trust’ (p. 350).

Furthermore, McKnight and Chervany (2001, cite&ahoorman et al., 2007)

developed conceptual models for both trust anduwdiston the basis of the existing
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literature. Their findings indicated that the resy models were identical for both
trust and distrust, thereby suggesting that theneoi need to treat them as separate
constructs.

In a similar vein, Saunders and Thornhill (2004)ducted a case study based
on a UK public sector organization to explore tleationship between trust and
mistrust. The results of this case study providelgt weak support for Lewicki et al.’s
(1998) contention that employees may experiench brast and distrust in a given
organizational context. More than half of the resgents experienced the feelings of
trust at least to some extent, without also expeigy a sense of mistrust. On the
other hand three participants felt mistrust attléassome extent but they did not
experience any sense of trust. These findingssepport to the notion that trust and
distrust are opposite ends of the same continudherahan being two independent
but linked dimensions. However, the findings obtkiudy further revealed that in line
with Lewicki et al.’s (1998) model, some patrticipamlid experience both trust and
mistrust, while six respondents reported that tleeyperienced neither of these
emotions. These results offered some support @tsertion that trust and mistrust
are independent constructs. On the basis of thedengs Saunders and Thornhill
(2004) propose a trust-mistrust-absence trianghesé& researchers argue that this
triangle is superior to Lewicki et al.’s (1998) mbbtecause it “incorporates not only
separate dimensions for trust and mistrust but misludes the possibility that for
some, these are opposite ends of a single contimagiwell as incorporating the
further possibility that for others one or both domsts may be absent” (p. 511).

In sum, it is reasonable to conclude that moreareseis needed to establish
whether trust and distrust are each others direpbgites or whether they represent

two independent yet negatively correlated statemindl.

4.8 Foci of Trust

Another interesting aspect of trust is that it deave multiple foci. For
example, McCauley and Khunert (1992) made thendistin between vertical and
lateral trust. According to these authors, “thentdateral refers to trust relations
among peers (or equals) who share a similar wadlatson, whereas the term vertical
refers to trust relations between individuals aitidee their immediate supervisor, top

management or organization as a whole”(p. 269).s Tdistinction is important
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because within an organization employees may tthsir co-workers but not

supervisors or they can trust the top managemehhanthe work unit and each type
of trust has different outcomes (McCauley and Khyn&992; Carnevale and
Welchsler, 1992; Tan and Tan, 2000).

Tan and Tan (2000) also emphasise the importancdistihguishing the
referents within an organization. They argue thasttin supervisor and trust in
organization are two distinct but related conssueach with its own antecedents and
outcomes. Their study showed that trust in supernasd trust in organization were
positively and significantly correlated, which sifigs that when employees trust their
supervisor there is a “spill-over effect” to the ol organization. Furthermore, the
results of their study revealed that trust in suiger was more strongly predicted by
proximal variables, such as ability, benevolence amtegrity of the supervisor;
whereas, trust in organization was more strongigioted by global variables such as,
organizational support and organizational justineaddition, both trust in supervisor
and trust in organization had different outcomesust in supervisor was more
predictive of innovative behaviour and satisfactwith the supervisor; while trust in
the organization was more strongly associated witfanizational commitment and
turnover intentions.

In a related vein, Dirks and Ferrin (2002) alsdeténtiate between trust in
supervisor and trust in top management by argunag the difference between the
two types of trusts stems from the fact that themediate supervisor and top
management tend to perform different roles withiganizations. The immediate
supervisor is responsible for performing activitsegh as managing performance and
day to day activities on the job; whereas, the negmagers perform more strategic
functions such as setting strategic direction,callmg resources to various projects
and departments, communicating to employees this gbthe organization and so on.
Dirks and Ferrin (2002) suggest that because efdistinction in the roles performed
by the immediate supervisor and top managers, imustese two referents can result
in different outcomes. The results of their studyealed that trust in supervisor was
more predictive of job level outcomes such as jelfggmance and job satisfaction;
whereas, trust in top management was more stratigiyed with organizational level
outcomes, such as organizational commitment.

Although trust in leadership is important, it is mqoudent to overlook the

implications and consequences of trust in co-warkExploring trust in lateral group
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relationships has assumed increased importanceuseaz the evolution of team-
based structures within organizations (Dirks andrtgki, 2004). In contrast to trust
in leadership, which might result in contributiafisected toward the supervisor or the
top management , trust in co-workers is likely &sult in contributions directed
towards the co-workers such as information shawnit co-workers and helping co-
workers in need (Dirks and Skarlicki, 2004). Thduma of each type of trust is

discussed next.

4.8.1 Trust in Top Management

Top management refers to the group of persons atear the top of the
organizational chart (McCauley and Khunert, 1992he trust between top
management and their employees is not interpersonature and therefore, is less
contingent on the evaluation of the personal charatics and behaviours of the top
managers (Costigan, llter and Berman, 1998). On cbatrary, trust in top
management is rather seen as emanating from theiped efficiency and fairness of
larger organizational systems such as, performapgeaisal systems, professional
development opportunities, job security and the arelwsystem (McCauley and
Khunert, 1992). According to McCauley and Khun@Q92), as a means of assessing
the extent to which they could trust the managemtr® employees persistently
monitor the organizational environment. Employeall kgciprocate trust relations
communicated by management only if the organizatisinactures, roles and climate
reflect a trustworthy system. Alternatively, if theepresent a lack of trust in
employees by top management, employees will redstarsimilar lack of trust.

4.8.2 Trust in Direct Supervisor and Trust in Team Members / Co-Workers

Historically majority of the studies have concetdgtaon supervisory trust
(Costigan et al., 1998; Elis and Shockley-Zalab2®Q1). Lau and Liden (2008),
however, argue that trust in co-workers has assuanlet! of significance in today’s
work environment because of three reasons. Fhstptoliferation of self-managed
teams within organizations necessitates that emp®ywork collaboratively with
each other in order to accomplish team and orgtoir goals. Research evidence

indicates that positive trust in team members clay p pivotal role in fostering

90



interpersonal cooperation and in developing effecteam relationships. Second, in
team environments, the rewards and penalty syséeensften team oriented. Thus, it
Is plausible that employees may not be adequagsianded for their efforts because
of their group members’ lack of necessary skillpéoform their work well. In these
circumstances, if employees trust their team memberdo their jobs proficiently,
they maybe more willing to exert greater effortrttselves, because they know that
their efforts will be appropriately rewarded. Figakrust between peers can promote
social exchange relationships. If co-workers traath other, they will be more
inclined to engage in helping behaviours, becalsy ffeel confident that their
colleagues will reciprocate their good deeds inftitere.

Furthermore, Lau and Liden (2008) argue that lesadan play a critical role
by indirectly influencing the process of trust diexgnent between co-workers. For
example, when leaders trust their subordinatey, dne more likely to provide valued
performance related resources such as informatmh faedback to the trusted
employees. Because of these resources, the traeshgdoyees perform well and
become more competent in the eyes of their peedditidnally, the trusted
subordinates “may feel a sense of obligation argpamesibility to behave in a
trustworthy manner” (Lau and Liden, 2008, p. 113M)is sense of obligation might
induce them to engage in trustworthy behaviourschvhre likely to be “noticed by
co-workers, who in turn will be prompted to engagéehaviours that reflect trust in
their colleagues” (Lau and Liden, 2008, p. 1132).

In contrast to trust in top management, which igemionpersonal (i.e. less
dyadic) and is based more on the policies, deciaadsprocedures enacted by the top
managers and less on the evaluation of their persomaracteristics, trust in
supervisor and trust in team members reflect arpersonal or dyadic form of trust
(Costigan et al., 1998). McAllister, (1995) suggettat interpersonal trust can be
classified as affective and cognitive. Cognitivenis of trust deal with issues such as
the reliability or competence of another party. e&tive trust on the other hand
reflects a special relationship, in which indivitkuaxpress care and concern for each
other. Thus, trust in immediate supervisor and ookers can be formed either
through a positive evaluation of their characteighsas their competence, integrity
and reliability or through their expression of carel concern towards another party.

The present study seeks to examine the impacusf in all three referents,

that is, top management, direct supervisor and r@ambers on researchers’ levels of
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work engagement. Thus, in line with Mishra’s (19@€finition, trust in the current
paper reflects an individual’'s willingness to relg the top management, his or her
direct supervisor and team members based on thef bieht these referents are (1)
competent; (2) reliable; (3) open; and (4) concgrne

From the preceding discussion it is clear thattfirusop management, trust in
direct supervisor and trust in team members / ctk@rs are three distinct constructs,
having different antecedents and consequences.nGiwe fact that trust in each
referent can entail significant benefits for orgations, it is imperative that
organizational leaders strive to create conditioviach help to develop trust at each
level of the organizational hierarchy.

As noted in chapter 1, the first and primary aimtteé current study was to
examine the effects of trust in top managementt tnudirect supervisor, trust in team
members and trust propensity on the engagementslede science researchers
working within the context of science research @ntOn the basis of this objective

the following hypotheses were proposed:

Hypothesis 1laResearchers’ trust in top management is positiaspciated with

their work engagement

Hypothesis 1bResearchers’ trust in direct supervisor will beifposy associated

with their work engagement

Hypothesis 1cResearchers’ trust in their team members will b@tpely associated
with their work engagement

Hypothesis 1dResearchers’ trust propensity will be positivedgaciated with their

work engagement

These relationships are depicted in Figure 4.avoel

92



FIGURE 4.1
The Relationship between Trust and Work Engagement
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4.9 Summary

The aim of this chapter was to provide an overviefvthe theoretical
developments in the area of organizational trustompared the various models of
trust and found that the psychological approachtrtst is now considered the
dominant approach in this area. Moreover, the veweé the literature revealed that
within the psychological approach, trust has beemceptualised both as a
unidimensional and multi-dimensional construct.eAfinalyzing the two view points,
it was argued that the multi-dimensional approach ttust reflects a more
comprehensive depiction of this construct and thaosthe present study, it was
decided to adopt the multidimensional model of ttrmadvanced by Mishra (1996).
Moreover, previous research indicates that trugpgmsity also has the potential to
positively influence organizational behaviour aherefore, this construct was also
included in the research model developed for thiglys Thus, the present study
sought to investigate the impact of both state taaidl trust on researchers’ levels of

work engagement.
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Additionally, this chapter reviewed the various dmsof trust, that is,
deterrence based trust, knowledge based trust @demtification based trust. The
model of trust formation proposed by Lewicki and Bemn(1996) argues that trust
develops slowly overtime and can move from deteedrased to knowledge based to
identification based trust. However, other researglnave challenged this contention
and have suggested that it is possible that indalddoan experience high initial trust
even in the early stages of the relationship (MgKniet al., 1998; Meyerson et al.,
1996).

This review also examined some of the debates woding the issue of trust
and distrust. Lewicki et al. (1998) argue that ttraed distrust are two distinct
constructs, each having unique antecedents ande@oesces. Moreover, they
contend that relationships have broad bandwidthsteréfore, it is possible for trust
and distrust to co-exist within the same relatigmshn contrast, scholars like
Schoorman et al. (2007) argue that trust and distdo not represent separate
constructs but can be considered as direct opgositeach other. On the basis of this
evidence it was concluded that more research isiregfjtio ascertain whether trust
and distrust are opposite poles of a single contimor whether they are independent
albeit negatively correlated states of mind.

Finally, the present chapter examined the naturéhefthree foci of trust,
namely, trust in top management, trust in direpesuvsor and trust in team members.
Research evidence indicates that trust in top manage trust in direct supervisor
and trust in team members are three distinct cocistr each having different
implications and consequences. More particulaig, teview revealed that positive
trust in top management is likely to manifest igamization focussed outcomes; trust
in supervisor is expected to result in supervistevant outcomes; and trust in team
members is likely to lead to team specific outcomes

The more applied research on trust, which death ws measurement,
antecedents and consequences, is reviewed in xhehapter.
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CHAPTER 5

Organizational Trust: Measurement, Antecedents and Gnsequences

5.1 Introduction

This second chapter on organizational trust revigv@smore applied research
relating to this construct. It starts by examinihg various challenges associated with
the measurement of organizational trust. The liteeapertaining to the measurement
of trust reveals that there appears to be a diompin the way trust is defined and the
way it is measured. Specifically, organizationaistris defined as an intention to
engage in trust informed behaviours but most ofab@lable measures only assess
the belief component of this construct. This sectiom the measurement of
organizational trust examines the various measwhbigh assess this construct as a
‘willingness to be vulnerable’ and concludes thitoh these measures seem to be
unsuitable for the current study. It then providesationale for choosing Mishra and
Mishra’s (1994) scale to measure trust for the gmestudy. The antecedents and
consequences of trust are examined next. The rewfethie literature in this area
discloses that trust is mostly considered as acooue of: (1) trustor’s characteristics;
(2) trustee’s characteristics; and (3) situatiofaaitors. As far as the outcomes of
organizational trust are concerned, the chapteraig\vbat positive trust can manifest
in more constructive attitudes and behaviours; hidgéeels of cooperation; greater
flow of knowledge and ideas; and superior levelp@formance. Furthermore, there
is a debate in the literature whether excessiv@ tsualways good. Thus, this chapter
proceeds to review the concept of optimal trust@ntludes that excessive trust may
result in dysfunctional outcomes and therefore, migdions need to strike a balance
between too little and too much trust. The chafelly ends with a discussion of the
costs of distrust.

5.2 Measurement of Organizational Trust

There has been an inconsistency between the wagniaggional trust has
been defined and the way trust has been measuidsfe, 2003). The literature

relating to organizational trust defines this camsttas a behavioural intention to take
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risk or as a willingness to be vulnerable by engggin some trust informed
behaviours. However, most of the available scalevige only a measure of the
belief component of trust (Dirks and Ferrin, 200P)at is, these instruments seek to
measure respondents’ perceptions of trustworthinéssspecific referent. This gulf
between the definition and measurement of trustblegn compounded partly due to
the non-availability of scales that measure trisstaawillingness to be vulnerable
(Gillespie, 2003). In this regard, Mayer et al. 489 remark that “the most
problematic component of the model from the stanudpof measurement is trust
itself’(p. 729). A review of the literature revedlsat there are four valid scales which
measure trust as a willingness to be vulnerablsan intention to engage in trusting
behaviour. These scales have been discussed irestadnducted by Currall and
Judge (1995), Cummings and Bromiley (1996), Schaornvayer and Davis (1996)
and Gillespie (2003) (also see Dietz and Den Ha26§6).

Currall and Judge’s (1995) scale was designed tasaore trust between
boundary role persons (BRP) in different organ@ai The scale developed by these
researchers measures trust as a willingness tgengdour trusting behaviours: open
and honest communication; entering informal agredsjemaintaining surveillance;
and coordination of tasks. However, this scaleoissmiitable to measure interpersonal
trust such as trust in supervisor or trust in tea@mbers.

In a related vein Cummings and Bromiley’'s (1996)g&nizational Trust
Inventory (OTI) aims to measure trust between uimt@ specific organization or
between organizations. The OTI consists of 62 itemd measures the affective,
cognitive and behavioural intention dimensionsragt Since the original OTI was
overly long, these authors also developed a shoesion of this scale, which
comprised of 12 items. It is interesting to notattim the shorter version of the scale,
Cummings and Bromiley (1996) dropped the Intendetia®iour (IB) items on the
grounds that they “singularly and on the averagdibited lower item-to-factor
correlations than did the Affective and Cognititems” (p. 317).

Schoorman et al. (1996) also developed a four geate to assess trust as a
behavioural intention to take a risk. This scala ba used to measure interpersonal
trust such as, trust in supervisor and also mopemonal forms of trust, like trust in
top management. However, this four item measureelragited poor reliability in
many studies. For example, Mayer and Davis (1998)luhis scale to measure trust

in top management and reported that the valueeffonbach Alpha was 0.59 and
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0.60 in two waves of data, which is significantbyer than the accepted criteria of
0.70 proposed by Nunnally and Bernstein (1994)arother study conducted within
the restaurant setting, Davis, Schoorman, MayerTard (2000) used this four item
scale to measure employees’ trust in their gemaealager. Davis et al. (2000) found
that this scale exhibited a low reliability of 0.68 a similar vein, Wasti, Tan, Brower
and Onder (2007) sought to determine the metricrianee of trust scales developed
by Mayer and Davis (1999) across three samples:, Ui8key and Singapore. The
results of this study revealed that the four iteustt scale used by Mayer and Davis
(1999) (the same scale developed by Schoorman, et%l6) exhibited sub optimal
psychometric properties. Specifically, the findinffem the confirmatory factor
analysis showed that the trust scale poorly fitileel data. In addition, this scale
exhibited poor reliability, especially in the Tuski (@@ = 0.55) and Singapore samples
(o = 0.68). On the basis of these findings, Was#l e2007) make two suggestions to
improve this scale. First, the item wording of Huale needs to be improved. Second,
the number of items in this scale should be in@é@as order to improve its reliability.
Thus, this scale needs to be further developedestdd before it can be considered
as a valid and reliable measure of trust.

Finally, Gillespie (2003) has developed a ten it@ehavioural Trust
Inventory (BTI), which is designed to measure trasstan intention to engage in two
types of trusting behaviour: (1) reliance and (Bckbsure. Reliance deals with issues
such as, relying on another’s skills and knowlediggegating and giving autonomy;
whereas, disclosure involves sharing of sensitif@rmation with one’s supervisor or
team members. This inventory has been primarilygtlesl to measure trust in the
team leader and team members. For instance, Gélespd Mann (2004) used this
scale to measure team members’ trust in the prégader within the context of the
R&D teams. The results of this study showed thegetiactors, namely, consultative
leadership, idealised influence and congruence deivthe values of the leader and
team members, were most predictive of team membteost towards leaders.
However, this scale cannot be used to measure immusbp management, which
depicts an impersonal form of trust.

However, from the point of view of the current stuall the four measures
discussed above are unsuitable. As mentioned iptehane of this dissertation, the
current study seeks to measure researchers’ tnushe top management, direct

supervisor and team members. Trust in direct sigmnand team members are
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examples of interpersonal trust; whereas trusbjnnhanagement is more impersonal
and less dyadic in nature. Measures by Currall e (1995) and Cummings and
Bromiley (1996) are not designed to measure intsgeeal trust. Schoorman et al’s
(1996) scale suffers from poor reliability, whilell€spie’s (2003) BTI is designed to

measure interpersonal trust and therefore cannattibeed to measure impersonal
forms of trust such as employees’ trust in top mgenzent. Thus, the obvious

question is which measure of trust will prove mastitable for the present

investigation?

Lewicki et al. (2006) contend that in part the deoof the measure depends
on the definition of trust chosen for the study. Tuerent study adopts the multi-
dimensional definition of trust put forward by Migh(1996), which conceptualizes
trust as a willingness to rely on a specific tafgeged on the belief that this particular
target is competent, open, reliable and concerfikeds, the most suitable measure of
trust for the current study is that, which relialagsesses the four trusting beliefs
specified by Mishra (1996). A review of the litareg reveals that the sixteen item
scale developed by Mishra and Mishra (1994) pravideeliable and valid measure
of the four components of trust identified by Miat{l996).

In Mishra and Mishra’s (1994) scale, each factara$tworthiness is assessed
by four items. Every item in the scale is measune@ seven point Likert-type scale
with responses ranging from “Very Strongly Disagréeeighted 1) and “Very
Strongly Agree” (weighted 7). Since these dimensidrave been found to be
correlated at about 0.80, it has been proposedjgoegate and average the sixteen
trustworthiness items to produce a single trusteséor each respondent (Spreitzer
and Mishra, 2002). The internal consistency of dggregated trustworthiness scale
has been found to be excellent. For example, theea the Cronbach’s alpha for the
aggregated scale was found to be 0.93 (Sprietzeivastara, 1999), 0.96 (Spreitzer
and Mishra, 2002), and 0.97 (Brockner, Spreitzershv&, Hochwarter, Pepper,
Weinberg, 2004) in three separate studies. Finkllghra and Mishra’s (1994) scale
can be adapted to measure both interpersonaltfesy.in supervisor) and impersonal
(e.g. trust in top management) forms of trust.He light of this evidence it can be
concluded that Mishra and Mishra’s (1994) trustieséa psychometrically a sound
measure of the four trusting beliefs and therefré¢he most suitable measure in the

context of the current study.
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5.3 Determinants of Trust

There is a good deal of debate in the peer reviduaature regarding the
factors that promote or hinder trust developmenbiganizations (Dietz and Den
Hartog, 2006). However, broadly speaking trust dam influenced by: (1)
dispositional characteristics of the trustor; (Bp@cteristics of the trustee; and (3)

situational factors. These factors are discusseetal below:

5.3.1 Dispositional Characteristics of the Trustor

The dispositional tendency of the trustor to trtsters or trust propensity can
be an important driver of trust. For instance, Mage al. (1995), argue that trust
propensity, a stable “general willingness to tra#lters”, increases trust “prior to
availability of information about the trustee” (199p. 716). In a related vein,
McKnight et al. (1998) argue that the two comporaittheir disposition to trust, that
is, faith in humanity and trusting stance are ki positively affect trusting beliefs
and trusting intentions in novel and ambiguousasituns. Several studies have also
empirically proved that trust propensity is an impat precursor of trust beliefs
(Ridings, Gefen and Arinze, 2002; Payne and CIa€lQ3; Mooradian et al., 2006;
Colquitt et al., 2007).

It is of interest to understand whether trust pngity continues to influence
trust once trustworthiness of a specific referea been determined. Colquitt et al.
(2007) in their meta-analytic study argue thatttiu®pensity may be an important
determinant of trust even when information on tngsthiness has been ascertained.
In fact, they empirically demonstrate that trusogensity remained a significant
predictor of trust even after controlling the etteof the three trustworthiness factors,
namely, ability, benevolence and integrity. Thegadihgs further endorse trust
propensity as an important determinant of trust.

5.3.2 Characteristics of the Trustee

Trustor's evaluation of the personal charactess{e.g. ability, integrity and
benevolence) of the trustee can promote or undermis or her trust in the trustee.

For example, Mayer et al. (1995) highlighted thaderacteristics of the trustee,
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namely, ability, benevolence and integrity, whichn caffect trustor’'s trust in the
trustee. Ability is the perception that the truspeessesses a certain skill set, which
enables him or her to have influence within sonmecdiec domain. Benevolence refers
to the trustor’s perception that the trustee cabesit his welfare and interests. Finally,
integrity refers to trustor’s perceptions that thestee adheres to certain principals,
which the trustor finds acceptable. Mayer et alB98) argue that the relative
importance of these factors will change with theed@oment of the relationship. In
the early phase of the relationship, there is &ahinteraction between the trustor and
trustee and as a result the trustor is unable tgeshe benevolence of the trustee.
However, at this stage the trustor might be abledquire information about the
integrity of the trustee through third party sow.c€hus, in these early stages of the
relationship integrity is likely to be a strongeterminant of trust. However, once the
relationship develops, trustors interaction witk thustee will increase and he or she
will be able to gain a deeper insight about thetee's benevolence. In this situation
benevolence will start to exert a more profound ichjea trust.

McKnight and Chervany (1998) also contend that tings beliefs are
important precursors of trusting intentions. Tnogtibeliefs refers to trustor’s
perceptions that the trustee is benevolent, compédienest and predictable; whereas,
trusting intentions refer to the willingness ontparthe trustor to depend on a trustee
in a given situation. Thus, when the trustor belgethat a specific target is benevolent,
competent, honest and predictable, he or she wilhbre inclined to rely on him or
her.

Several studies have provided empirical evidenaetthstee’s trustworthiness
can be an important predictor of trust. For examplayer and Davis (1999)
conducted a nine month quasi experiment to exantee impact of the three
trustworthiness factors, that is, ability, benencke and integrity on employees’ trust
in the top management. The results of this studyeaked that all the three
trustworthiness factors were significant predicir§rust in top management.

In another study, Davis et al. (2000) explored ihgact of ability,
benevolence and integrity on trust in general marsagéhin the restaurant industry.
The results from the correlation relation analysievealed that all three
trustworthiness factors were positively correlatedh employees’ trust in their

general manager. However, in the regression asatydy benevolence and integrity
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emerged as positive predictors of trust. Davisl.e{2900) attributed this finding to
the likely effects of multicollinearity.

Mayer and Gavin (2005) also reported similar ressiNtore specifically, these
researchers sought to examine the influence othiee trustworthiness factors on
employees’ trust in their plant manger and thertgmagement team in a sample of
288 employees drawn from a small non-union manufaxy firm. The results from
this study indicated that all the three trustwordsis factors, that is, ability,
benevolence and integrity were positively assodiatéh trust in the plant manger;
whereas only benevolence and ability emerged asfis@nt predictors of trust in the
top management team. Finally, Colquitt et al (200¥)their meta-analytic study
replicated these findings and showed that abilignevolence and integrity were
significant predictors of trust.

5.3.3 Situational Factors

Previous research indicates that situational oammational factors can also
significantly influence trust. For instance, in itheneta-analytic study Dirks and
Ferrin (2002) argue that leaders actions and mesctisuch as leadership style
(transformational and transactional), perceived migdional support, perceived
fairness (procedural, distributive and interactiopiatice), participation in decision
making and unmet expectations are the main antatedé trust. Dirks and Ferrin
(2002) argue that these antecedents affect trusudhrtwo different perspectives.
One is the relationship based perspective, whidmaged on the principals of social
exchange and deals with the willingness of the eyg@s to reciprocate care and
consideration that a leader may express in a oglstiip (Konovsky and Pugh, 1994;
Whitener et al. 1998). The second approach is liagacter based perspective which
focuses on employees’ perception of the leader'sacher (e.g. Mayer et al., 1995).

Transformational leadership, interactional jusacel perceived organizational
support are likely to effect trust through the tielaship based approach; whereas,
transactional leadership, distributive justice anchet expectations signal the fairness
and integrity of the leader and hence, are mosiyiko affect trust through the
character based perspective. Procedural justiceparittipation in decision making,

however, signal both respect for the employeesthedairness and integrity of the
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leader enacting policies and procedures. Thusettves variables can engender trust
through both the relationship and character bapptbaches.

The results of this meta-analytic study showed titzeisformational leadership
had the strongest relationship with trust; whileansactional leadership and
distributive justice exhibited significantly smalleslationships. Furthermore, it was
found that perceived organizational support, pracadand interactional justice,
participation in decision making and unmet expémtat all were important
antecedents to trust.

In addition, Mishra and Morrisey (1990) found faanganizational factors on
the basis of their survey of West Michigan Managét$ open communication, (2)
giving workers greater share in the decision malpnacess, (3) sharing of critical
information and (4) true sharing of perceptions d&edlings, which positively
influenced trust. These results lend support tortbgon that trust develops in an
environment where information is freely shared #mel organization shows concern
and respect for its employees.

In another study, Payne and Clark (2003) endeadoiar@xamine the impact
of seven organizational factors (role set satigfactjob satisfaction, confusing job,
supportive environment, difficult job, job challengand controlling boss) on
employees trust in the line manager and senior nmangehe industry. The sample
for this study consisted of 398 employees drawn WO service organizations: a
hospital and two divisions of a high street bantke Tesults of this study revealed that
both interpersonal-related (role set satisfactiod pb satisfaction) and job related
variables (difficult job and challenging job) pretid trust in both the line manager
and the senior managers in the industry.

Finally, in a case study conducted within a genbcapital on a sample of
Dutch employees, Bijlsma and Van de Bunt (2003estigated the impact of five
behaviours on trust in managers. More specificatlywas hypothesised that
monitoring performance, supportive behaviour (halpd guidance in improving
performance and resolving problems with others), peaation related problem
solving, openness (listening to ideas and suggestio an atmosphere of security)
and feedback on performance (appreciation for gaodk) would be positively
related to trust. The results of this study shotired monitoring performance, support
in case of trouble with others and guidance to owerindividual performance were

the strongest predictors of trust in managers.
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The positive relationship between monitoring angttrwas quite interesting
because traditionally monitoring is considered éflect a lack of trust and as a
consequence has been found to be negatively assbewih this construct (Costa et
al., 2001; Webber, 2008). However, in the presamysmonitoring of performance
by managers was perceived as show of care and rcobgeorganizational members.
In addition, monitoring was also perceived as esaseiar enabling certain important
behaviours of managers, such as feedback on pexfaen appreciation of good work,
assistance for improving individual performance,nagerial support and problem
solving. On the basis of this evidence, Bijlsma ®iath de Bunt (2003) conclude that
monitoring and trust are not necessarily negativelsted but instead should be seen

as complementing each other.

5.4 Positive Consequences of Trust

As mentioned earlier, the importance of trust gggifrom the fact that it can
lead to several positive consequences for the agdons. Specifically, positive trust
can manifest in more constructive workplace attisuded behaviours; higher levels
of cooperation; a greater flow of knowledge andggjareater innovation; more extra-
role behaviours and superior levels of performandee impact of trust on these
positive outcomes is examined in greater detaihéensuing paragraphs.

5.4.1 Trust and Employees’ Attitudes and Behaviours

There is plethora of evidence that positive trgsin manifest more
constructive workplace attitudes and behaviourghsas greater organizational
commitment, enhanced job satisfaction and lowenawver (Dirks and Ferrin, 2001,
Dirks and Ferrin, 2002). Dirks and Ferrin (2001%3eas$ that high levels of trust in
one’s manager can affect job satisfaction and orgdional commitment because the
manager performs many roles such as evaluatingnpeahce, providing guidance
with regards to job and career related issues #@tdbaition of rewards, which can
have a profound effect on employees’ commitment aatisfaction. Thus, if
employees believe that they can trust their superto fairly carry out his or her role
with regards to these aspects of the job, theirldexad job satisfaction and

organizational commitment are most likely to go up.
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5.4.2 Trust and Cooperation

Jones and George (1998) argue that the presenb@loflevels of trust in
relationships spurs individuals to cooperate anckldg synergistic team relationships.
Trust performs this role by triggering relevant iasb@rocesses such as broad and
flexible role definition, intensive social relat®nhigh confidence in others, help
seeking behaviour, free exchange of informatiomingi priority to team objectives
and needs and high commitment and solidarity. In,tthese synergistic relations
lead to superior performance benefits, such as dbgelopment of unique
organizational capabilities and extra-role behawadhat can give an organization a
competitive advantage. Several studies have emflyriestablished a link between
trust and cooperation (Morgan and Hunt, 1994; Cestd., 2001, Costa, 2003).

5.4.3 Trust and Sharing of Knowledge and Ideas

A climate of trust also facilitates knowledge shgriwithin organizations
(Collins and Smith, 2006; Staples and Webster, 2B@8zI, 2008). This is because in
relationships characterised by high trust, theyparbviding sensitive information
feels confident that the recipient of this inforroatwill not misuse it (Staples and
Webster, 2008; Renzl, 2008 ). Trust might alsolifaté the exchange of information
and ideas because trustworthy social conditionameehan individual’s beliefs that a
current exchange may lead to later reciprocatioollif@® and Smith, 2006). Finally,
positive trust encourages employees to seek aed loélp, which in turn enhances the
likelihood of exchange of knowledge and ideas (3ared George, 1998).

Several studies have empirically established tim Ibetween trust and
knowledge sharing. For example, Collins and Sn006) conducted a study among
a sample of knowledge workers drawn from high tetdmpo firms to explore the
impact of trust on knowledge exchange and comlmnatihe results of this study
showed that trust was positively and significaméiated to knowledge exchange and
combination among knowledge workers. Staples antsiée (2008) also sought to
examine the impact of team members’ trust on kndgdesharing within different
teams. The results of this uncovered a strong igesassociation between trust and
knowledge sharing for all types of teams, thatlagal, hybrid and distributed.
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Similarly, Renzl (2008) also reported a positivesagsation between trust in

management and knowledge sharing.

5.4.4 Trust and Innovation

In addition, there is evidence that a climate oftrcan promote innovation in
organizations (Tan and Tan, 2000; Clegg, Unswdgihifropaki and Parker, 2002;
Madjar and Ortiz-Walters, 2009). Innovation is domful and risky endeavour and
therefore, employees are more likely to engagéimadctivity if they believe that the
organization will seriously listen to their noveleias and will provide the necessary
resources and support to implement these ideagd@teal., 2002; Madjar and Ortiz-
Walters, 2009). For instance, Clegg et al (2002gkoto ‘implicate’ the role of trust
in the innovation process in a sample of designineeys drawn from two large
aerospace organizations. More specifically, thessearchers proposed two
dimensions of trust for innovation: (1) trust thiakard — which, refers to an
expectancy that the organization takes one’s agdesiions seriously; and (2) trust
that benefit — which refers to an expectancy thas¢ managing the organization
have one’s interest at heart and one will shatbarbenefits of any changes. Clegg et
al. (2002) hypothesized that both these aspedsusif will be significantly related to
the two dimensions of innovation, namely, idea gatien and idea implementation.
The result from this study showed that trust treatdsit was a significant predictor of
suggestion of ideas; whereas, trust that heard wmase predictive of idea
implementation. These findings implied that wherptyees believe that their ideas
are listened to and taken seriously, they are rfikedy to strive to have their ideas
and suggestions implemented. On the other hand when believe that they will
share the benefits of any change that takes ptheg, will be more motivated to
suggest novel ideas.

Similarly, in a study conducted among a samplengbleyees drawn from 40
organizational units of three large Finnish muliio@al companies, Ellonen,
Blomqvist and Puumalainen (2008) attempted to erarttie impact of interpersonal
(vertical and lateral trust) and institutional tros organizational innovativeness. The
results of this study showed that institutional truss particularly important in

enhancing organizational innovativeness.
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Finally, Madjar and Ortiz-Walters (2009) endeavaute examine the effects
of trust in supervisor and trust in customers ompleyees’ creativity. Using a sample
of hairstylists, Madjar and Ortiz-Walters (2009)psled that both trust in supervisor
and trust in customers were positively associatighl stylists’ creativity. Furthermore,
the results of this study revealed that in additmhaving main effects, the two types
of trust interacted to predict creativity, therebyplying that creativity was highest

when trust in both the supervisor and the customvasshigh.

5.4.5 Trust and Extra-Role Behaviours

Previous research indicates that a climate of tntkices employees to go the
extra-mile for the organization. A large of numbef studies has empirically
demonstrated that trust is a robust predictor ghoizational citizenship behaviour
(Konovsky and Pugh, 1994; Robinson, 1996; Pillahri&sheim and Williams, 1999;
Dirks and Ferrin, 2001; Dirks and Ferrin, 2002)tkSiand Skarlicki (2004) argue that
trust can affect organizational citizenship behawithrough both the relationship and
character based approaches. For instance, accotdinthe relationship based
perspective, when employees perceive that the argthiomal leaders are supportive,
value their contribution and care about their bigéerests, they are likely to
reciprocate under the norms of the social exchgBjeu, 1964) by engaging in
organizational citizenship behaviour. On the othand, trust can also positively
influence organizational citizenship behaviour tiglothe character based perspective.
For instance, trust in a leader’s integrity maydlé¢he employees to believe that an
exhibition of organizational citizenship behavioumsy allow them to reap future

benefits because of leader’'s observance to carsdires, such as fair treatment.

5.4.6 Trust and Performance

Perhaps most importantly, trust has also beenipelyitinked with individual,
team and business unit performance. There are agyessible reasons because of
which positive trust may convert into superior periance. For instance, Dirks and
Ferrin (2001) argue that a high level of trust e supervisor or co-workers might
prompt the individuals to engage in an exchangaiogl with these referents. This, in

turn, may enable them to receive performance-mlegsources, such as information,
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constructive feedback, guidance and assistance fin@in supervisor or co-workers
and therefore may help them to improve their pentorce (Dirks and Skarlicki,
2009).

In addition, trust can also positively affect indiwal performance by
increasing work motivation by strengthening thegfperformance and performance-
rewards expectancies. For example, when employesssin their supervisor and co-
workers is high, they are likely to believe thagycan count on their supervisor and
co-workers to come to their help when they are motéd with job related
impediments (Costigan et al., 1998). This in turmghth enhance their effort-
performance expectancy and as result may prompt tbexpend more effort in their
work. Higher levels of effort and commitment ontpaifr the employees can translate
into better performance. Furthermore, when employeat their time, effort and
energies into their jobs, they expect the orgartnab reward them appropriately for
their efforts and good performance (Siegall and #/02001). Positive trust in the
organizational leadership leads employees to betteatethey will be fairly rewarded
for their effort and commitment. This perceptionghti increase employees’ work
motivation by strengthening the performance-rewdirdage and consequently may
result in better individual performance.

Finally, Mayer and Gavin (2005) explain the trustipenance linkage in
terms of the cognitive resource theory (Kanfer afickerman, 1989). These
researchers argue that when employees trust ingheervisor is high, they are likely
to remain focussed on achieving their performamtated goals as opposed to
expending their mental resources on counterprogiectivities, such as monitoring
the actions of their supervisor. Full concentrabonwork activities, might eventually
result in better performance. Studies by Earley §)9&8nd Robinson (1996)
empirically demonstrate that positive trust can iowerindividual performance.

Furthermore, previous research indicates that igesttust can manifest in
better team performance. For instance, Dirks (1,9@9his study demonstrated that
high trust among group members indirectly affegealip performance and processes
by allowing group members to channel their effartl &nergies towards pursuing
group goals instead of individual goals.

Likewise, Dirks (2000) found empirical evidencetthrast in team leader had
positive and significant main effects on team penfmnce within the context of men’s

basket ball teams. Dirks (2000) argues that truséam leader makes team members
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suspend their personal motives and spurs thenreotdheir energy towards ‘the role
specified by the leader and ‘to work toward thefpenance related objectives and
strategies set by the leader (p. 1005) which imntleads to superior team
performance.

Dayan, Benedetto and Colak (2008) also sought tom@e the effects of
managerial trust on three indicators of team peréorce: product success, team
learning and speed-to-market in new product devetmprNPD) teams. Using data
from NPD project teams, Dayan et al. (2008) showest managerial trust was
positively and significantly associated with all thteree indicators of team
performance.

In a similar vein, Costa, Bijlsma-Frankema and DagJ(2009) rationalised
that team trust can positively influence team penfmmce by increasing cooperation
among team members. In a longitudinal study, cotedluamong 79 project research
teams, Costa et al. (2009) showed that team trastansignificant predictor of team
performance at each stage of the project.

Finally, there is evidence that trust can lead tghér organizational
performance. For example, Davis et al. (2000) fotimat employees’ trust in the
general manager was positively associated withdrmiggvels of sales and profitability
and lower levels of turnover within the contexttbé restaurant industry. Similarly,
Gould-Williams (2003) reported that both interpeidortrust (trust between
employees) and systems trust (trust between emgsoged organization as a whole)
were significant predictors of organizational pemiance. Finally, Collins and Smith
(2006) showed that trust was a significant predictbrboth the dimensions of
organizational performance: revenue from new prtxlland services and sales
growth.

The preceding discussion on the antecedents arsggoences of trust can be

presented in the model presented in Figure 5.1:
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FIGURE 5.1

A General Model of Antecedents and Consequences Trfust
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5.5 Downside of Trust — The Concept of Optimal Trus

As noted above, previous research has providetigrketof evidence, which
suggests that positive trust can manifest in imptojd attitudes, more extra-role
behaviours, higher levels of cooperation and impdoperformance. In light of this
evidence it is fair to suggest that a climate oftrcan be an important source of
competitive advantage for the concerned organizafdnimportant issue, however,
is that is excessive trust always better? Or igethadark side to trust? Recent research

suggests that trust beyond a certain point cantnesnegative consequences both for
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the individual and the organization. For instanseyeral scholars argue that high
levels of trust can generate a ‘blindness’ that twad to the exploitation and
mistreatment of the trustor (Kramer, 1996; WickserBBan and Jones, 1999).
Furthermore, Erdem (2003) argues that extreme tarstgive birth to risks for teams
because it can result in groupthink phenomenonpésits that too much trust in the
team leader or in each other can result in a icmeptance of the status quo, which
consequently can lead to a less dynamic team.

In a related vein, a recent study by Langfred (20fi4#ggests that too much
trust in the context of self managing teams cacdaater productive and argues that
high trust can lead to a reluctance to peer manithich when combined with high
individual autonomy, can adversely affect teamqrentince.

In addition, Robbison, Dirks and Ozcelik (2004)wghat by increasing and
maintaining trust, organizations create a greasérof facing intense reactions when
that trust is breached. These reactions can takefoifme of emotional distress,
aggression and perhaps even violence. AccordinBdbinson et al. (2004) such
reactions are likely to occur because employees feelythat there vulnerabilities
were taken advantage of or exploited, because rimech was unexpected or it may
emanate from a “reality shock or a perceived dismney between one’s prior
expectations and the betraying incident itself"3p2).

Finally, Ng and Chua (2006) contend that increasmgpition based trust to a
certain point can reduce cooperation because a frding tendency. This is
especially likely to be the case when individualdidve that they possess fewer
resources than their fellow group members. Thegpgian of having fewer resources
might lead them to believe that they are lessaalitin contributing towards group
welfare. When such people are “also presented initiimation on the reliability and
competence of their richer group members (i.e. highnition-based trust), their
perceived criticality is further diminished, leadito greater free riding tendency (i.e.
low cooperation)” (p. 49).

Determining the proper level of trust neverthelaggjuires astuteness
(Tschannen-Moran and Hoy, 2000). Organizational besineed to know not only
when to trust others and in what respects, but alsen to monitor others closely
(Lewicki et al., 1998). Thus, organizations shostdve to establish optimal trust,

which reflects a balance between excess and dedigi@Vicks et al., 1999).
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5.6 The Cost of Distrust

Several researchers and scholars ascribe negatiddvidual and
organizational consequences to a lack of trust. ifstance, Mishra and Morrisey
(1990) argue that in a non-trusting environmengpte misspend enormous amounts
of energy on protecting themselves against oppaticnbehaviour. Furthermore,
individuals are less forthcoming with ideas andlass creative. Finally, at low levels
of trust an organization exhibits decreased comemtmand low morale among
employees, high absenteeism and turnover and agstesistance to change (Mishra
and Morrisey, 1990).

Engendering distrust can be costly (Tschannen-MarahHoy, 1998). In the
absence of trust, ‘people are increasingly unvgllio take risks, demand greater
protections against the possibility of betrayal andreasingly insist on costly
sanctioning mechanisms to defend their interesiglef and Kramer 1996, p. 4).
Distrust evokes feelings of ambiguity and insegui#tading people to expend their
energies on protecting themselves against oppsttanbehaviours, instead of
focussing on the accomplishment of fundamental wabjectives. People may use
several means to protect themselves from the pgessérm of the distrusted person
and to minimize their vulnerability. They may intiemally withhold information,
refuse to engage in cooperative behaviour or mayaaosmtrol mechanisms such as
rules and contractual agreements to protect tharasts (Tschannen-Moran and Hoy,
2000). Such steps are typically dysfunctional andnterproductive and can have
deleterious effects on the effectiveness of theammations. Thus, cultivating a
climate of trust within organizations is essentiat the growth and survival of

organizations.

5.7 Summary

The purpose of this chapter was to highlight sorhéhe practical issues
relating to trust. Specifically, the chapter revesivthe difficulties involved in the
measurement of trust and concluded that MishraMistira’s (1994) trust scale was
the most appropriate measure of this construchéndontext of the present study.
Furthermore, this review examined the various attents and consequences of trust.

The literature reviewed in this connection revedleat trust is predominantly the
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outcome of trustor’'s dispositional tendency to trisist propensity); characteristics
of the trustee (e.g. ability, benevolence and i)y and situational factors such as,
transformational leadership behaviours, perceptiafs fairness and perceived
organizational support. In addition, previous emgpir research provides ample
evidence that positive trust can play a vital roleenhancing the effectiveness of
organizations because it can manifest in importaitomes like more constructive
attitudes and behaviours, increased cooperati@atgr flow of knowledge and ideas
and higher levels of innovation and performance.

Furthermore, it was argued that distrust entags ltiosts for the organizations.
It breeds feelings of suspicion and anxiety andvemés the organizations from
enabling certain processes like information shaangd cooperation, which can confer
a competitive advantage. Moreover, in a climateno$trust employees are less
focussed on achieving their work goals because #reymore concerned about
protecting themselves against opportunistic behaviemally, mistrust leads to low
commitment and satisfaction and high absenteeism tammbver rates. All these
factors can adversely affect individual and orgatenal performance and
effectiveness.

Finally, this review showed that existence of tooch trust is also not good
for organizations. Excessive trust can have dettaleeffects for the organization
such as, the creation of groupthink phenomena, Iwltian stifle creativity and
initiative (Erdem, 2003). Moreover, trust is costty create and makes one suspect
against opportunistic behaviour. Therefore, it iaugible that the presence of too
much trust may actually prove harmful for both émeployees and their organizations.
Accordingly, it is suggested that the organizatishsuld seek to maintain an optimal
level of trust, which refers to the ‘golden meantvibeen excess and deficiency
(Wicks et al., 1999).

As mentioned in chapter 1, no study to-date hasnexed the relationship
between trust and work engagement. Neverthelessrdhiew reveals that positive
trust can prove to be an important predictor okothdicators of motivation such as,
job satisfaction, organizational citizenship bebaviand turnover intentions. Since,
work engagement is also an indicator of motivattbese findings inspire confidence
that positive trust in each referent, that is, tithe management, direct supervisor and
team embers may also play a critical role in entmgnscientists’ engagement with

their work. Moreover, the findings from this reviemeveal that in addition to
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cultivating work engagement positive trust may aleanifest in several other
important outcomes for the research centres suchstagnger satisfaction and
commitment; greater exchange of knowledge; higbeels of innovation and better
individual, team and organizational performanceweer, this chapter cautions that
excessive trust can manifest in negative outconkesthe group-think phenomena,
which can have deleterious effects on scientistwkvengagement and performance.
Thus, the management of the university researchresenieed to be aware of these
potential pitfalls, while attempting to embed andite of trust in their respective

centres.
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CHAPTER 6

Organizational Identification, Affective Commitment to the Supervisor and

Team Psychological Safety

6.1 Chapter Overview

This chapter provides a brief literature reviewts three mediating variables,
namely, organizational identification, affective aomment to the supervisor and
team psychological safety. As mentioned in chafitethe second objective of the
present study was to ascertain whether or not argaonal identification will
mediate the effects of trust in top management amkwengagement; affective
commitment to the supervisor will mediate the relahip between trust in
supervisor and work engagement; and team psyclwalbgafety will mediate the
effects of trust in team members on work engageniantiew of this aim, it was

predicted that:

Hypothesis 2aResearchers’ organizational identification willdrage the effects of

trust in top management on work engagement

Hypothesis 2bResearchers’ affective commitment to the superwisibbmediate the

effects of trust in direct supervisor on work engaget

Hypothesis 2cTeam psychological safety will mediate the effexdftiust in team

members on work engagement

The precise position of the three mediating vaesali the research model is

depicted in Figure 6.1 below:

114



FIGURE 6.1
Position of Mediators in the Research Model
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The purpose of this chapter is to examine the enwlubdf these concepts,
review their antecedents and consequences, illumirtheir importance for
organizations and explain the rationale for usimgnt as mediating variables in the

research model.

6.2 Organizational Identification: An introduction

Organizational identification, which refers to aygsological bonding
between the employee and his or her organizatiors been defined and
conceptualized in many different ways. For examplall, Schneider and Nygren
(1970) equate organizational identification withtermalization and consequently
define it as the process through which the goatk\alues of the organization are
aligned with the goals and values of the individ@h the other hand O’Reilly and
Chatman (1986), conceptualize identification alongth compliance and
internalization, as one of the basis of commitmé&itlowing Kilman (1961), these
authors refer to identification as “involvement &éason a desire for affiliation”

(p.493). Still others view identification as a canent of organizational commitment
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(Mowday, Steers and Porter, 1979; Allen and Me$680). For example, Allen and

Meyer (1990) define affective organizational commant as “employee’s emotional

attachment to, identification with, and involvementhe organization” (p. 1). In sum,

traditionally the concept of identification remathsubsumed under the umbrella of
more established constructs like internalization anganizational commitment. It

was only after, Ashforth and Mael (1989), in thaeminal paper re-defined

organizational identification in terms of the sdddentity theory that this construct

catapulted into prominence.

6.3 The Social Identity Approach

The main premise of the social identity approacth& group memberships
are self definitional (Van Knippenberg and HoggP20 According to this approach
individuals not only define themselves in terms distinctive individual
characteristics, which enable them to distingulstntselves from other individuals
but also in terms of the unique features and qealibf the groups to which they
belong. The former refers to their personal idgntithereas the later reflects their
social identity — that is, ‘that part of an indivalis self concept which derives from
his (or her) knowledge of his (or her) membershipaajroup (or groups) together
with the value and the emotional significance ditacto the membership’ (Tajfel,
1978, p. 63). Put differently, social identificatiorefers to the perception of
belongingness to a group (Mael and Ashforth, 1988hforth and Mael (1989) and
Mael and Ashforth (1992) argue that through sodahtification individuals believe
that their destiny is linked to the fate of themogp. This belief leads the strongly
identified individuals to view the successes anldifes of the group as their own and
consequently stimulates them to expend extra effogromote the interests of their
group (Mael and Ashforth, 1992). In other words thore people identify with a
particular group, the more their attitudes and bihais become subservient to that
group membership (Tajfel and Turner, 1986). Vanpgenberg and Sleebos (2006)
contend that social identification ‘leads indivitkido see the self similar to other
members of the collective, to ascribe group defirdhgracteristics to the self, and to
take the collective’s interest to heart’ (p. 572).

Organizational identification depicts a specialdkof social identification, in

which individuals define themselves in terms ofith@rganizational membership
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(Mael and Ashforth, 1992; Dutton, Dukerich and Heaidj 1994). It is defined as the
‘perception of oneness with or belongingness totiganization’ (Ashforth and Mael,
1989, p. 22) or ‘the degree to which a member dsfimen or herself by the same
attributes that he or she believes define the azgtion’ (Dutton et al., 1994, p. 239).
Van Knippenberg and Sleebos (2006) argue thatribee people identify with an
organization, the more the organization’s valuesmsoand interests are incorporated
in the self-concept’ (p. 572). In short, organiaaal identification can be considered
as a ‘psychological merging’ of the individual attié concerned organization (Tyler
and Balder, 2000).

6.4 Organizational Identification and Organizationd Commitment

One criticism levied against the concept of orgatimal identification is that
it has a strong conceptual overlap with the relabed more established construct of
organizational commitment. For example, RikettaO&0in his meta-analytic study
found that the average correlation between orgéoiza identification and affective
organizational commitment was 0.78. This findingea the question whether or not
the two concepts can be conceptually and empiyicdistinguished or whether
organizational identification is just a ‘new namer fan old concept (Van
Knippenberg, 2000, p. 366). Research evidence, vhewendicates that the two
constructs can be both conceptually and empiricdibtinguished. According to
Ashforth and Mael (1989) the key conceptual diffex between the two concepts
stems from the fact that organizational commitmeniewed as an attitude, which an
individual holds towards his or her employing orgation; whereas, organizational
identification reflects a sense of ‘oneness’ withaaganization — that is the extent to
which the organization is incorporated in the coned individual's self concept. Put
differently, organizational commitment lacks thegoitive self-referential or self-
definitional element of identification (Ashforth é@rMael, 1989; Van Knippenberg,
2000; Gautam, Van Dick and Wagner, 2004).

Furthermore, another important difference betwdentivo concepts is that
identification is extremely flexible and its effecdn employees’ attitudes and
behaviours is contingent on the salience of thegend on the context (Van Dick et
al., 2005). On the contrary, commitment is anwadt which once developed, tends to

be relatively permanent and enduring (Van Dickl e2805).
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Finally, identification and commitment emanate dw tbasis of different
factors. Identification is reliant on the degreepefceived similarity and shared fate,
which employees’ experience with the organizatibtadl and Ashforth, 1992).
Commitment, on the other hand, is dependent onnexte which employees are
satisfied with their jobs and on the quality of lkaoge relationship between the
employee and the employing organization (Van Knifgeeg and Sleebos 2006).

Apart from these important conceptual differencesxussed above, several
studies have tried to empirically differentiate tiv® concepts. For example, Gautam
et al. (2004) conducted a study with 450 Nepalesel@yees to differentiate between
organizational identification, which was measurgdib eight item scale derived from
Cheney’s (1982) Organizational Identification Qu@wtaire (OIQ) and four forms of
commitment, namely: affective, continuous, normatarel attitudinal commitment.
The results of the confirmatory factor analyses stwhat identification was
distinguishable from all the four facets of comngtmh

In another empirical study on 200 Dutch faculty nbens, Van Knippenberg
and Sleebos (2006), using confirmatory factor asedyalso demonstrated that
identification and commitment could be differergichit Additionally, the results of
their study revealed that both constructs exhibéedifferent pattern of relationship
with perceived organizational support, job satiséec turnover intentions and self
reference. More specifically, the findings of tlsisidy disclosed that organizational
commitment was more strongly associated with peecebrganizational support, job
satisfaction and turnover intentions; while, idéodition was a stronger predictor of
self reference. These findings further lend suppmthe notion that commitment and
identification are two different and independentgi®logical states.

Furthermore, Riketta (2005), in his meta-analytiedg found that although
organizational identification and organizationahgoitment were highly correlated (r
= 0.78), they shared only 62% of the variance. Tihding implied that identification
and commitment are related to each other but thpyesent two distinct constructs.
Additionally, Riketta’s (2005) study revealed th#ite two concepts related
differentially to various outcome variables. Morarfcularly, the findings showed
that organizational commitment was more strongliateel to job satisfaction,
absenteeism and turnover intentions; whereas, @ma@nal identification
demonstrated a stronger association with job invokmt and organizational

citizenship behaviour.
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The preceding discussion provides sufficient evigethat identification and

commitment are conceptually and empirically two jmeledent and distinct concepts.

6.5 Antecedents of Organizational Identification

A growing number of studies have investigated thete@edents of
organizational identification. Past empirical resbandicates that perceived external
prestige and the perceived distinctiveness of ttgarozation are the two most
important precursors of organizational identifioati Perceived external prestige
refers to “employees’ perception of how the outsi®ld views their organization
(Bartels, Pruyn, De Jong and Joustra, 2007). MaglAshforth (1992) argue that the
employees “identify partly to enhance self-esteaanti as a consequence tend to
“invest more of their self concept in valued persinbecause this enables them to
enhance their feelings of self worth (p. 105). Thersployees’ belief that important
outsiders such as customers or suppliers regamdaitganization highly might give a
boost to their self esteem, “since they acquire aenpositive evaluation of self”
(Reade, 2001b). This increase in self-esteem, in, tigr likely to strengthen their
identification with the organization. A large numlaé studies have found a positive
association between perceived external prestige agednizational identification
(Mael and Ashforth, 1992; Dutton et al., 1994; RedD01; Smidts, Pruyn, Van Riel,
2001; Dukerich, Golden and Shortell, 2002; Bartékl.e 2007).

All the studies mentioned above consider percessdérnal prestige to be a
uni-dimensional construct. However, Carmeli, Giatd Waldman (2007), in their
study, tried to overcome this limitation by captgriits multi-dimensional nature.
More specifically, they specified two components @érceived organizational
prestige: perceived social responsibility perfornearend perceived market and
financial performance. The results of this stu@yealed that perceived social
responsibility and development was positively angnificantly linked to
organizational identification. However, perceivedrket and financial performance
was found to be unrelated to identification.

In a related vein, Ashforth and Mael (1989) arthet the distinctiveness of
the organization’s values and norms in comparigothdse of other organizations is

also likely to manifest in greater organizatiordgntification. Distinctiveness makes
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the organization more prominent to the memberdlbgninating its salient features,
which differentiate it from other rival firms and a result can augment organizational
identification. Dutton et al. (1994) also echoe@ ttame thoughts. These authors
suggest that organizational members who consideir thrganization to have a
distinct culture, novel strategies or some othequm characteristics which sets their
organization apart from other organizations are ljyikéo develop stronger
organizational identification. Both Mael and Ashfo(1992) and Reade (2001) found
strong empirical support for the connection betwpernceived distinctiveness and
organizational identification.

Several authors have highlighted the importancaafmunication climate for
fostering identification. For instance, Smidts ét @001) suggest that an open
communication climate, in which the top managers anagbervisors involve
employees in the decision making process can gtrengidentification. This is
because such a positive and open climate is litceligad the employees to believe
that their opinions are valued by the organizatideadership and this sense of being
valued is expected to bolster their feelings of-a@irth and eventually increase
identification with the organization. Smidts et €001) uncovered a positive and
significant relationship between identification as@mmunication climate.

Bartel et al. (2007) also found a positive assamiabetween identification
and communication climate. However, the results tleéir study showed that
identification to a particular unit within the orgaation was more strongly predicted
by communication climate within that particular tiitMore specifically, it was found
that communication climate at the work group lewas more predictive of work
group identification; whereas, communication clienat the department level was
more predictive of department identification.

Recent studies have established organizationatguas a strong predictor of
organizational identification (Olkkonen and Lippon2006; Cheung and Law, 2008).
For example, Olkkonen and Lipponen (2006) foundt tbeyanization focussed
procedural and distributive justice were positivelgsociated with organizational
identification whereas the supervisor focussedrattgonal justice was positively
related to work group identification.

Likewise, Cheung and Law (2008) showed that intesqeal and
informational justice affected organizational id&oation indirectly through the

mediating mechanism of perceived organizational supfowever, distributive
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justice was found to be unrelated to perceived mrgdional support and instead had
a direct effect on organizational identification.

Justice perceptions can build identification thio@go routes. First, when the
employees perceive the organization’s policies pratedures to be fair, they are
likely to derive satisfaction from the organizatisrénvironment, which in turn can
increase identification. Second, fair policies andcedures are likely to send a signal
to the employees that the organization respectsalugs them. As noted above, the
sense of being valued by the organization is likelyaise employees’ self-esteem and
as a result can fortify organizational identificeti

Perhaps most importantly, from the view point aé tturrent study, there is
evidence that seems to suggest that trust can bemaortant precursor of
organizational identification. For example, in thaurvey study of 257 civil servants,
Cremer, Van Dijke and Bos (2006) found that affeased trust was significantly
related to organizational identification but cogmtbased trust was un-related to this
construct. More specifically, their findings revedlthat affect based trust mediated
the effects of procedural justice on organizatiodahtification.

Tseng, Chen and Chen (2005) also reported simiidimigs in their study of
73 staff nurses conducted in Taiwan. The resultghisf study showed that both the
perceived trustworthiness of the supervisor (belea®, ability, integrity,
communication and consistency) and trusting behasiexhibited by the employees
(compliance, sharing, teamwork and subordinatioeyewrelated to organizational
identification. More specifically, it was uncover#tht trusting behaviours mediated
the relationship between trustworthiness and omgdioinal identification.

Finally, Dickey, McKnight and George (2007) propdskat franchisee’s trust
in the franchisor's competence and honesty careasa franchisee’s identification
with franchisor. The results of this study disckbsthat franchisee’s trust in the
franchisor's competence was positively and sigaiftty related to identification with
the franchisor; however trust in franchisor’'s hdgeld not have a significant impact
on this construct.

Previous research also illuminates some other edéts of organizational
identification, which are worth noting. These aei@ents include: tenure, satisfaction
with the organization and sentimentality (Mael afshforth, 1992); support and
appreciation of supervisors and opportunity foreearadvancement and fulfilment
(Reade, 2001).
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6.6 Consequences of Organizational Identification

The importance of organizational identificationisgs from the fact that it
can result in more positive attitudes and behasiomnproved health and well being,
more extra-role behaviours and better performaRoe.example, research evidence
indicates that stronger identification with the origation can manifest in greater job
satisfaction (Van Knippenberg and Van Schie, 200y Dick et al. 2004; Wegge,
Van Dick, Fisher, Wecking and Moltzen, 2006); lowarnover (Van Dick et al.
2004; Olkkonen and Lipponen, 2006) and absentesases (Van Dick and Wagner,
2002); greater support for the organization (Maed Ashforth, 1992); higher work
motivation (Van Knippenberg, 2000; Van Knippenbary Van Schie, 2000; Van
Dick and Wagner, 2002; Wegge, Van Dick, Fisher, Kireg and Moltzen, 2006) and
better customer orientation (Wieseke, Ulrich, Ghaired Van Dick, 2007).

Additionally, prior research demonstrates that higherganizational
identification has positive effects on employedsygical health and well being. For
instance, in their study on school teachers, Vartk Gnd Wagner (2002) found that
identification was significantly but negatively celated with physical symptoms (e.g.
headaches, pain in the shoulders). This findingliedpthat teachers who identified
strongly with their schools suffered less physiadiments as opposed to teachers
whose levels of identification were low. In anotkardy conducted within the context
of call centres, Wegge et al. (2006) found thathlyigidentified individuals
encountered fewer health complaints and experieloeeel emotional exhaustion and
depersonalization.

Finally, there is ample evidence that higher idesaiion can manifest in
superior in-role and extra-role performance (Van pgfeinberg, 2000). Van
Knippenberg (2000), however, argues that the inftee of identification on
contextual performance or organizational citizepdbehaviour is likely to be more
pronounced than on in-role job performance. Thibasause in-role performance is
expected to yield greater benefits for the selfemlas, organizational citizenship
behaviours are likely to be more beneficial for tgeup. Since identification
engenders a motivation to further the interestha group, it is conceivable that
identification would be more predictive of contextparformance. Previous research
provides empirical evidence, which supports the Ildtween both in-role job

performance (Riketta, 2005; Carmeli et al., 200/}l arganizational citizenship
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behaviour (Van Dick, Wagner, Stellmacher and Chr2€t04; Riketta, 2005; Van
Dick, Grojean, Christ and Wieseke, 2006).

It should be noted that the organizational idecatiion affects various
attitudes and behaviours by prompting individuaswork in the interest of the
organization. The sense of “oneness” with the dmgdion induces the employees to
internalise the goals and values of the organimadind as a result spurs them to work
with greater zeal and commitment on behalf of ttgaoization (Mael and Ashforth,
1992; Dutton et al., 1994; Van Knippenberg, 200d)is motivation to further the
interest of the organization, in turn, can manifestmore positive attitudes and
behaviours and better performance. Moreover, higiggtified individuals are able to
cope with job demands more effectively because ttegjard these demands as
necessary for achieving the organizational goatsama consequence they are likely
to enjoy better health and physical well being esgared to their less identified

counterparts (Wegge et al., 2006).

6.7 Foci of Organizational Identification

Ashforth and Mael (1989) in their ground breakingper report that
organizational identification can have multiple ifoglore specifically, they suggest
that in addition to identifying with the organizati as a whole, the individuals can
also identify with their work group, department,iam age cohort etc. Van
Knippenberg and Van Schie (2000) also argue onstrae lines. These authors
contend that organizations offer employees the dppiy to belong to multiple
groups such as the organization, departments aardsteand each of these group
memberships can prove to be potential foci of idieation. In their study, Van
Knippenberg and Van Schie (2000) distinguish betweerk group identification and
organizational identification and propose that wgrkbup identification is stronger
than organizational identification and that thender has a more positive impact on
workplace attitudes and behaviours than the lattee. results of their study showed
that this indeed was the case. More specificatlyas revealed that work group
identification was not only stronger than organaal identification but it also had a
more profound effect on job satisfaction, turnowgentions, job involvement and job

motivation.
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Riketta and Van Dick (2005) in their meta-analytady, however, suggest
that work group identification may not necessabiéya stronger predictor of attitudes
and behaviour. They argue that work group idertifan is likely to be a better
predictor of work group focussed outcomes; whereggnizational identification is
likely to be a stronger determinant of organizafiocussed outcomes. In order to test
their predictions, Riketta and Van Dick (2005) uskeda of 40 independent samples
and found that work group identification was molesely related with team related
variables such as perceptions of team climate, teaimsfaction and team directed
extra-role behaviour; whereas, organizational ifieation was more strongly
associated with satisfaction with the organizatiatention to leave and organization
directed citizenship behaviour. These findings tfleem to conclude that “focus of
attachment merits a central role in attempts tolaexpdifferences in work related
attitudes and behaviours. In general, associatemes stronger when the foci of
attachment and potential outcome match than whendb@ot” (p. 505).

Similarly, Van Dick, Wagner, Stellmacher and Chr{2004) revealed that
career identification was related to OCB directeddrds one’s own qualification;
team identification was a stronger predictor ofntealimate; and organizational
identification was a better determinant of job Hatition and turnover intentions.

In their study on German school teachers, Christn Dick, Wagner and
Stellmacher (2003) showed that OCB towards onefsetawas best predicted by
career identification; OCB towards the team wast begplained by team
identification; and finally OCB directed towardsetlschool was best predicted by
school identification.

It appears there is strong support for the peroeptat “identification is the
best predictor for those aspects of group relevafttaviour that are most closely
related to the identification focus at hand” (Varck) Wagner, Stellmacher, Christ
and Tissington, 2005, p. 201).

Although, there is substantial evidence that omtional identification and
work group identification are differentially relatéo various attitudes and behaviours,
an important question is that can these identifioat interact with each other to
influence attitudes and behaviours. To answer tuestion, Van Dick, Van
Knippenberg, Kerschreiter, Hertel and Wieseke (2088ught to examine the
interactive effects of organizational identificati@and work group identification on

job satisfaction and organizational citizenship aebur. Van Dick et al. (2008)
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argued that job satisfaction and organization eitship behaviour are likely to be
stronger in cases of high identification with bttle organization and the work group.
In contrast, the ensuing job satisfaction and degdional citizenship behaviour will
tend to be weaker if employees identify stronglyhmone foci and only weakly with
the other or they identify with none of the fociohM specifically, these researchers
hypothesised that the positive effect of workgradegntification on job satisfaction
and organizational citizenship behaviour will berosger if organizational
identification is high. Van Dick et al. (2008) fadirsupport for their interaction
hypotheses and concluded that organizations shaké&lpertinent steps to strengthen
employees’ identification with both the work groapd the organization as a whole.

In sum, on the basis of the above discussion it lsanconcluded that:
organizational identification reflects a senseaiéness” with the organization; it can
be distinguished from organizational commitmentjsitbest predicted by factors,
which make the organization attractive and prestigifor the employees; It can have
positive impact on important organizational outcemand finally organizational
identification is likely to have multiple foci andentification with different foci is

expected to differentially relate to different carees.

6.8 Affective Commitment to the Supervisor: An intoduction

The concept of workplace commitment has been a miagus of research
since almost the last four decades. Bulk of theaesh in this area has predominantly
focussed on examining the antecedents and conseeglenf organizational
commitment. One of the most widely accepted defing of organizational
commitment is that by Mowday, Steers and Porter9)9vho define this construct as
the relative strength of an individual's identificem with and involvement in a
particular organization. They mention three chamastics of organizational
commitment: (1) a strong belief in and acceptanctheforganization’s goals, (2) a
willingness to exert a considerable effort on belwdlthe organization and (3) a
strong intent or desire to remain with the orgatra However, this approach
conceptualizes commitment as a unidimensional oactsand does not highlight the
bases or motives which engender attachment torenzation (Becker, 1992).
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Meyer and Allen (1991) overcame this limitation bgvocating a three
component model of organizational commitment. Mepecifically, these authors
identified three bases of commitment: affective, nmative and continuous
commitment. Affective commitment refers to the eoygles’ attachment to,
identification with and involvement in the orgartipa; continuance commitment
refers to the desire to remain with the organizabenause of the costs associated
with leaving that particular organization; finallyormative commitment reflects a
feeling of obligation to continue employment in a@anganization. Meyer and
Herscovitch (2001) argue that affective, normatesed continuous commitment
reflect three distinct mind-sets, that is, desperceived cost and felt obligation
respectively, which bind the employees to their ewiplg organization. Meyer,
Stanley, Herscovitch and Topolyntsky (2002) in thaieta-analytic study showed
that, as predicted, all three forms of commitmeatemegatively related to turnover.
Furthermore, the results of this study showed dfffeictive commitment had the most
profound impact on organizational outcomes such afgndance, performance,
organizational citizenship behaviour and on emptoyelevant outcomes such as,
stress and work-family conflict. Normative commitm@lso had a positive impact on
organizational and employee relevant outcomes, itsueffect was comparatively
weaker than affective commitment. Continuous commeitt, however, was either
found to be unrelated or negatively related toahieome variables.

As mentioned earlier, past research has mainlyerdrested on commitment
to the organization. However, over the past twoades several researchers and
scholars have suggested that commitment can haltgladoci and as a result, in
addition to the organization, the employees cao &lscome committed to other
constituencies located within and outside the omgiun such as, the top
management, supervisors, workgroup and customesisi{&s, 1985; Becker, 1992;
Becker and Billings, 1993; Becker, Billings, Evéleind Gilbert, 1996). Additionally,
these authors argue that commitment to foci othan tthe organization can have
important implications and consequences for themmgtion. For instance, Becker
(1992) reported that commitment to the top managénseipervisor and workgroup
explained unigue variance in intention to quit, jehtisfaction and pro-social

behaviour above and beyond the variance explaigeadanizational commitment.
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The current study, however, exclusively focuses commitment to the
supervisor and positions this construct as a mediatariable, which intervenes
between trust in supervisor and employees’ work gegent. The next section
examines the various conceptualizations of this epnc

6.9 Definition of Commitment to the Supervisor

The review of literature reveals that supervisanootment has been defined and
conceptualized in three different ways. The firgpr@ach to this construct was put
forward by Becker and his co-researchers (e.g. &eck092; Becker and Billings,
1993). These researchers used O'Reilly and Chatmé®86) multidimensional
framework of organizational commitment and appligdto top management,
immediate supervisor and the work group. O’Reilhd &Chatman (1986) suggested
that commitment reflects an attitude towards thgaoization and that there are three
bases, namely, compliance, identification and mnakzation, through which
employees develop attachment to the organizatioamgliance occurs when
individuals adopt attitudes and behaviours in otdeaccomplish particular rewards
or to avoid specific punishments. Identificatiorsukks when an individual adopts
attitudes and behaviours in order to develop andhtaia a fulfilling relationship.
Finally, internalization occurs when an individuadopts attitudes and behaviours
because these are compatible with his or her \ajstem.

However, this approach has several shortcomingst, Becker (1992) found that
the compliance measure could not be differentiatetbss different referents of
commitment. Second, in several studies it has loeenonstrated that identification
and internalization dimensions of commitment aré oy highly correlated with
each other but they also exhibited the same patbérmelationship with other
variables, thus raising the question whether tisedimensions are distinguishable
or not (Meyer and Herscovitch, 2001). Finally, poess research indicates that the
compliance scale is positively related to turnovgentions (O’Reilly and Chatman,
1986; Becker, 1992). Since commitment is normadiyogiated with lower turnover,
this result therefore, suggests that compliance moaye an indicator of commitment.

The second approach to supervisor commitment has pat forward by Chen,
Tsui and Farh (2002). These authors used the tesalty to the supervisor’ instead

of ‘commitment to the supervisor. These authorguaed that psychological
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attachment to a person is best depicted as ‘pdrdoyalty’ rather than as ‘an
impersonal form of commitment’. Chen et al. (20@BYs defined loyalty to the
supervisor as ‘the relative strength of a subotdisadentification with, attachment,
and dedication to a particular supervisor’ (p. 344)en (2001) and Chen et al. (2002)
specified five dimensions of loyalty to the supsori More specifically, they added
three new dimensions to the identification andrimaézation dimensions proposed by

Becker (1992). The five dimensions proposed by Gimehhis colleagues include:

dedication (dedicating oneself to supervisor)

effort (exerting extra effort on behalf of the sopsor)

attachment to the supervisor (desire to be attatthdte supervisor)
identification (feeling of pride being associatedhvthe supervisor)

a kr 0N e

internalization (compatibility with supervisor’s gigs and values)

Chen et al.’s measure of loyalty to the supervisas primarily developed for
collectivist cultures like China ‘where there isheh respect for and obedience to
those in positions of authority’ and where ‘supsove would expect and employees
would offer dedication and extra effort’ (p. 35@ne limitation of this measure is that
the three new dimensions proposed by Chen andbhiessearchers (dedication, effort
and attachment) are likely to be more relevantaitectivist cultures and as a result
may not exercise a significant impact on organweti behaviour in the
individualistic western societies. This model, #fere, needs to be tested in different
cultural settings to establish its external vajidit

Finally, Clugston, Howell and Dorfman (2000) exteddVleyer and Allen’s
(1991) three component model of organizational cdment to the supervisor and
the workgroup. As noted above, Meyer and Allen ()9@lentified three bases of
commitment, that is, affective, continuous and retive commitment. Affective
commitment to the supervisor reflects an employatestification with, attachment
to and involvement with his or her supervisor. Qmmus commitment to the
supervisor refers to the costs, which are likelpeancurred because of leaving one’s
supervisor. Finally, normative commitment refleatsemployee’s desire to work with

his or supervisor because he or she feels obligatdd so.
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Several scholars have extended Meyer and Allen’deiof organizational
commitment to other foci such as the supervisorvamdkgroup (Becker and Kernan,
2003; Stinglhamber, Bentein, Vandenberghe, 2008gBamber and Vandenberghe,
2003; Vandenberghe, Bentein and Stinglhamber, 20B4)ce Meyer and Allen’s
(1991) three component model is now widely regam@ethe most robust measure of
workplace commitment (Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitcll &opolyntsky , 2002), this
approach is also being adopted in the current stdithys, in the present study
affective commitment to the supervisor is definesdaa attachment, which reflects
employees’ identification with and emotional attaemito their supervisor (Clugston
et al., 2000).

6.10 The Relationship between Organizational Commtent and Supervisor

Commitment

Four different lines of reasoning characterise tle¢gationship between
organizational and supervisor commitment. The fapproach, which depicts the
relationship between the two forms of commitmeng baen advocated by Hunt and
Morgan (1994). Hunt and Morgan (1994) argue thatrtile of commitment to other
constituencies such as top management, supennsgaha work group is primarily to
fuel global organizational commitment, which inrtumanifests in positive outcomes
for the organization. More specifically, they tektéwo hypotheses. The first
hypothesis postulated that organizational commitraext commitment to other foci,
namely the top management, supervisor and workpgmailuence the organizational
outcomes independently. The second hypothesis pegpahat organizational
commitment was a key construct, which mediatesffexts of constituency specific
commitments on organizational outcomes. Utilizirgadfrom Becker’s (1992) study,
Hunt and Morgan (1994) found support for the sedoybthesis. More particularly,
their findings showed that organizational commitingas a key intervening variable,
which mediates the relationship between constityesmecific commitments and
organizational outcomes (organizational citizendsepaviour and intention to quit).
In other words, the results of this study impliedttcommitment to top management,
supervisor and work group are likely to affect anigational outcomes indirectly by

increasing organizational commitment.
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Becker and his colleagues advance a separate moetalh is based on
Lewin’s (1943) field theory. This theory postulatésat the foci, which are
psychologically and physically most proximal to #graployees are likely to have the
most profound impact on their attitudes and behagioExtending this theory to
organizational setting, Becker et al. (1996) shotted commitment to the supervisor
had a stronger impact on employees’ job performaticen organizational
commitment. This finding implied that local fociduas, the supervisor, because of
their psychological proximity to the employees, area better position to influence
employees’ performance related behaviour than thebay foci such as the
organization or top management. Several studies ftand support for this proximal
hypothesis (Siders, George and Dharwadkar, 200IteBe Stinglhamber and
Vandenberghe, 2002).

The third viewpoint, which underscores the relatiops between the
commitment to the global and local foci is basedtlom principal of compatibility
(Ajzen and Fishbein, 1977). According to the pnmati of compatibility, a given
attitude is likely to be a stronger predictor gfaticular behaviour if the attitude and
the behaviour have the same foci. Applying the dogf this principal to the
commitment theory, Becker and Billings (1993) sugigd that commitment to the
local foci such as the supervisor and co-worketgkedy to be more strongly related
to supervisor or co-worker focussed outcomes; vdgreommitment to the global or
distal foci such as the organization is likely togbstronger predictor of organization
focussed outcomes. One potential weakness in tiokestof Hunt and Morgan (1994)
and Becker et al. (1996) was that these studieadidlifferentiate between global
and local outcomes. For instance, Hunt and Morgdy iocluded global outcomes in
their study, that is, overall pro-social behaviand intention to quit; whereas Becker
et al. (1996) only focussed on job performance civig considered to be a supervisor
specific outcome (Becker and Krenan, 2003). Thithgyes could be the reason why
the two studies reported contradictory findings.

The compatibility principal subsequently has receigensiderable empirical
support. For example, Becker and Krenan (2003) rtegahat commitment to the
supervisor was more strongly aligned with the twpesvisor focussed outcomes,
namely, in-role job performance and courtesy; wagrerganizational commitment

had a stronger association with loyal boosterisam -erganization relevant outcome.
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Chan, Tong, Redman and Snape (2006) tested theatiitifty hypotheses in
samples of manufacturing workers in the United Kimgp and China. These
researchers, in line with the compatibility hypdaise postulated that organizational
commitment will be more predictive of withdrawalgrotions and conscientiousness;
supervisory commitment will more closely alignedtiwialtruism; and co-worker
commitment will be directly associated with altmisand individual-oriented union
citizenship behaviour. The results of this studyovedd that, as expected
organizational commitment was a stronger predictforwithdrawal cognitions and
conscientiousness. Although, supervisory commitnvest found to be unrelated to
altruism, co-worker commitment emerged as a sigaifi predictor of altruism and
individual-oriented union citizenship behaviour loth samples, thereby yielding
support for the compatibility hypothesis.

Snape, Chan and Redman (2006) also found suppotihéo compatibility
hypothesis in their study of Chinese manufactuviagkers. Their study revealed that
organizational commitment was more strongly relatetivo organizational focussed
outcomes, namely, withdrawal cognitions, protectingmpany resources and
conscientiousness; while supervisory commitment mase predictive of supervisor
related outcomes, that is, altruism and interpeisusranony.

These findings were replicated in the Turkish centey Wasti and Can
(2008). These scholars found that as predicted hey dcompatibility hypothesis,
organizational commitment was more predictive ofndwer intentions — an
organizational related outcome; while supervisomeotment was more closely
connected with organizational citizenship behavidivected towards the supervisor —
a supervisor relevant outcome.

However, several scholars have challenged the ciijfig hypothesis and
have advocated that in collectivist cultures, suigery commitment is expected to
have a stronger impact on global outcomes than comant to global foci. Cheng,
Jiang and Riley (2003) have termed this the cultaypothesis. The main rationale
for the cultural hypothesis is that in vertical lectivist societies the “emphasis on
submission to authority and personalized loyaltpdex the supervisor a more
significant focus of commitment” (Wasti and Can, 80f. 409). Cheng et al. (2003)
found support for the cultural hypothesis in tHE@éiwanese study. More particularly,
they showed that in addition to local outcomes (oizgtional citizenship behaviour

and job performance), supervisory commitment wa® a significant predictor of
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global outcomes (turnover intentions and job satisbn). However, in many
subsequent studies the cultural hypothesis couldawalidated (Snape et al., 2006;
Chan et al.,, 2006; Wasti and Can, 2008). Wasti @ad (2008) conclude that the
influence of culture may be less straightforward asda result may require “more
sophisticated research designs, which incorporeganizational characteristics and
the nature of work” (p. 412).

Thus, on the basis of the results discussed alttorgefair to conclude that the
compatibility hypothesis provides the most accurdépiction of the relationship
between organizational commitment, supervisor camemt and the outcome

variables.

6.11 Antecedents of Supervisory Commitment

Surprisingly, not many studies have examined thecatents of commitment
to the supervisor. In one of the few studies, whiohestigated the antecedents of
supervisory commitment, Vandenberghe et al. (20@Monstrated that a high quality
leader-member exchange was positively related watihmitment to the supervisor.
More specifically, the results of their study showibat supervisory commitment was
particularly influenced by the ‘affect’ and ‘prof@snal respect’ dimensions of LMX.
In a related vein, Stinglhamber and Vandenbergl®3p showed that perceived
supervisor support was positively related with sugery commitment.

Wong, Wong and Ngo (2002), examined the impactvad tntecedents,
namely, interactional justice and trust in supawi®n loyalty to the supervisor in a
sample of 295 employees drawn from four contraciak venture factories. More
specifically, they tested two competing modelst thathe direct effect model and the
mediation model. The direct effect model propoded interactional justice and trust
in supervisor will have direct effects on loyalty the supervisor; whereas the
mediation model postulated that trust in supervigdli mediate the effects of
interactional justice on loyalty to the supervisbhe results from structural equation
modelling found support for the mediation model.r®particularly, it was found that
trust in supervisor fully mediated the relationsbgtween interactional justice and
loyalty to the supervisor.
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Finally, Wasti and Can (2008) in their Turkish studncovered that
satisfaction with the supervisor and empowermentgul to be the two strongest

drivers of commitment to the supervisor.

6.12 Consequences of Commitment to the Supervisor

One important reason why commitment to the supervims attracted the
attention of scholars and researchers in recems ygdhat it has been shown to be an
important predictor of job performance. Consisteith Lewin’s (1943) field theory,
Becker and his co-researchers (Becker, 1992; Beatkar, 1996; Becker and Kernan,
2003) argued that psychologically proximal foci Isus the supervisor are likely to
have a much stronger impact on performance relagbadviour than more distal foci
such as the top management and the organizatiois. i$hbecause a supervisor
regularly interacts with his or her subordinated as a result is in a better position to
monitor, reward and influence their performanceatedd behaviour (Becker et al.,
1996). Close interaction with the supervisor aksalitates the employees in seeking
feedback on performance. The process of seekirttpéei can help the employees to
align their goals and values with the goals andieslespoused by the supervisor,
which subsequently can have positive effects oir gherformance (Becker et al.,
1996). Indeed, Becker et al. (1996) demonstratatighpervisory commitment had a
stronger impact on job performance than organizatioommitment.

Siders, George and Dharwadkhar (2001) reportedwhan an employee is
committed to his or her supervisor he or she gantess to supervisory resources
such as performance feedback and instrumental glich may not be available to
him or her otherwise. Access to important superyisesources, in turn, manifests in
higher performance. Several other studies haveuslsovered a positive link between
supervisory commitment and job performance (Wongl.et2002; Chen et al., 2002;
Becker and Kernan, 2003; Cheng et al., 2003).

In addition, it has been demonstrated that stromg@nmitment to the
supervisor can lead to higher job satisfaction (@het al., 2003), lower turnover
rates (Stinglhamber and Vandenberghe, 2003) anéatey propensity to engage in
organizational citizenship behaviours (Wong et 2002; Becker and Kernan, 2003;
Cheng et al., 2003).
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In view of these findings, it is reasonable to segjgthat developing
commitment to the supervisor can be a useful gjyafer increasing the efficiency

and effectiveness of the organization.

6.13 Team Psychological Safety: An introduction

Edmondson (1999) argues that learning in teamstpleee when employees
engage in activities such as asking for help, sgekor giving feedback,
experimenting with new work methods and constratyivdiscussing errors and
mistakes. Edmondson (1999) further asserts thaintipertance of these activities
stems from the fact that they can help teams tcerstand customer needs, spot
changes in the environment and uncover faulty mhoees and processes. However,
in spite of these potential benefits, the enactmehtthese behaviours entails
significant risks for the focal individual. For tasice, by asking for help or while
admitting mistakes, an individual risks being pered as incompetent, which in turn
can have an adverse impact on his or her self#ast®e under what conditions would
the individuals be willing to engage in these iptgsonally risk behaviours?

Edmondson (1999, 2004a), contends that a climapsyfhological safety can
prove to be an important enabler of these riskyaburs. Psychological safety
reflects individuals’ beliefs that they would not fagnished or rejected for taking well
intentioned interpersonal risks such as seekinglbi@ek, admitting mistakes or
suggesting a novel idea (Edmondson, 1999; Edmonddammer and Pisano, 2001;
Edmondson, 2004). Edmondson (2004a) argues thavidodls ascertain the
interpersonal risks associated with a given behayioy for example, tacitly asking
themselves the question that: “If | ask for helfl] Wbe deemed as incompetent?” A
negative answer to this tacit question encourages$acal individual to engage in the
behaviour under consideration (Edmondson, 2004).

Other researchers have also put forward similamiieins of psychological
safety. For instance, Kahn (1990) defines psychoébgafety as a belief that one can
express his or her true self “without fear of negatconsequences to self-image,
status or career” (p. 708). Kahn in his qualitatstady found that psychological
safety, along with psychological meaningfulness a@®ychological availability
determined “how people inhabited their roles” (©3) in an organization. More

specifically, the results of his study showed tiaen employees felt psychologically
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safe, they injected greater levels of their memthysical and emotional energies into
their work role and at the same time expressedane aspects of their self-concepts
without any fear or inhibitions.

The concept of psychological safety has emerged f8afmen and Bennis’s
(1965; cited in Edmondson, 1999) research on org#ional change. These authors
argued that if employees are to feel secure andotah changing, it is imperative
that organizations should make a concerted effocte¢ate a climate of psychological
safety. In a similar vein, Schien (1985; cited idntondson, 2004a, p. 241) suggests
that “psychological safety helps people overcome tlefensiveness or learning
anxiety that occurs when they are presented witta dhat disconfirms their
expectations or hopes, which can thwart productiearning behaviour”.
Psychological safety does not imply a ‘cosy’ enmiment in which employees are
close friends or which is devoid of pressures arblems. Psychological safety on
the contrary signifies a climate, which promotesistaictive problem solving and
goal accomplishment by minimizing interpersonaksi@and threats for individuals
(Edmondson, 2004a).

6.14 Psychological Safety and Trust

The construct of psychological safety seems to naweh in common with the
concept of trust. Both constructs represent psydicdl states, which reflect risk and
vulnerability for the focal individual. Additional] both these states involve making
choices to mitigate unfavourable consequences paraicular relationship. Finally,
heightened perceptions of psychological safety tanst can both result in positive
consequences for individuals, teams and organizatidowever, Edmondson (2004a)
enumerates three facets of psychological safetichwdifferentiate it from the related

concept of trust: the object of focus; time-franne éevel of analysis.

6.14.1 Focus on ‘Self’ Versus ‘Others’

Edmondson (2004a) argues that trust involves givithgr people the benefit
of the doubt. Thus the focus of trust is @hers’ potential actions or credibility. In
contrast, the focus of psychological safety is twe felf. That is, in case of

psychological safety the question is that whetherad other people will give you the
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benefit of the doubt, when for example you havereg a mistake or have asked for

help.

6.14.2 Narrow Temporal Bounds

Second, psychological safety takes into account skort term interpersonal
repercussions, which an individual anticipates frangaging in a particular
behaviour. For example, an employee pondering theedecision of whether or not
to ask his supervisor for feedback on his performeamay be so focussed on the
immediate ramifications of seeking feedback, susheng regarded as incompetent,
that he ignores the longer term consequence ofewking feedback — that is, adverse
impact on his performance. Edmondson (2004a) cdstémat the construct of trust
on the other hand “pertains to anticipated consecpsgacross a wide temporal range,

including the relatively distant future” (p. 244).

6.14.3 Group Level Analysis

Finally, Edmondson (2004a) asserts that the peoreptof psychological
safety are most likely to be influenced by an emg#ds co-workers with whom an
employee works most closely. In contrast, concdptrust relates “primarily to a
dyadic relationship, whether between individualscoliectives such as firms” (p.
244).

6.15 Antecedents of Psychological Safety

In her comprehensive review, Edmondson (2004amithated four potential
antecedents of psychological safety: supportivaldeship; trusting relationships;
implementation of practice fields; and context suppo

Edmondson (2004a) suggests that supportive leagelshaviour can be
particularly important in strengthening sense ofycpslogical safety. More
specifically, she suggests that a leader can engéeelengs of psychological safety
among his or her followers by being coaching ogdrdand accessible; inviting inputs;
and by explicitly demonstrating his or her fallityilthrough admitting mistakes. First,

by being accessible, leaders can promote psyclualbgafety by breaking down the
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barriers, which prevent effective communication ahscussion. Second, leaders’
tendency to invite suggestions and inputs fromrtbebordinates is likely to signal to

the subordinates that their feedback is valued @spected. This in turn should

encourage the employees to voice their opinioresethy reinforcing their feelings of

psychological safety. Finally, leaders’ inclinatitopenly admit mistakes is likely to

suggest to the employees that errors and concambediscussed without the fear of
negative repercussions.

Edmondson (1999) in her study of 51 work teams foewndlence that
coaching oriented and supportive leadership can haveositive effect on
psychological safety. Other studies have also umeodvea positive relationship
between supportive leadership behaviour and psggiaal safety (Kahn, 1990;
Brown and Leigh, 1996; Edmondson, 2003; NembhaddEsdmondson, 2006).

Furthermore, Edmondson (2004a) proposes that tleteage of trusting
relationships between team members can play agbivole in engendering feelings
of psychological safety. She suggests that if tealationships are characterised by
trust and mutual respect for each other, “individuEre more likely to believe that
they will be given the benefit of the doubt — aidlieig characteristic of psychological
safety” (p. 252). May et al. (2004) also assert thigh levels of affect based trust can
play a key role in promoting feelings of psychotmdisafety. Finally, Kahn (1990) in
his qualitative study found that “interpersonalateEinships promoted psychological
safety when they were supportive and trusting7(8).

Firms can also create an environment of psychcédgafety through the use
of practice fields, which refer to “forums delibesly set up to practise important
skills rather than take action and reflect uponrésalts” (Edmondson, 2004, p. 252).
Practice fields are useful because they enable stetmmparticipate in simulated
experiences and consequently facilitate them tol&éam mistakes without having a
detrimental effect on their real work (Edmondsom)4f). Edmondson, Bohmer and
Pisano (2001) in their study found that six outlef eight successful cardiac surgery
teams that they studied engaged in comprehensaaige sessions in the form of a
dry run; whereas, six out of the eight unsuccessains refrained from organizing
such sessions. In these practise sessions the veam@sble to thoroughly practice the
surgical procedures, which were to be used in acuaery. This helped them to
detect and eradicate potential technical problevhsch could arise during the course

of actual surgery. Moreover, these practise sessigo improved coordination and
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understanding among the team members. Edmondsah €001) concluded that
surgeons who initiated these practice sessionstettea psychologically safe
environment by signalling to the team members thistakes were unavoidable and
that offering suggestions and better communicatiere critical factors for success.

Moreover, context support in the form of adequeteources, accurate
information and performance based rewards can eegdeelings of psychological
safety. The availability of resources and suppant feams can facilitate task
completion and goal accomplishment and as a resluikely to reduce uncertainty
and insecurity among team members. Lower unceytantl insecurity, in turn, can
promote feelings of psychological safety. Edmond$®899) demonstrated that
context support was positively and significantlg@sated with team psychological
safety.

Finally, personality traits can shape individuglgrceptions of psychological
safety. For instance, Edmondson and Mogelof (2@@btend that individuals who
hold a learning goal orientation might have a sisrsense of psychologically safety
than individuals who are high on performance gaantation. Learning oriented
people possess a strong desire to develop themsbivecquiring new skills and
knowledge and therefore are more likely to engagaterpersonally risky behaviours
like experimentation and seeking constructive fee#lb In contrast, performance
oriented individuals seek validation from othersl & a result are more concerned
about how others will evaluate them. Such peopleetbee tend to feel less safe
psychologically, which may prohibit them from engap in learning behaviour.
Likewise, individuals with high levels of neuroson generally are preoccupied with
feelings of insecurity, anxiety and inadequacy. sThin turn, may lead such
individuals to perceive their work environment asetitening and unsafe. On the
contrary, people high on extraversion and openmesd to have a more positive
outlook towards life, which might heighten theirgeptions of psychological safety
and as a consequence may prompt them to engagekynbehaviour (Edmondson
and Mogelof, 2005).

6.16 Consequences of Psychological Safety

The foremost benefit of psychological safety ist tthacan promote learning

behaviour in work teams. Learning behaviour istao$@ctivities, which signifies an
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“ongoing process of reflection and action, chanastel by asking questions, seeking
feedback, experimenting, reflecting on results distussing errors or unexpected
outcomes of actions” (p. 353). According to Edmam§1999) psychological safety
can enable learning behaviour in teams by reinfigrdeam members’ beliefs that
they would not be punished for taking well intenadnrisks such as seeking
feedback, experimenting with new work methods poreéng errors and mistakes. By
using both quantitative and qualitative data, Eddsom (1999) showed that a climate
of psychological safety facilitated learning belwawi in teams, which in turn
manifested in better team performance. Other stutiee also established a positive
link between psychological safety and learning beha (Carmeli, 2007; Carmeli
and Gittell, 2008).

Another potential benefit of psychological safesythat it can encourage the
adoption of new technology. For instance Edmondscaa. (2001) showed that team
members’ felt more comfortable speaking up aboatems and offering suggestions
and ideas for improvement in teams, which had meshag create an environment of
psychological safety. Additionally, members’ tenderio speak up also improved
coordination among the team members. All thesefagcin turn, led to the successful
implementation of technology. In another study cateld within the educational
settings, Schepers, de Jong, Wetzels and de R(B@68) found that a climate of
psychological safety by reducing the risk of flagifi.e. posting threatening digital
messages on the system) or social loafing faaltathe adoption of groupware
technology. More specifically, Schepers et al. (90@8monstrated that existence of
psychological safety positively influenced the @éred usefulness and perceived
ease of use of the groupware technology.

Furthermore, research studies have uncovered 8yahplogical safety can
promote innovation in organizations (Baer and Fr2883; Edmondson, 2004a). The
process of innovation requires individuals to ermgag interpersonally risky
behaviours such as suggesting unorthodox ideasrimgrgation and challenging the
status quo. These activities entail a significanbant of risk for the focal individual.
For instance, by suggesting an unorthodox ideayorchmllenging existing work
practises, the individual faces the risk of beiegarded as disruptive or negative. The
presence of psychological safety may mitigate thetsepersonal risks and as a result

can stimulate individuals to engage in innovativerkvbehaviours. In a study of 47
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mid-sized German companies, Baer and Frese (2088blshed that a climate of
psychological safety can promote process innovation.

In addition, Nembhard and Edmondson (2006) showkdt ta safe
environment encouraged employees to engage intguadprovement work in the
health care sector. Engagement in quality improvenentails, trying out new
technologies and procedures, openly receiving andgfeedback and transgressing
the professional status limits. Nembhard and Edmam@®006) argue that it is quite
unlikely that the individuals will exhibit thesetampersonally risky behaviours in the
absence of psychological safety and thereforeikedyIto avoid engaging in quality
improvement efforts.

One potential advantage of psychological safetyth@t it can eliminate
workarounds or quick fixes (Edmondson, 2004b; Hedben and Rathert, 2008).
Workarounds refer to “mechanisms where employedsead work flow problems to
continue to satisfy the requirements of the jobal@hesleben and Rathert, 2008; p.
135). Edmondson (2004b) terms workarounds as dirder problem solving. The
main shortcoming of this approach is that althoiighight eliminate the immediate
problem at hand, it does not address the root cafuike problem. As a consequence,
first order problem solving does little to prev@nbblems from recurring in the future
and is more likely to accentuate operational faguby continuing to repeat bad
processes and procedures (Tucker and Edmondsas). 200

Thus, it is imperative that employees should engageecond order problem
solving — an approach in which employees not oolyfont and solve an emergent
problem so that the flow of work is not disruptdulit also take concrete steps to
detect the underlying causes of that particular lprab This approach can play a
critical role in ensuring that a particular problelmes not occur again in the future.
However, second order problem solving requires yrisictions such as close
cooperation among team members, an inclinationptals up and the ability to
constructively discuss defective work processessé&hactions are more likely to
occur in an environment which is characterisedigh kevels of psychological safety.
Halsbesleben and Rathert (2008) empirically demnatest that psychological safety

can prevent the use of workarounds.
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6.17 Limitations of Psychological Safety

The preceding discussion provides sufficient ewigerthat a climate of
psychological safety can play a vital role in ertiag the growth and profitability of
organizations. This raises the obvious question ihamore psychological safety
always good? Edmondson (2004) argues that althqsgihological safety is an
important enabler of learning behaviour in teamdhas several limitations, which
need to be taken into account. First, the effentgs of psychological safety is
contingent on the size of the teams. Edmondson4(2@ghtends that the effectiveness
of psychological safety is likely to be underminiedlarge teams because of the
reduced importance of face-to-face interactiontméplanning and implementation of
work tasks. Infrequent interaction between team be¥s) in turn, is likely to hinder
the development of consistent perceptions of pdggiwal safety.

Second, psychological safety alone is not sufficiemtpromote learning
behaviour in work teams. It is necessary that matle of psychological safety must
be accompanied by a meaningful shared goal to endueployees to engage in the
effortful process of learning. Individuals will brore willing to report errors, seek
feedback and experiment with new work methodsef/thelieve that their efforts will
contribute towards achieving an outcome about wthely care.

Third, too much psychological safety could createeavironment in which
people may feel excessively comfortable in seekielp and feedback or speaking up
about concerns and problems. This, in turn, can radle affect performance and
efficiency by leading to large amounts of time bewagsted on trivial issues.

Finally, an undue amount of team psychological tgaféy creating an
exceptionally low barrier to speaking up, may cegatoblems for team members by
opening “the door for getting stuck in counterpraduecdiscussions, which they lack
the interpersonal skills to resolve” (EdmondsonQ£0p. 265). Thus, psychological
safety needs to be accompanied by strong intenparscapabilities if effective
learning is to take place.

In sum, although a psychologically safe environmemost likely to manifest
in positive consequences for individuals, teamsa@ugdnizations, its negative effects
cannot be discounted. Thus, as in the case of itustsuggested that organizations
should strive to cultivate an optimum level of pgsgiogical safety, which should

reflect a balance between excess and insufficiency.
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6.18 Justification for Using Organizational Identification, Affective Commitment

to the Supervisor and Team Psychological Safety asédiating Variables

The rationale for using organizational identificati affective commitment to
the supervisor and team psychological safety asatwdibetween work engagement
and the trust variables was briefly discussed eptdr 1. Specifically, it was argued
that trust in top management, trust in direct svger and trust in team members are
three distinct constructs each having differentontes and implications (Dirks and
Skarlicki, 2004). Dirks and Skarlicki (2004) ass#rat trust in top management is
likely to be a stronger predictor of organizati@hewant outcomes; trust in direct
supervisor is likely to be more predictive of supsor focussed outcomes; and trust
in team members is likely to exercise a strongegpaich on team level outcomes.
Therefore, on the basis of this logic it was hypsibed that: (1) organizational
identification, an organization focussed outcomell wediate the relationship
between trust in top management and work engagerf®raffective commitment to
the supervisor, which is a supervisor specific onte will mediate the effects of trust
in direct supervisor on work engagement; and (8ntg@sychological safety, a team
relevant outcome, will mediate the relationshipwssn trust in team members and
work engagement.

Moreover, strengthening organizational identifioatienhancing commitment
to the direct supervisor and creating a climatepsychological safety can have
important implications for science research centfew instance, research studies
have indicated that higher identification with tleeganization leads to superior
performance, lower absenteeism and turnover ratese extra-role behaviours,
greater job satisfaction, increased motivation angroved health and well-being
(van Dick et. al., 2005). In addition, enhanced niifecation can engender a
“psychological oneness” with the organization, whinight lead the employees to
think and act from the organization’s perspectind # view the organization’s goals
as their own (Van Dick and Wagner, 2002). This nmespire them to expend greater
effort towards the attainment of these goals. Bwof this evidence it is reasonable
to expect that, researchers who strongly identith wheir respective centres can play
a pivotal role in the success of these centres.
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Likewise, it is suggested that fostering higher outment to the direct
supervisor is likely to be critical for researchntres. When researchers are committed
to their supervisor, they are liable to get acdessupervisory resources that may not
be available otherwise (Siders et al., 2001). Sugbervisory resources can take the
form of more social support, constructive feedbaaid personalised coaching. These
resources have motivational potential and as dtnesght promote researchers’ work
engagement and performance (Bakker and Demer@@g; Bakker et al., 2008).

Finally, team psychological safety acquires paléicusalience within the
context of the research centres, where innovatimh @eativity are considered as
critical success factors. To encourage innovatiom research centres need to develop
a supportive environment, in which scientists feafe to experiment with new
scientific methodologies and offer new ideas anghgsstions. Moreover, innovation
is a “complex and challenging” task (Janssen and Yaeren, 2004) in which
mistakes and errors are most likely to occur. & sisience researchers feel confident
that mistakes will not be held against them, thél lve more inclined to engage in
activities such as, experimentation, which can mteminnovation (Edmondson,
2004). The frequent exhibition of innovative belvaws is expected to result in
positive outcomes for the research centres sudareater publications, larger number

of patents and more new products and processes(8amd Saparito, 2003).

6.19 Summary

The present chapter reviewed the relevant liteeapertaining to the three
mediating variables, namely, organizational idecdiion, affective commitment to
the supervisor and team psychological safety. Hapter commenced by examining
the literature relating to organizational identifion. The review of the relevant
literature revealed that organizational identifieathas its roots in the social identity
theory and reflects a sense of “oneness” with thigamzation. The review also
indicated that organizational identification can benceptually and empirically
distinguished from organizational commitment. Farthore, the antecedents and
consequences of organizational identification werkamined. Research evidence
showed that organizational identification is be®tdicted by factors, which make the
organization attractive and prestigious for the exygés. In addition, this chapter

disclosed that high levels of organizational idiécdtion can manifest in several
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important outcomes for organizations. Finally, threview suggested that
organizational identification is likely to have rtiple foci and identification with
different foci is expected to differentially reldtedifferent outcomes.

The chapter then advanced to review the literan@lating to affective
commitment to the supervisor. This review commerimegroviding a brief overview
of the commitment literature and how the concepsubervisory commitment has
evolved within this literature. Furthermore, thisview examined the various
conceptualizations of supervisory commitment. Gnlihsis of the available evidence
it was concluded that concept of supervisory commaiit based on Meyer and
Allen’s (1991) model of workplace commitment presenthe most robust
conceptualization of this construct. This reviewoatliscussed the various view points
underlying the relationship between organizatior@mmitment, supervisory
commitment and outcome variables and concludedtbigatompatibility hypothesis
provides the most accurate depiction of the relatign between these variables.
Furthermore, the review revealed that supervisasnrmoitment is likely to be a
stronger predictor of job performance than orgarmmal commitment.

Additionally, this chapter examined the literaturgating to team
psychological safety. This review examined the auagidefinitions of this construct
and concluded that Edmondson’s (1999) definitiors weost suitable for the current
study. In addition, it was disclosed that the cgagf psychological safety can be
conceptually differentiated from trust. The chapaéso reviewed the antecedents,
consequences and limitations of this construct.eBed evidence indicates that
although a psychologically safe environment is efguk to manifest in positive
consequences for individuals, teams and organizsitits negative effects cannot be
ignored. Thus, it was suggested that organizatsimsuld attempt to cultivate an
optimum level of psychological safety, which shotgflect a balance between excess
and deficiency.

The chapter finally concluded by providing the atle for using these three
variables as mediators between work engagementrastd The next chapter presents
the literature review relating to the five outconeiables included in the research

model.
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CHAPTER 7

The Outcome Variables

7.1 Introduction

In chapter 1, it was mentioned that an importapedive of the current study
was to investigate the impact of work engagementivan organizational outcomes:
in-role job performance, innovative work behaviowo learning behaviors, namely,
seeking feedback for self improvement and error roamication and organizational
commitment. This objective led to the formulatiorhi the following research
hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3aResearchers’ work engagement will be positivebpamted with their

in-role job performance

Hypothesis 3bResearchers’ work engagement will be positivebpamted with their

innovative work behaviour

Hypothesis 3cResearchers’ work engagement will be positivebpoamted with

seeking feedback for self improvement

Hypothesis 3dResearchers’ work engagement will be positivebpamted with

error communication

Hypothesis 3eResearchers’ work engagement will be positivegoamted with their

organizational commitment

These relationships are presented in Figure 1dinbe
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FIGURE 7.1
Relationship between Work Engagement & Outcome Vadbles
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Furthermore, it was argued that work engagemeritaffitct these outcome
variables through the mediating mechanism of legrgoal orientation. Keeping in
view this fourth and final aim of this study, thesearcher proposed the following

hypotheses:

Hypothesis 4aResearchers’ learning goal orientation will astgzartially mediate

the effects of work engagement on in-role job pentamce

Hypothesis 4bResearchers’ learning goal orientation will astgzartially mediate

the effects of work engagement on innovative warkdviour

Hypothesis 4cResearchers’ learning goal orientation will astgaartially mediate

the effects of work engagement on seeking feedlacelf improvement
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Hypothesis 4dResearchers’ learning goal orientation will astgzartially mediate

the effects of work engagement on error commuraoati

Hypothesis 4eResearchers’ learning goal orientation will astgaartially mediate

the effects of work engagement on organizationalrodment

The part of the research model, which depictsntieeliating role of learning
goal orientation in the engagement - outcomesioglstip is shown in Figure 7.2

below:
FIGURE 7.2
The Mediating Role of Learning Goal Orientation
In-Role Job
/ Performance
Work | Innovative Work
Engagement . " Behaviour
»| Learning Goal
Vigour Orientation
Absorption for Self
Improvement
\‘ Error
\ Communication

Organizational
Commitment

The purpose of this chapter is to present a bitefature review relating to
each of the five outcome variables and to explahy whey are important in the
context of the current study.
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7.2 Learning Goal Orientation

As noted above, in the present study, learning goahtation is positioned as
a mediating variable, which intervenes between werigagement and the five
organizational outcomes. The construct of goalnbaigon was initially developed
within the educational psychology literature andcmof the earlier research in this
area was conducted with children in experimentadiss (Dweck, 1986; Dweck and
Leggett, 1988). However, in the early, 1990s thastmct of goal orientation
attracted the attention of organizational psychisksgand theorists, who reasoned that
this construct had the potential to affect empladyeleaviour within the organizational
setting as well (Button, Mathieu and Zajac, 199@n¥eWalle, Cron and Slocum,
2001). Since then, a plethora of studies have dotmlexamine the impact of
employees’ goal orientations on organizational b&ha.

Goal orientation is a motivational construct andere to an individual's
inclination toward different types of goals in amlement situations (Dweck, 1986;
Dweck and Leggett, 1988). Dweck (1986) identifiegb tmajor categories of goal
orientation: a learning goal orientation, which leefs desire to develop one’s
competence through the acquisition of new skilld kmowledge; and a performance
goal orientation, which reflects a desire to denras and authenticate one’s
competence by seeking positive evaluations anddaygpinegative evaluations from
others. The present research exclusively focusésaoning goal orientation.

Individuals, who are high on learning goal orielmiat attempt to develop
themselves by augmenting their skills and know-hdandeWalle, 1997, 2001,
2003). Such individuals view success or failuré¢éodependent on the level of effort
expended. Additionally, these people hold an inenetal theory of ability and as a
result believe that their skills and abilities das enhanced through increased effort
and perseverance (VandeWalle, 1997, 2001). Furitrermlearning oriented
individuals are more inclined to seek feedbacksTisibecause individuals who hold a
strong learning orientation view feedback as anartgmt diagnostic tool, which can
help them to remove performance-related deficienaied as a result allow them to
enhance their knowledge, skills and abilities. Fyfnhavhen the learning goal oriented
people encounter task related obstacles, they terekhibit an adaptive response
pattern, in that they remain resolute, exert greatfort and rework their strategies
(Dweck, 1986; Dweck and Leggett, 1988; VandeWa(€)3).
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Although learning goal orientation is a relativelstable personality
characteristic, it can be influenced by situatiomales (Button et al., 1996;
VandeWalle, 2001; VandeWalle, 2003). For instaridatton et al. (1996) contend
that goal orientation is best characterised aomésvhat stable individual difference
that may be influenced by situational charactessti(p. 28). In a related vein,
VandeWalle (2001) reports that, “in a given sitoatistrong cues that highlight the
value of learning or performance goals can overaiéndividual's characteristic goal
orientation” (p. 164).

VandeWalle (2001) suggests three possible avenyeshich organizations
can make the learning goal more salient for the eys@s. First, through appropriate
training programmes organizations can alter theud#s of employees towards effort
expenditure, ability and performance. These program can help to cultivate
learning orientation by stressing on the point thabugh greater effort it is possible
that individuals can extend their abilities and souently improve their performance.
Second, firms can motivate the employees to addet@aing goal orientation by
introducing a compensation system, which rewards tfee developing their abilities
through the acquisition of new skills and knowledgally, supportive leadership
behaviours, such as providing constructive feedloacgerformance and encouraging
employees to set development objectives and putsuelopmental opportunities can
also play a key role in raising the learning oraioin of employees.

The available empirical evidence also suggests|dahing goal orientation
may be induced by situational factors. For instaistgan, Weitz and Kumar (1994)
in their study, conducted among a sample of 196spafsons, showed that both
positive and negative feedback from the superviased the learning orientation of
salespersons. Likewise, Kohli, Shervani and Challag (1998) found that
supervisor's end result and capability orientatiovere positively associated with
salespersons’ learning goal orientation. Finallypngisa sample of 480 accountants,
Coad and Berry (1998) demonstrated that all the damensions of transformational
leadership, that is, individual consideration, lietdual stimulation, inspirational
motivation and idealised influence were positivend significantly related to
employees’ learning goal orientation. Thus, in lilgat of this evidence it is fair to
conclude that learning goal orientation is botheadt tand a state (Sujan et al., 1994;
Coad and Berry, 1998).
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As mentioned earlier in the chapter, in the pressnty learning goal
orientation is positioned as mediator between werigagement and the five
organizational outcomes. More particularly, it i®posed that positive affect in the
form of learning goal orientation will induce theientists’ to approach their work
with a learning goal orientation and a strong lesyrorientation in turn will have
positive effects on the outcome variables. Learmjagl orientation has been used in
the capacity of a mediating variable in previousdss. For instance, Janssen and
Yperen (2004) used learning goal orientation asediator between LMX and three
performance outcomes, namely, in-role job perforreaimmovative work behaviour
and job satisfaction. The results of this studyeeded that learning goal orientation
mediated the effects of LMX on in-role job performea and job satisfaction but not
on innovative work behaviour. Likewise, in a momcent study, Chughtai and
Buckley (2010) showed that learning goal orientatimediated the effects of
organizational identification on in-role job penfiosance and two learning behaviours,
that is, feedback seeking and error communication.

A learning orientation acquires particular impor@anwhen the task is
challenging and complex, when new skills need toldagned and the transfer of
learned skills to a new task is required (Vande®atlal., 2001; VandeWalle, 2003).
Keeping in view this fact, it is reasonable to segjghat a learning goal orientation
will be of critical importance within the context eniversity science research centres.
The research scientists working in these centres canfronted with novel and
complex tasks; they need to learn and master neeareh related skills; and are
required to experiment, which increases the lik@thof encountering failure and set
backs. Since, learning oriented individuals arécafious (Philips and Gully, 1997),
tend to remain resolute in the wake of set backse(@ and Leggett, 1988) and
believe that through sustained effort and hard vibey can increase their skills and
abilities (VandeWalle, 2003), they are more likdaly excel in the challenging
environment of the science research centres.

In addition, learning oriented scientists can béresrely valuable for the
university research centres because previous wseaports that individuals who
hold a strong learning orientation are likely t@age in self regulation tactics such as
feedback seeking, proactive behaviour and emotiooatrol (Porath and Bateman,
2006); use more effective learning strategies (Bayoungcourt and Beaubien,

2007); exhibit innovative work behaviour (Janssed &peren, 2004); and perhaps
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most importantly, display superior job performarfgandeWalle, Brown, Cron and
Slocum, 1999; Janssen and Yperen, 2004; Payne, €0817). In fact results from
Payne et al's (2007) meta-analytic study showed tharning goal orientation
explained unique variance in job performance abawd beyond the variance
explained by cognitive ability and the Big Five gamality traits, which further
reinforces its importance for high technology oligations, such as the university

research centres.

7.3 In-Role Job Performance

An important organizational outcome that might leBom work engagement
is superior in-role job performance. Motowidlo avidn Scotter (1994) define in-role
job performance or task performance as those @esywhich are part of employees’
formal job description. In other words, task peniance refers to “the effectiveness
with which job incumbents perform activities thaintribute to the organization’s
technical core either directly by implementing atpa its technological process, or
indirectly by providing it with needed material services” (Motowidlo and Van
Scotter, 1997, p. 99). For instance, closing assaéémal can be considered a dimension
of task performance for a sales job; whereas, quttut a fire is an example of task
dimension for a fire-fighter’s job.

Motowidlo and Van Scotter (1994, 1997) argue tloat performance can be
split into two components: task performance andexdnal performance. In contrast
to task or in-role job performance, which consigtsactivities, which are part of
employees’ formal role requirements, contextualfggerance consists of activities
which are discretionary and not usually prescribBaese researchers specify two
facets of contextual performance: interpersonalilifaiion, which includes
“cooperative, considerate and helpful acts thatsass-worker’'s performance”; and
job dedication, which includes “self-disciplinedptivated acts such as working hard,
taking initiative, and following rules to supporrganizational objectives” (Van
Scotter and Motowidlo, 1996; p. 525). Motowidlo aN@n Scotter (1994, 1997)
contend that the importance of contextual perforraasmings from the fact that it
can play a pivotal role in developing the social asgchological environment of the

organization, which facilitates effective task penfiance.
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Nevertheless, both facets of performance are likelybe important for
employees because there is ample empirical evidiératesupervisors consider both
task and contextual performance while making oVegarformance ratings
(Motowidlo and Van Scotter, 1994; Van Scotter anotddvidlo, 1996).

Another important difference between the two typégerformance stems
from the fact that they have different antecedehts. example, research evidence
indicates that experience, job knowledge and #bitite main drivers of task
performance; whereas, personality variables (edgaeersion, conscientiousness and
agreeableness) are stronger predictors of confepguformance (Motowidlo and Van
Scotter, 1994; Van Scotter and Motowidlo, 1996; 1Caad Schmitt, 2002).

Other researchers have also found that the taskcangxtual performance
relate differentially to various antecedents. Fostance, Williams and Anderson
(1991) explored the impact of organizational comnmeitt and job satisfaction on both
task and contextual performance. The results af sedy showed that organizational
commitment was unrelated to both types of perforreambhereas job satisfaction was
related to contextual performance but not to taskop@ance. In addition, Dirks and
Ferrin (2002) in their meta-analytic study foundttirust in leaders was a stronger
predictor of contextual performance than in-role pasformance. Finally, in a recent
study, Jawahar, Meurs, Ferris and Hochwarter (26@&)d that self efficacy was a
stronger driver of task performance; while politickill was more predictive of
contextual performance.

Promoting in-role performance might prove to beiaal for the university
research centres because researchers’ ability torpe their prescribed research
related activities proficiently can be instrumentalenhancing their efficiency and
effectiveness. The present study proposes thautinersity research centres can
achieve this end by focussing on the cultivatiopasitive levels of work engagement
among their researchers. Although, previous rekesupports the link between work
engagement and in-role job performance (e.g. Sehaidfaris and Bakker, 2006), it
does not illuminate the mechanism through whichknergagement can convert into
higher job performance. An innovative feature af thurrent investigation is that it
enumerates the role of learning goal orientatioexplaining the link between work

engagement and in-role job performance.
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7.4 Innovative Work Behaviour

In a rapidly changing and turbulent work environmea firm’s ability to
develop and implement innovation is considered| \fita its success and survival
(Scott and Bruce, 1994; West and Anderson, 199@&stViind Farr (1990; cited in
West, 2002, p. 357) define innovation as “the ititral introduction and application
within a job, work team or organization of ideaspqesses, products or procedures
which are new to that job, work team or organizatemd which are designed to
benefit the job, the work team or the organizatioAtcording to this definition
innovation has three unique features. First, intiomais “restricted” to intentional
attempts to derive benefits (e.g. economic benefiexrsonal growth, increased
satisfaction, administrative efficiency, staff wdleing etc.) from new changes.
Second, this definition is not restricted to tedbgaal changes but also encompasses
novel changes in administration or human resouraeagement. Finally, innovation
suggests novelty but not “absolute novelty” (Wesd &nderson, 1996; West, 2002).
Thus, according to this definition an organizatimember bringing in a new idea
from another organization will fall within the realof innovation.

Furthermore, Scot and Bruce (1994) and West (2808)end that it is also
important to differentiate between innovation ameativity. While, creativity refers
to the suggestion or development of new idea, intmvaentails the application or
implementation of these ideas (Scot and Bruce, 198t 2002). According to West
(2002) “innovation can be defined as encompassily stages — the development of
ideas — creativity; followed by their application the introduction of new and
improved products, services and ways of doing thatgvork” (p. 357).

Given the fact that innovation is likely to playykeole in the long term
survival of modern organizations, it is not surmgs that firms are increasingly
looking for employees who have the capability andtimation to engage in
innovative work behaviour (Ramamoorthy, Flood, ®lgt and Sardessai, 2005).
Janssen (2000) defines innovative work behaviouraas“intentional creation,
introduction and application of new ideas withinvark role, group or organization,
in order to benefit role performance, the groupherorganization” (Janssen, 2000, p.
288). Janssen (2000) further contends that inineevatork behaviour consists of
three interrelated behavioural tasks: idea germmratidea promotion and idea

realization. ldea generation refers to the formotabf new ideas, which are in some
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way beneficial to the organization or the workgroudea promotion entails
galvanizing support for these new ideas. The fgta@p in the innovation process is
idea realization, which involves producing an inatbon model that can be applied
within a work group or to the organization as a igho

Moreover, innovative work behaviours are discretignaehaviours and are
not part of employees’ prescribed job descriptind as a result are not recognized by
organization’s formal reward systems (Janssen, 2820®namoorthy et al., 2005).
Nevertheless, employees’ tendency to engage ire thesa-role behaviours can lead
to enhanced team and organizational effectivenegparformance (Ramamoorthy et
al., 2005).

Several studies have attempted to study the faals of creativity and
innovative work behaviour in organizations. For rapée, Scott and Bruce (1994)
aimed to explore the effects of leadership, indigidqeroblem solving style and work
group relations on innovative work behaviour. Thesmple comprised of all the
engineers, scientists and technicians employedlange R&D centre located in the
Unites States. More specifically, Scott and Brud®9d) postulated that these
variables will affect innovative behaviour directig well as indirectly through their
influence on perceptions of climate for innovati¢support for innovation and
resource supply). The results of their study shotixad high quality leader-member
exchange, support for innovation and manageria elpectations were positively
associated with innovative behaviour; while theteystic problem solving style of

employees had a negative impact on this construct.

Similarly, West and Anderson (1996) carried outualyg to determine factors,
which promoted innovativeness of multidisciplinatpp management teams
functioning within the context of hospitals. Spexafly, they sought to examine the
impact of three components of group compositioanftesize, team tenure and the
proportion of team members with a high propenstynhovate), two components of
organizational context (resources and organizatisiza) and four aspects of group
processes (clarity of and commitment to objectipesticipation, task orientation and
support for innovation) on nine outcome variabkEg: innovative quality measures
(magnitude, radicalness, novelty, benefit to adstiative efficiency, benefit to
patient care and benefit to staff well being), alleénnovation, number of innovations

and team self reports of innovation. The resultthif study showed that the quality
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of team innovation (radicalness, novelty, magnijudas primarily predicted by team
composition (team size and the proportion of teaamimers with a high propensity to
innovate); whereas, group processes (participatask orientation and support for

innovation) were more predictive of overall innawat

Amabile (1997) developed the componential theoryndividual creativity,
which suggests that there are three componentadividual creativity: expertise,
creative thinking skill and task motivatiokixpertise implies that the individual needs
to possess appropriate knowledge, skills and msilitn the problem area. This
dimension may be influenced by the individual'sdeof education and experience.
Creative-thinking skill refers to the ability to consider alternate pectipes with
intellectual independence. To some extent creatieking is contingent on
personality characteristics, such as independem@pensity for risk taking, self-
discipline and persistence in the wake of adversitywever, these skills can also be
developed through creativity enhancing skills, sashbrainstorming. Although, the
two skill dimensions determine what an individuahalo in a specific domain, task
motivation dimension determines, what he or shé aeilually do. Motivation can be
either intrinsic (i.e. driven by passion for onei®rk) or extrinsic (i.e. driven by
external factors, such as rewards). Amabile (18&8grts that an individual is more
likely to use his or her skills and talents to gete creative and novel ideas if he or

she has an intrinsic interest in a task.

According to Amabile (1997) the general perceptisrthat an increase in
extrinsic motivation undermines an individual’srinsic motivation. However, there
is evidence that certain types of extrinsic motvsit such as reward and recognition
for creative ideas, goal clarity and positive feadbmay “synergistically combine”
with intrinsic motivation to reinforce intrinsic mwation’s positive impact on
creativity. There are three factors, which deteemwhether extrinsic motivation can
positively combine with intrinsic motivation to prmte creativity: person’s initial
motivational state, type of extrinsic motivatiordathe timing of extrinsic motivation.
For instance, extrinsic motivation can be additwden a person has high levels of
initial intrinsic motivation and can have negataféects when the intrinsic motivation

is weak.
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Second, certain types of extrinsic motivators, swash recognition for
generating new ideas and constructive feedbackchwtlirectly increase a person’s
involvement in the work itself, can play a key raiebolstering the positive effect of
intrinsic motivation on creativity. These motivadare termed as “enabling extrinsic
motivators”. In contrast, restrictions on how wahould be done are examples of
“controlling extrinsic motivators”. These controlj motivators can have deleterious
effects on intrinsic motivation and creativity basa they undermine an individual’s

sense of self-determination.

Finally, the timing of extrinsic motivation can pecritical. More particularly,
synergistic extrinsic motivators may be usefulhaise stages of the creative process
where a high level of novelty is not required. Hoe# it may be prudent to reduce all
kinds of extrinsic motivators in situations, whiaguire high levels of novelty.

Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby and Herron (1996)edeped and validated
an instrument called KEYSAssessing the Climate for Creativity t0 assess the
stimulants and impediments to creativity and inniova in organizational work
environments. More specifically, the central aim tbfs study was to use this
instrument to ascertain how the work environmertiighly creative projects differed
from the work environment of less creative projedibe results from this study
showed that high creativity projects were signifibya higher than the less creative
projects on all six factors, which stimulated crnagt (organizational encouragement,
supervisory encouragement, work group support®dte, challenging work and
sufficient resources) and lower on factors, whicdhibited creativity (excessive
workload pressure and organizational impedimertdlitionally, the high creativity
projects were found to be more creative and pradeithan the less creative projects.
These results provide ample testimony to the taat the work environments within
which people work can exercise a profound impact their creativity and

innovativeness.

In an empirical investigation, Ramamoorthy et &0Q05) proposed an
integrated model of innovative work behaviour. Maspecifically, this model
postulated that two organizational processes, nameleritocracy and justice
perceptions (procedural and distributive justigggy and job autonomy will affect
innovative work behaviour through the mediating haudsm of two psychological

contract variables, that is, met expectations abligation to innovate. Using a
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sample of 204 employees, drawn from Irish manufawjurorganizations,

Ramamoorthy et al. (2005) uncovered that obligatiomnovate, job autonomy and
pay exercised significant direct effects on innox&atwork behaviour; while, justice
perceptions and meritocracy indirectly affected ttonstruct through the intervening

process of met expectations and perceived obligatignnovate.

Likewise, in a study among IT professionals, Newlanton and Will (2008)
sought to examine the impact of level of fulfilmeritthe psychological contract on
innovative work behaviour. The results of this studvealed that, as hypothesised,;
the level of fulfilment of the IT professional’s yuhological contract had a positive
impact on innovative work behaviour. Finally, Retsye/an Engen, Vinkenburg and
Wilson-Evered (2008) conducted a study with a sangfl employees drawn from
four Australian hospitals to investigate the eféeof transformational leadership on
innovative work behaviour. The finding from thisigy showed that transformational

leadership was a significant predictor of innovatmek behaviour.

The innovativeness and creativity of researclerdgigts can prove to be a
critical factor in the research centre’s succes$ss 1S because researchers’ ability to
come up with new ideas can result in key perforreangtcomes for the research
centres such as more research publications, greataber of patents and larger
creation of new products and capabilities (Sanéod Saparito, 2003). Moreover, the
generation of new ideas and creation of new pradoah also increase the potential
of research centres to attract research funding tiee government and the industry.
In the current study, it is proposed that work e@gaent might induce innovative
behaviours within the university research centryesaising researchers’ learning goal

orientation.

7.5 Learning Behaviour

Edmondson (1999) defines learning behaviours ‘asorgoing process of
reflection and action, characterised by asking twes seeking feedback,
experimenting, reflecting on results and discus&inmgrs or unexpected outcomes of
actions’ (p. 353). These activities enable teamsutcover errors and mistakes,
ascertain the needs and requirements of custosy@os,changes in the environment
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and “improve members’ collective understandinghef situation” (Edmondson, 1999,
p. 351).

Previous research has uncovered that individubdbsning behaviours, such
as feedback seeking (Ashford and Tsui, 1991; Ancand Caldwell, 1992),
experimentation (Henderson and Clark, 1990) andatien and corrections of errors
(Carmeli and Sheaffer, 2008) can result in substmterformance benefits for
individuals, teams and the organizations. Moreowea study on 51 work teams in a
manufacturing company, Edmondson (1999) demonstrdbat these learning
behaviours collectively enhanced team performanceé efficiency. In addition,
Edmondson, Bohmer and Pisano (2001) in their saahducted among 16 surgical
teams showed that learning behaviours facilitateel implementation of a new
technology for cardiac surgery. Furthermore, Chaearson and Entrekin (2003)
reported that learning behaviours within and acrtessms were associated with
improved team performance within the context offarstralian hospital. Finally, it
has been found that team learning behaviours ecangie organizational learning and
performance (Chan, Lim and Keasbury, 2003). Rekeawdence indicates that a
climate of trust and psychological safety can @ayivotal role in promoting learning
behaviour in work teams (Edmondson, 2004). Keepmgiew the performance
benefits of learning behaviour, it is imperativattiniversity research centres should
strive to create conditions, which facilitate sbahaviours in their research teams.

Although the general assumption is that learningh daave positive
performance benefits for teams, Bunderson and i8at(2003) caution that too much
emphasises on learning can be counterproductiveraydtherefore result in reduced
performance. They argue that since “learning effamdnsume resources [without
assurance of result] and divert attention from texgsinitiatives, it may be possible
for teams to compromise performance by overempimasilearning, particularly
when they have been performing well” (p. 552). Busde and Sutcliffe (2003)
contend that excessive experimentation may be o@auil for low performing teams
because it may help them to find workable solutitmproblems. In contrast, high
performing teams risk compromising existing perfance levels if they abandon
workable solutions in order to try out untestediatives. Bunderson and Sutcliffe
(2003) empirically show that there is a curvilinealationship between team learning
and team performance. These findings suggest ttheiugh learning is a desirable

goal, the university research centres need to neatheagy learning activities carefully.
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The focus of the present paper is on two learngfpliours, namely feedback
seeking and error communication. The concept ofiidaek seeking refers to the
‘conscious devotion of effort toward determining tb@rectness and adequacy of
behaviour for attaining valued end states’ (Ashfdi@i§6, p. 466). In their seminal
article, Ashford and Cummings (1983) point out thia@ importance of feedback
seeking behaviour emanates from the fact thamitptay a crucial role in augmenting
job competence and in reducing role ambiguity fbe tconcerned individual.
Furthermore, as noted above, research evidencestggipat indicates that feedback
seeking behaviour can also result in superior iddiad (Ashford and Tsui, 1991) and
team (Ancona and Caldwell, 1992) performance.

Ashford and Cummings (1983) suggest that indivisiiedgage in feedback
seeking through two strategies: (i) feedback segkhrough monitoring and (ii)
feedback seeking through inquiry. Monitoring is iadlirect method of acquiring
feedback information. In this method the concerimgtividual does not directly ask
for feedback but instead may do so by observingetheronment, particularly other
people, that may provide information as to how veslé is doing and how well one
compares to others (Ashford, Blatt and VandeW&l@)3). The second category,
feedback seeking through inquiry, occurs when epgde directly ask their
supervisor or colleagues for information regardihgir performance (Williams and
Johnson, 2000). Out of the two methods, seekindbi@ek through inquiry can be
more advantageous because information gained finismiethod is likely to be less
vague and more precise (Williams and Johnson, 2000)

In addition, feedback seeking has mostly been quneésed as a frequency
based phenomenon, which reflects how frequentlividdals ask for feedback from
their supervisors or colleagues. However, Vande®VgD03) argues that feedback
seeking is a multidimensional construct and hasetbee highlighted the need for
empirical studies that deal with not only feedbddquency but also with other
dimensions of this construct such as type, sounecethod, timing and sign of
preference. Thus, another novel feature of theeatirstudy is that it aims to explore
the impact of work engagement on the type of feekllsaught. Park, Schmidt, Scheu
and DeShon (2007) contend that one benefit of ®ogson the type of feedback
sought is that it provides a deeper understandinth® motives behind feedback
seeking. More specifically, in the current inveatign it is argued that engaged

employees will seek feedback to acquire informafmmself improvement. Ashford
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and Tsui (1991) specify two benefits of seekinggd@stic feedback for the focal
individual. First, this type of feedback can prdweebe more beneficial in identifying
weaknesses in performance and therefore, cantéeilihe focal individual to adopt
appropriate strategies for overcoming these pakmnteaknesses. Second, when an
individual seeks feedback for self improvement frbi® or her superiors, he or she
may be perceived as someone who is genuinely keemm@roving his or her
performance related behaviours. This, in turn, lemd the superiors to develop a
more positive opinion of the seeker’s overall difeaness. In sum, the act of seeking
diagnostic feedback can have both informational iemmtessions management value
for the seeker. Hence, in the present study feddbaeking is conceptualised as
employees’ tendency to seek information for selpiavement through the inquiry
method.

Edmondson (2004) argues that employees’ tendencypémly admit and
communicate errors and their ability to devisetstyies for preventing these errors
from recurring in the future can manifest in enl@horganizational learning and
efficiency. Moreover, Tynan (2005) suggests thatrig, in which members regularly
point out each other’'s mistakes and pitfalls, discand analyse errors constructively
and make concerted efforts towards eliminating aadecting mistakes, perform
better than teams in which members avoid engaginigeise actions.

Carmeli and Sheaffer (2008) argue that the proskdstecting and correcting
errors can take two forms: single-loop and doubtgllearning. Single loop learning
occurs when employees identify a gap or an errdrtgnto fix it without trying to
ascertain the underlying causes of these errothodh this approach may eradicate
the immediate problem at hand it does little tovpre errors from recurring in the
future. In contrast, double loop learning takes@lavhen employees not only detect
errors but also try to unearth the root cause e$dherrors. Double loop learning is
more advantageous because it increases learningféibme, ensures that errors do
not surface again and improves the quality of théput produced (Carmeli and
Sheaffer, 2008).

However, in spite of the potential benefits of #hdsarning behaviours for
both individuals and organizations, enacting suehaiours entails significant costs
for the focal individual. For example, VandeWalB®(3) specifies three costs linked
with feedback seeking behaviour: (i) self preseomatosts, which refer to the risk of

divulging one’s insecurity and need for assistanocathers; (ii) ego costs, which refer
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to the costs incurred as a result of receiving tieganformation about the self; and
(i) effort costs, which refer to the costs incedlrin acquiring the appropriate
information. Likewise, by admitting mistakes or ammmicating errors, employees
risk receiving negative evaluations from their sug®rs and peers which in turn can
have deleterious effects on their self esteem (Edismm 1999).

Thus, it is suggested that employees will only sieekiback or communicate
errors if they feel that the perceived benefitgedgaging in such behaviours outweigh
the associated costs. Nevertheless, the curreny stostulates that as opposed to
focussing on the costs of these learning behaviemgaged employees may be more
willing to concentrate on the benefits, which thésiaviours offer. This, in turn,

might prompt them to seek feedback and report €rror

7.6 Affective Organizational Commitment

Over the past four decades scholars and researbbheesbeen preoccupied
with exploring the causes and effects of orgarrati commitment. Mowday, Steers
and Porter (1979) defined organizational commitnanthe relative strength of an
individual's identification with and involvement ia particular organization. They
highlighted three characteristics of organizatioc@hmitment: (1) a strong belief in
and acceptance of the organization’s goals, (2)llamgness to exert a considerable
effort on behalf of the organization and (3) astrintent or desire to remain with the
organization. However, one potential drawback ofs tlapproach is that it
conceptualizes commitment as a unidimensional oactsand does not highlight the
bases or motives which engender attachment to thenmation (Becker, 1992).
Additionally, the instrument developed by Mowday &t (1979) to measure
commitment, that is, the Organizational Commitm@uoestionnaire (OCQ), has been
criticised by Becker (1992) on the grounds thatesalvof its items “inflate concept
redundancy between organizational commitment amehirto quit” (p. 236).

In view of these limitations, Meyer and Allen (199fjoposed a three
component model of organizational commitment. Mepecifically, these authors
identified three bases of commitment: affective,rnmative and continuous
commitment. Affective commitment refers to the eoygles’ attachment to,
identification with and involvement in the orgartiva. Employees with a strong

affective commitment continue employment with thgamization because theynt
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to do so. Continuance commitment refers to thereésiremain with the organization
because of the costs associated with leaving thdicplar organization. Employees
whose major association with the organization isedaon continuance commitment
remain because theyed to do so. Finally, normative commitment reflectiealing
of obligation to continue employment in an orgatima Employees who hold a
strong normative commitment feel that theahr to remain with the organization.

Previous research indicates that although all tfwe®ms of commitment can
reduce turnover, it is affective commitment to tirganization, which has the most
profound impact on important organizational outcer{Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch
and Topolyntsky, 2002). For instance, results frbfayer et al.’s (2002) meta-
analytic study showed that affective commitment riad strongest impact on
organizational outcomes, such as attendance, psafare, organizational citizenship
behaviour and on employee relevant outcomes, sgclstr@ss and work-family
conflict. Normative commitment also had a positekect on organizational and
employee relevant outcomes, but its effect was coatipaly weaker than affective
commitment. In contrast, continuous commitment Yoasd to be mostly unrelated
or negatively related to these outcome variables.

Thus, on the basis of the above evidence it isr dlegt university research
centres will benefit most if they take pertinenteps to cultivate affective
organizational commitment among their researchnssts. As Meyer and Allen

(1997, p.89) very aptly remark that:

“Although the impact of an increase in any one of these components of commitment
on employees’ intention to remain in the organization might be the same, the effect on
their willingness to contribute to the attainment of organizational objectives might
not.... The most worrisome situation would be in which a particular practice
contributed to an elevation in continuance commitment but not in affective or

normative commitment.”
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In the current study it is hypothesised that wongagement will enhance
affective organizational commitment. Past resegrobvides supportive empirical
evidence that work engagement is a positive prediof affective organizational
commitment (e.g. Saks, 2006). However, it will beeresting to see whether or not
work engagement can have the same positive impattieocommitment of research
scientists because previous research indicates stiahtists are generally more
committed to their scientific field or professionpéer community than to their

organization (Keller, 1997).

7.7 Summary

The central aim of this seventh chapter was to ideoa description of the
five outcome variables included in the research ehcothis chapter briefly reviewed
the relevant literature relating to these variataled highlighted their importance for
the university research centres. Chapter 8 dissubsecontext of the study, that is,

the university research centres.
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CHAPTER 8

The Context — University Research Centres

8.1 Introduction

This chapter provides a brief overview of the caht# the study, that is, the
university research centres. More specifically, tbleapter commences by
reviewing the factors, which have contributed to #mergence of university
research centres as a new organizational form foraging university research.
The chapter then advances to review the variousstyyd research centres and
highlights their purpose and importance. In additihe present chapter examines
the role of the research director in the managemkthiese research organizations
and also discusses some of the administrative @mabland issues confronting
these organizations. The chapter finally concluaggroviding the rationale for

conducting the current study within the contexthaf university research centres.

8.2 The Emergence of University Research Centres

Traditionally, academic departments have been tlile ¢f research activities
undertaken within the confines of universities. &ash activities within an academic
department - an organization devoted chiefly toche®y and administration of
curricula, “were generally decentralised, focussedrelatively narrow disciplinary
objectives and aimed at the publication of articlas peer-reviewed scientific
journals” (Bozeman and Boardman, 2003). This waspith through, which faculty
members gained tenure and moved up the academerladd

However, during the last twenty years or so thelacac research landscape has
witnessed a dramatic change with the emergencenfensity research centres
(Youtie, Libaers and Bozeman, 2006). The universiBsearch centres are
organizations, which usually lie “outside the usaabdemic core” of university
departments and “they bring several fields of smemand technology together,
sometimes even helping create new fields (Bozenmgh Boardman, 2003, p. 8).

Unlike departments, which are primarily organizeduad disciplines, the university
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research centres are pre-dominantly organized droegearch topics (Etzkowitz and
Kemelgor, 1998; Youtie et al., 2006). The universésearch centres have close inter-
institutional ties and as a result they often wankclose partnership with the
government and the industry to find solutions Bnge scale science and technology
problems that require an integrated research appr@tzkowitz and Kemelgor, 1998;
Bozeman and Boardman, 2003; Youtie et al., 200@day, university research
centres and institutes are conducting cutting edgearch in areas of national interest
such as defence satellite systems, biotechnologgerscomputer development,
medical technology, earthquake studies, climate ngha and environmental

sustainability (Bozeman and Boardman, 2003).

8.3 The Definition and Types of University Researclentres

Steffensen, Rogers and Speakman (1999) definevarsity research centre
as a ‘“university based organization whose purpasetoi conduct scholarly
investigations of an interdisciplinary nature, usuavith financial support from
government agencies, private companies and othganarations outside of the
university” (p. 96). In a related vein Rogers et (4999) assert that the university
research centres are a distinct form of organizahhave three main characteristics:
(1) they are interdisciplinary, involving faculty embers from various academic
departments (2) they are boundary spanners, &oilit a flow of information and
other resources across the university's boundarny €3) they are temporary
organizations at least compared to university depants, and provide a degree of
flexibility in an otherwise stable university sttuce.

The university research centres tend to vary cemably in terms of their size,
mission and the way they are funded and therefwage no rigid set of common
characteristics (Stahler and Tash, 1994; Etzkoaniz Kemelgor, 1998). Stahler and
Tash (1994) contend that the “only characteridiat tseems fairly consistent across
universities is that research centres and institbigeve as their primary mission the
conduct of research” (p. 541). These authors atigaiethe research centres can differ

a great deal across a number of dimensions, such as
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» Size of external support and research staff

» The proportion of faculty versus professional staffearchers
» Level of separation from academic departments

» Level of integration with the university

» Level of interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary ¢as

* Relative emphasis on applied research

Hays (1991) and Stahler and Tash (1994) distingbéttveen three different
types of research centres: standard, adaptiveladbs/,. Shadow centres or institutes
predominantly reflect a faculty member's or a dépant's particular research
interests. These types of centres usually do ngg¢ hgpermanent staff and as a result
are heavily dependent on graduate assistants éocahduct of research. In most
cases, these shadow centres do not have accegenoatfunding and may not have
their own physical infrastructure. The key definitagtors for these types of centres
are “official recognition from the university oradim the department; perhaps but not
necessarily a separate budget; a sign on the pé#iu letterhead” (Stahler and Tash,
1994, p. 541). These centres or institutes areoseldnown to other faculty and
academic administrators and are merely “instrumehtaculty fantasy” (Hays, 1991,
p. 6).

At a slightly higher level of formality are the aulave institutes. These
institutes and centres may have a small numberraig®ent staff but like the shadow
centres, these entities also lack core infrastractlihese centres frequently redefine
their research goals and staffing requirementscoor@ance with the availability of
funding. Both the shadow and adaptive instituéek the necessary infrastructure to
attract the faculty into interdisciplinary setti(tdays, 1991).

The third and most important category of reseasttires is the standard units.
These research centres and institutes typically hagependent relatively secure
budgets that are separate from academic departhadioizations, are led by a full-
time research director, have permanent staff andledefined mission, and receive a
fair amount of funding from external sources, sashgovernment, private industry
and foundations (Hays, 1991; Stahler and Tash,)1994

Similarly, Bozeman and Boardman (2003) propose narty of university

research centres, which is presented in Table 8.1
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TABLE 8.1

Taxonomy of University Research Centres (taken fronBozeman and Boardman, 2003, p. 17)

Academic Minimal, except for those pertaining {oSimple and Teaching, university Discipline-based,
Department curriculum administration decentralized and professional service provides consensus
for rewards system
Simple URC Simple, sometimes no significant oneSimple, negotiated by Few or none Based on narrow set
other than to department researchers interacting of problems, usually
with networks of other established by
academic researchers discipline-based
and government “normal science”
funding agencies
Complex Simple, sometimes no significant oneModerate complexity, More extensive, Mix of problem-driven
URC other than to department including not only including an expanded topics and topics set by discipline

academic networks
but other knowledge
users, especially industry

educational role, or

industrial outreach,

or brokering diverse
network members

field specialization demands

Multipurpose,
Multidiscipline URC

Varies, usually very complex, cuttin
across many units

gComplex, often
including multiple
external industry,
government, and
university actors

Multiple, often including
educational role,
industrial interaction,
scientific and professional
brokering,

community outreach

Almost entirely

problem driven, not

tracking closely to disciplines
and established

scientific and technical
specializations
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From Table 8.1 it can be seen that according t® dlassification, the basic
distinction lies between the traditional academigatement and the university
research centre. Academic departments are orgamimmehd disciplines, such as
physics, chemistry and mathematics and are priynguided by three objectives:
teaching, research and service (Santoro and Chakrali®99). Within these
departments, individual faculty members aspire ttairma the status of “independent
research entrepreneurs” by attracting researchtggrand then by subsequently
transforming those grants into research output gratluate student support and
mentoring (Bozeman and Boardman, 2003, p. 19). fabelty member who writes
the proposal for the grant or contract is knownhasprincipal investigator. It is the
principal investigator who is mainly responsible fmanaging the resources and
producing the research output specified in the tgram departments, the research
activity is highly decentralised with the principavestigators “having their own
small fiefdoms”, and in most cases having “direohtact with research sponsors
rather than depending upon line administratorsrokdr those relations” (Bozeman
and Boardman, 2003, p. 19).

However, this decentralised nature of researchigctian create problems for
departments because faculty entrepreneurs who edicte attaining grants and
contracts, which require them to work collabordiiveith other departments, other
universities, industry and government “are lesslyite be available to teach courses
for which students have paid tuition, are lesslyike have sufficient time for such
organizational maintenance activities as hiring @nodmotion committees, and in
general have the potential to further tighten tlleston wires among the diverse
activities that academic units string together” ZBman and Boardman, 2003, p. 19).
Because of these issues, the departments oftenidelscourage interdisciplinary and
inter-institutional work.

The main difference between the departments andutinersity research
centres springs from the fact that compared to rieyeats, the university research
centres have more interaction with external emtitguch as industry, government
agencies and other universities (Etzkowitz and Kgore 1998; Youtie et al., 2006).
In addition, the university research centres atsawltto have more intense horizontal
relations within the focal university because ditlstrong focus on interdisciplinary
research (Etzkowitz and Kemelgor, 1998; BozemanBoatdman, 2003).
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Moreover, the nature of research conducted witha departments and the
research centres also differs. The scientists wgrka departments tend to focus on
basic research and as a result aspire to makeastibstcontribution to the body of
knowledge in their respective disciplines (Geigd990). Put differently, in
departments, knowledge production takes place withe Mode 1 framework of
research. Mode 1 knowledge production reflects tthditional, academic norms of
scholarship in the disciplines and institutionswhich researchers work, such as
academic tenure and promotion based on high immpeer reviewed publication”
(Estabrooks, Norton, Birdsell, Newton, Adewale arftbrnley, 2008, p. 1068). In
contrast, the research centres focus more on Morkse&arch or applied research,
which is primarily driven by the needs and requieats of the sponsors (e.g.
government and industry) and the practical appiitalf knowledge (Kelemen and
Bansal, 2002; Estabrooks et al., 2008).

Another unique feature of Mode 2 research is trisegainarity, which refers
to the “mobilisation of a range of theoretical peastives and practical methodologies
to solve problems” (Hessels and Van Lente, 200&44d). In addition, the research
results within the Mode 2 framework are diffusedinig the process of knowledge
production and are aimed not only at other managemesearchers but also at
practitioners and society at large (Kelemen andsBRr2002; Hessels and Van Lente,
2008).

Finally, unlike departments and in line with the déo2 framework, the
research undertaken within the science researcheseistcharacterised by reflexivity
(Kelemen and Bansal, 2002; Hessels and Van Left&8)2 Reflexivity implies that
knowledge production is rather a “dialogic proceastl provides an opportunity for
researchers with different backgrounds and viewgdminteract and share ideas with
each other (Hessels and Van Lente, 2008). Hesedl&an Lente (2008) argue that
reflexivity enables researchers to become morea@whthe societal consequences of
their work. Geiger (1990) very aptly concludes ttieg research centres “exist to do
what departments cannot do: to operate in inteplisary, applied or capital

intensive areas in response to social demandsferknowledge” (p. 17).
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8.4 Purpose and Importance of Research Centres

Research centres have evolved as a flexible orgammnal structure, which is
geared towards meeting the needs and requiremefuading agencies such as, the
government and private industry. The main bendfits accrue to these funding
bodies are that centres are especially well eqdipjpe commence and maintain
collaborative relationships with industry and gowaent because they have full-time
staff dedicated to the “mission oriented reseamdndas of sponsors” (Stahler and
Tash, 1994).

Furthermore, the university research centres anmesidered critical for
increasing the research vitality of the universitihrough the promotion of
interdisciplinary research (Etzkowitz and Kemelgd998; Zajkowski, 2003).
Etzkowitz and Kemelgor (1998) assert that “in aradmmmic system based on
departments and disciplines, centres foster intiglinarity by coordinating
researchers within and across intellectual and maidimative boundaries” (p. 275).
Likewise, Hays (1991) argues that the universiseegch centres provide a “neutral
setting in which the research interests of divéaselty can be fruitfully combined in
a common purpose” (p. 3). The ability of the reskarcentres to recruit a
multidisciplinary research team stems from the that they are able to provide better
research-related resources to the researcherse Shec centres have access to
substantial amounts of external funding they arterofable to provide faculty
members with equipment, infrastructure and stafipsut that their departments
cannot (Hays, 1991; Etzkowitz and Kemelgor, 1998).

Another important function of the university resgarcentres is that they
facilitate large scale research, which may be heiaéffor the society but cannot be
undertaken within the confines of the traditionapai@ments because of reasons
relating to size, costs or purpose (Geiger, 1990us, “by responding to social
demands for relevant knowledge ... [the researchregtserve to buffer the
academic core of the university from the distortidhat those demands would
undoubtedly cause if they had to be met within gadenental context” (Geiger, 1990,
p. 17).

According to Etzkowitz and Kemelgor (1998) two iigetual reasons provide
the impetus for the creation of research centrgst is the enhanced competition in

the rapidly moving disciplinary fields. In this cpetitive and rapidly changing
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environment, collaborative research seems a bsiitategy than individual research
because it enables researchers to stay abreasttiveittatest developments taking
place in their respective fields. This situationpings faculty members to join a
“concentrated research focus” at a centre attadbed department. The second
intellectual impetus emanates from the fact thatatical or theoretical problem can
be best tackled by a group of scientists drawn feaweral disciplines. The main
advantage of this approach is that it provides gpodunity for people with varying
viewpoints to interact and share ideas with eabkrot

One of the most important functions of universigearch centres is that they
enable universities to forge effective allianceshwexternal entities such as, the
government and the industry. Etzkowitz and Kemel[d®98) argue that “centres are
one of the organizational forms, along with incabdcilities and research parks,
that integrate university, industry and governmetud a triadic constellation, which is
emerging as a driving force for industrial and abdénnovation” (p. 280). These
trilateral linkages between the university, indysand the government have been
dubbed as the Triple Helix model of economic andiaadevelopment (Etzkowitz,
Webster, Gebhardt and Terra, 2000; Etzkowitz angdésdorff, 2000) (see Figure
8.1).
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FIGURE 8.1
The Triple Helix Model of University-Industry-Gover nment Relations
(Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff, 2000)
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The basic premise of the Triple Helix model is ttiet university, industry and
government no longer operate in isolation but fiomctas a seamless whole to
promote innovation and economic development (Etzkoet al., 2000; Etzkowitz
and Leydesdorff, 2000; Etzkowitz, 2003). The enlednateraction among university,
industry and government as relatively equal pasth@nd the new advances in
innovation strategies and practices that emerge trosncooperation, represent the
core of Triple Helix model (Etzkowitz, 2003)The close interaction between these
three key players has been instrumental in the ganee of hybrid organizations such
as, technology transfer offices in universitiesmB and public research labs, and
business and financial support institutions sughbasiness incubators, science parks
and angel networks. These new form of organizatiare playing a key role in

promoting innovation all over the world.
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The emergence of the Triple Helix whiversity, industry and government has
resulted in each partner taking on the role of otheaddition to performing its core
tasks (Etzkowitz, 2003). The rationale of the Teipllelix is not that universities
become firms or vice versa. Instead, the basiompbphy of this model is that while
each institution assumes some of the capabilifie¢seoother, it continues to maintain
its fundamental role and unique identity. For examphaditionally the university has
been responsible for creating and disseminatingwletdge; industry has been a
primary source of productive activities; and the gyovnent has mainly acted as the
custodian of the societal rules of the game. Howewithin the context of the Triple
Helix model, the university, in addition to its eofunctions of training students and
diffusing knowledge, is also actively involved ireation of new firms through the
incubator facilities. In a related vein, the indystontinues to produce goods and
services but at the same time has also assumesblthef an educator through the
formation of company universities. Finally, the goweent is still responsible for
shaping the “rules of the game”, but is also actieg venture capitalist by providing
funds to help start new enterprises (Etzkowitz,3J00

Bozeman and Boardman (2003) argue that there aeradefactors, which
have contributed to the emergence of universitgassh centres, such as: enhanced
cost of equipment-intensive science, the needrftardisciplinary research, and the
aspiration to transform science and engineering atrc by making it more “hands
on” and, therefore more involved with applied sciemnd technology development.
However, the most important factor, which has cdtaduthe research centres into
prominence, has been their ability to facilitate trensfer of technology from the
university to industry. The enhanced flow of tedogy from universities to the
private sector, in turn, is likely to generate gee@mployment, improve productivity
and consequently boost regional and national ecanagrowth (Friedman and
Silberman, 2003).

Technology transfer refers to the “process wher@lgntion or intellectual
property from academic research is licensed or g@t/é¢hrough use rights to a for-
profit entity and eventually commercialised” (Friegmand Silberman, 2003; p. 18).
In other words, technology transfer can be envidagethe means by, which scientific
knowledge is transferred from the university to tineustry (Siegal, Waldman,
Atwater and Link, 2004).
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Siegel et al. (2003, 2004) contend that there lameetkey stakeholder in the
university to industry technology transfer (UITT(1) university scientists who
discover new technologies; (2) university techngloganagers and administrators,
who serve as a link between academic scientistarahustry and are re responsible
for managing the university’s intellectual properayd (3) finally, the firms, who are
engaged in the process of commercializing univetsiised technologies.

The transfer of technology from the university he industry usually involves
a series of steps (Friedman and Silberman, 20G8jafiet al., 2003). The process
begins with a discovery by the university-basecersiist. The scientist then files an
invention disclosure with their institutions tectogy transfer office (TTO). Once the
invention is disclosed to the TTO, it is resporsitdr patenting it. After the invention
Is successfully patented, the university owns titellectual property rights, and the
TTO can market the invention to the interested dirnfhe next stage involves
negotiating a licensing agreement for the patetéetinology with private firms or
entrepreneurs. This kind of agreement can resulfinancial benefits for the
university such as, royalty allowances and an gitdke in the case of start-ups. In
the last step of this process, the technology assfiormed into a commercialised
product. The university may continue it associatigth the concerned firm beyond
this point by, for example, providing resources the maintenance of licensing
agreements.

Markman, Siegal and Wright (2008) specify three esotdy which university
research and technology can be commercialisedin{@)nal approaches; (2) quasi-
internal approaches; (3) externalization approacihBe university research centres
can use internal activities such as, the creatibtechnology transfer offices to
facilitate the commercialization of their reseamtd technologies. The technology
managers working in the TTO play a pivotal role bridging the gap between
“customers” (firms) and “suppliers” (academic stigts), who function in markedly
different environments and have divergent norna)ddrds and values.

Academic institutions and firms also depend on &Hiisternal’ activities to
promote commercialisation of technology. The maiived of such activity is the
business incubator, which can be defined as “asropepty-based organization
focussed on accelerating the growth and successtadpreneurial companies through
the provision of business support, resources andcses” (Markman et al. 2008, p.

1406). Business incubators have four main goals:e€bnomic development; (2)
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commercialization of technology; (3) real-estate vadlepment; and (4)
entrepreneurship. Many universities have createdubaiors to facilitate the
development of start-up companies based on untyaygined technologies.

Finally, universities and industries can use thtemmalization approaches to
commercialise technologies. This mode of technologgnmercialization includes
university research parks, regional cluster, acaclepin-offs and start ups, licensing,
contract research and consultancy, joint ventureafbs, alliances and collaborations,
corporate venture capital and open science and/atiom.

8.5 The Role of Research Director

The director of a university based research caeatoensidered the nucleus of
the centre (Rogers et al., 1999; Zajkowski, 2008)st often, the centres “bear the
imprint of the director’s philosophy, interests agwhls more directly than is the case
with academic departments” (Stahler and Tash, 199846). Typically, the director
of the research centre is a reputed scholar whoahasccessful track record in
acquiring grants and publishing research (Rogersalet 1999; Bozeman and
Boardman 2003). In most cases the research dise@a the original principal
investigator (Pl) who submitted and were eventusiligcessful in acquiring the grant
or contract (Bozeman and Boardman 2003).

Compared to a department chair, the role of a ttiras very challenging and
complex. The department chair is primarily respblesfor managing the interests of
the faculty, staff and students. In contrast, @aesh director is required to “relate to
multiple departments, a web of university admiaiirs, and, often, faculty and
administrators from partner or affiliated univeiest government sponsors, industry
and various accountability overseers” (Bozeman #&whrdman 2003, p. 21).
However, unlike the department chair, who has sanfleence over the reward
structure, promotion and tenure of faculty membires research director typically has
little control over these matters (Bozeman and Boeamn, 2003). Bozeman and
Boardman (2003) posit that because of these reasomgpared to a department chair,
a research director has relatively less leeway faithlty members.

Furthermore, Rogers et al. (1999) argue that thecttir must have the ability
to motivate his or her research staff in collahgeatresearch activities; to acquire

funding; and to successfully conduct funded redearbese authors further contend
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that the directors must stimulate the other re$eascin their research centre to
produce research proposals. In addition, Rogers. €0.999) and Zajkowski (2003)
suggest that an effectual and efficient director tnnave the knack for identifying
research funding because unlike departments, ssareh centres do not have a fixed
annual budget and as a result need to locate aadknig from sources external to the
university.

Perhaps the most challenging task for the resedirelstor is to manage the
diverse group of researchers. Managing sciencanmasers is especially problematic
because previous research has shown that thesarafeses find it hard to forge
working relationships with their fellow scientistggasure their isolation and are
usually not receptive to ideas put forward by ath@Roe, 1970). The problem is
further compounded by the fact that in most casssarch scientists affiliated with
research centres have their tenures rooted in agadd#epartments and as a result
they may have interests, which conflict with theée¢he research centre. Hence, the
research directors usually need to expend a sulataartion of their time and
energies to ensure that diverse faculty membersk wolaboratively on projects

(Bozeman and Boardman, 2003).

8.6 Critique of Research Centres

Although the university research centres have plagepivotal role in the
expansion of university research system (GeigerQj98ey have been criticized on
several grounds. For instance, it has been arduadhe university research centres
do not substantially contribute to the educatiossian of the universities. Their main
contribution to the educational objectives of thmvarsities seems to emanate from
the fact that they provide invaluable researcmingi to graduate and post-doctoral
researchers and sometimes provide qualified pasd-tfaculty to teach advance
courses in speciality areas. In addition, Bozemah Boardman (2003) contend that
researchers based in the university research setypeeally have had the experience
of working in and with the industry and as a consege often prove better mentors
for graduate and undergraduate students. Furtherncentre based researchers are
more inclined to hire research assistants and are tikely to collaborate with them.
However, in spite of these contributions, manyiegitargue that the existence of

research centre is not necessary to bolster résaativity in universities because for
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“centuries research and scholarship have been safatly conducted within the
confines of academic departments, and centres déierot have an intellectual core”
(Stahler and Tash, 1994, p. 542).

In addition, Stahler and Tash (1994) argue thatettedways seems to be
tension between departments and centres. Thisaube the centres directly compete
with departments for faculty time, internal fundingesearch infrastructure and
prestige. Furthermore, faculty working with centgesierally have less teaching loads,
access to better research resources and in sotaadas, even higher salaries. These
privileges can cause resentment among faculty wgrki departments. Moreover, in
many cases the centres and departments pursueediffebjectives, which further
escalate conflict between the two entities. Fortaimse, the centres encourage
researchers to work with industry; whereas, fewad@apents encourage ties with the
industry and in most cases tend to deemphasise @lletborations (Bozeman and
Boardman, 2003).

Another criticism levied against the research @mis that they have failed to
promote interdisciplinary research (Hays, 1991hfetaand Tash, 1994). Hays (1991)
suggests two reasons for this. First, many reseagotres lack visibility (i.e. shadow
and adaptive centres) and as a consequence hbacettaentice faculty members into
interdisciplinary setting. Second, faculty partid¢ipa, especially the participation of
junior and untenured faculty, in the research @sntnas been hampered by the
university incentive and reward system. Facultyre$f on behalf of the university
research centres are seldom taken into accounepgronents in tenure, promotion
and salary decisions, which, in turn, make thenuataht to work in centres
(Etzkowitz and Kemelgor, 1998).

Furthermore, it has been argued that the reseayehda of the university
research centres is mainly driven by the needsiraedests of the sponsors and less
by the requirements of academic research, whichseguently results in a “lack of
intellectual core” (Stahler and Tash, 1994). Theliag research undertaken in
research centres is sometimes perceived by themdadommunity as “having less
significance than more basic research, as beingspreatein quality and as being less
prestigious than research conducted along moretitadi disciplinary bounds
(Stahler and Tash, 1994, p. 545).

Additionally, previous research reports that unsitgrresearch centres present

numerous management challenges for administraktags( 1991; Stahler and Tash,
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1994; Bozeman and Boardman, 2003). For instancgs H4991) contends that
university research centres are not very well irstgl into the university's
governance structure. Some research centres arelymar extension of existing
departments; while, others are only trivially int@gd with a university. Hays (1991)
further asserts that in many instances, decisi@rtaiping to funding, reporting
relationships and location tend to be made in &aagrd fashion, which subsequently
hinders the progress and performance of the rdseamires. The centres have also
been criticized because they have led to the ddmmaf universities “by their
professors rather than by their purposes” (Hay911%®. 5). Put differently, this
means that faculty use these centres to further gegsonal research agendas and
appear to disregard the mission and objectivesetihiversity.

Moreover, there is no uniform reporting structuse dentres (Stahler and Tash,
1994; Bozeman and Boardman, 2003). A centre directay report to a single
department head, or to a vice president of researt¢h a provost or academic vice
president. A centre’s importance is ascertaineddlocation within the university’'s
administrative set up. Usually, a higher reportnghority signifies that the research
centre is deemed as a priority by the university iagination and therefore, is likely
to receive higher internal funding and support.

Finally, the general perception is that the redearentres are flexible
organizations, which can be easily establishedtarmdinated (Steffensen et al., 1999).
However, this may not always be the case. It isdifficult to initiate a centre if
sufficient funds are available; but once the cehtre been established, it might not be
very easy to close it down. Centres have the tendém establish “inertia” of their
own and as a consequence may continue to operatdfdhiey are of little use to the
university (Stahler and Tash, 1994).

However, in spite of these criticisms, the conttidmu of the research centres
in the expansion of university research system #redr role in harnessing of
university research to commercial objectives antdonal and regional economic
development can hardly be underestimated. Althotlghuniversity research centres
are unlikely to replace academic departments imgeof their “teaching function,
scholarly activity, generation of new knowledge ahdir organizational primacy
within the university” (Stahler and Tash, 19945p2), they are still expected to play

a central role in attracting external funding fonet universities, fostering
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interdisciplinary collaboration among faculty angst&ining university’s sponsored

research programmes.

8.7 The Importance of the Context for Current Study

The university research centres appear to be ah se¢ting to empirically test
the conceptual model developed in the current stlibis is because both the central
variables used in model, namely work engagementtiarsti can play a key role in
enhancing the effectiveness of these centres. fiugteorking engagement among
research scientists can be important from the ®mwt of the research centres
because previous research indicates that highsl@felork engagement can manifest
in greater commitment and satisfaction, improvedltheand well-being, lower
turnover and absenteeism rates, exhibition of piw@cbehaviour and learning
motivation and higher levels of innovation and perfance (Schaufeli and Salanova,
2007). On the basis of this evidence it is reaslen&b suggest that an engaged
research team can be instrumental in generatingtgrenumber of patents and
licences, producing more new products and procemsgsattracting greater research
funding form the government and industry.

Likewise, a climate of trust at each level of thgamizational hierarchy can
play a key role in augmenting the growth and dgwalent of the research centres.
For instance, positive trust in the top managemiam might stimulate the
researchers to set aside their personal goals atisles and whole-heartedly support
the research agenda specified by them. In suchuatisin, it is expected that the
researchers will be willing to put forth greatefoef towards accomplishing the
research related goals specified by the top manageteam, which, in turn, can
manifest in higher work engagement. In additionstpeesearch suggests that
researchers are often reluctant to engage in theneoomlisation of their research
because such activities are rarely taken into adcoudecisions pertaining to tenure
and promotion (Ambos, Makela, Birkinshaw and D’Es2€08). However, if the
academic scientists believe that the centre managewill adequately reward them
for undertaking commercial endeavours, they ardyliteebe more eager to engage in
these activities. This, in turn, will not only geat greater research funding for the
universities but will also play a pivotal role itcelerating the pace of economic

development of the concerned country (FriedmanSileérman, 2003).
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Furthermore, high trust in the direct supervisan eé&so have positive effects
on researchers’ engagement with their work. Fompte, when researchers dedicate
their time and effort to their research work, theypect that their supervisor will
recognize their contribution and duly reward themtheir efforts. If the researchers
think that their supervisor will fairly reward theior their efforts, the chances are that
they will approach their work with greater vigourdadedication, which subsequently
can lead to several positive outcomes for the esntr

Moreover, according to Stahler and Tash (1994)tm#éowitz and Kemelgor
(1998), university research centres can vary coraidie across several dimensions
but one characteristic, which appears to be cadistcross most centres is that they
aim to promote inter-disciplinary research by bmgg together scientists from
different backgrounds. Thus, one of the biggestiehges faced by research directors
is that they have to ensure that the scientisten fidiverse backgrounds work
collaboratively to tackle a particular theoretioalpractical problem. In such a context
trust in team members acquires particular salieheeause, previous research
indicates that trust in horizontal group relatiapshcan play a key role in fostering
“interpersonal cooperation” and in developing “syistic team relationships” (Jones
and George, 1998).

Finally, although a large number of studies havang@red the barriers and
facilitators of university-industry collaboratiomé the transfer of technology from
university research centres to industries, not msiugies have been conducted
specifically within the context of university resela centres. One notable exception is
Dabos and Rousseau (2004), who sought to ascehaifoint perceptions of the
employee and employer and to investigate the mitjyuahd reciprocity in the
employment relationship. Paired psychological cttreports were obtained from
80 employee-employer dyads in 16 university-baseskarch centres operating in
Latin America. In this study the research directarsre identified as the main
representatives of the university (employer), wherawesponsible for specifying the
terms of employment of the staff scientists (emp&s). The results of this study
showed that both mutuality and reciprocity wereitpoedy associated with indicators
of research productivity and career advancement asd with the self-report
measures of met expectations and intention to $tag.current study, therefore, seeks
to extend both the engagement and trust literdiyrexamining their effects in an

under researched context.
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8.8 Summary

The main objective of this chapter was to reviewltterature pertaining to the
context of the study, that is, the university sceemesearch centres. Specifically,
the current chapter presented a general overvidWweofiniversity research centres.
More specifically, it examined the emergence ofvarsity research centres as a
new organizational form for managing universitye@sh; described the various
types of research centres; highlighted the purposeimportance of the centres;
outlined the role of the university research dioech the management of these
research organizations; and reviewed some of thenpal problems and issues
confronting these centres. This chapter also bridikcussed the triple helix
model, which is based on the premise that the wsitye industry and government
no longer operate in isolation but function as andess whole to promote
innovation and economic development. In additibneviewed the role of science
research centres in the process of technologyfamabstween the university and
its industrial partners. The chapter finally cart®d by highlighting the reasons
for conducting the current study within the contekthe science research centres.

The next chapter presents theory development angothgses. More
particularly, it discusses the theoretical logiciehunderlies the relationship

between the study variables.
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CHAPTER 9

Theory Development and Hypotheses

9.1 Introduction

This chapter presents theory development and hgpeth More specifically,
it starts by proposing that trust in top managemieast in direct supervisor and trust
in team members are likely to influence researchessk engagement and that these
effects would be mediated by organizational idesdtfon, affective commitment to
the supervisor and team psychological safety resde Furthermore, it is
hypothesised that trust propensity will be sigm@ifity and positively associated with
researchers’ engagement with their work. Finalligis tchapter discusses the
theoretical logic, which links work engagementhe butcome variables through the
mediating mechanism of learning goal orientatiohe Tresearch models showing
these proposed relationships and the researchlisges are presented in Figures 9.1,
9.2, 9.3 and 9.4 below:

FIGURE 9.1
Hypotheses 1(a to d)
Trust in Top
M t
anagemen Hla
Work
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Trust in Vigour
Direct Dedication
Supervisor H1 ¢ Absorption
Trust in
Team
Members
Trust H1d
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FIGURE 9.2

Hypotheses 2(a to c)
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FIGURE 9.4
Hypotheses 4(a to e)
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9.2 Work Engagement and Trust in Top Management

There are several reasons why positive trust in tdge management is
expected to be positively associated with reseasthavels of work engagement. As
mentioned in chapter 8, within the context of thmévarsity research centre the top
management team is responsible for: (1) settingdbearch agenda; (2) inspiring the
research staff to engage in collaborative resea@h;acquiring funding; and (4)
carrying out funded research (Rogers et al., 19%98grefore, if the researchers
perceive that the top management team has the iibp#éb carry out these tasks
professionally and efficiently, they might feel motomfortable in supporting their
research agenda and consequently may be more ghvitirdevote their energy and
effort to accomplish the research related goalsipd by them. Higher levels of
energy and effort exerted by researchers subsdgueay culminate in greater work

engagement.



In a related vein, researchers’ belief that the nmgnagement team has the
skilful insight and ability to augment the growthdadevelopment of the research
centre by obtaining funding from external sourceght give them increased
assurance of a more secure future with the resezeolre. In such a situation
researchers are most likely to concentrate on tlesiearch work, rather than feel
concerned about such issues as the sustainabilityeoffuture employment (Mayer
and Gavin, 2005). Complete focus and concentraiiomesearch work, in turn, may
transform into higher work engagement (Kahn, 1998y et al., 2004).

In contrast, if the researchers’ perceive top manmamnt as incompetent and
strongly feel that under them the research cerdeeahbleak future they are likely to
become pessimistic about their own future in thetree Consequently, they may
experience a sense of insecurity and anxiety, widdsequently can have an adverse
impact on their work engagement.

Furthermore, if the researchers’ feel that the topnagement has been
unsuccessful in fulfilling their promised inducengntheir level of trust in the top
managers might drop and they may perceive it asinnngement of the
psychological contract (Robinson, 1996). An infengent of the psychological
contract takes place when one party in a relatipngtognises another to have failed
to discharge promised obligations (Robinson andsReau, 1994). When researchers
perceive a contract violation, their sense of &mtteon with both the job and the
research centre is expected to go down (RobinsonRuousseau, 1994). In these
circumstances it may become increasingly difficiadt the researchers’ to show
energy, enthusiasm and involvement in their wortk e likely decline in their levels
of enthusiasm and involvement might eventually tietesinto disengagement from
work (Schaufeli and Salanova, 2007). Hence, ieasonable to suggest that in order
to promote work engagement, the top managers slsitilce to deliver on their
commitments and seek to create a suitable psydiealogontract, which should
depict an “optimal fit” between the researchers Hral research centre in terms of
“mutual expectations” (Schaufeli and Salanova, 2007)

Moreover, researchers’ perception that the top gemant is communicating
organizational issues candidly and honestly mayelowsecurity or uncertainty
amongst them (Mishra and Sprietzer, 1998). Thiseisause such vital information
gives the research staff a clearer idea abounteations of the top managers. In such

an open environment, it is reasonable to expedt ttie researchers’ will tend to
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remain focussed on accomplishing their researcate@l goals rather than being
constantly preoccupied by feelings of mistrust ahoubt. Full psychological
involvement in research related work eventually canhance researchers’
engagement with their work (Kahn, 1992). On thet@y, top management’s
inclination to cover up key organisational inforioat and keep researchers in the
dark is likely to create an insecure environmentwhich researchers are liable to
withhold their energy and commitment and as a aqunsece are likely to disengage
from their work (Kahn, 1990).

Finally, it is argued that when researchers belivat the policies and
procedures adopted by top managers are clearlysédctowards promoting and
enhancing their well being, they are likely to procate under the norms of social
exchange (Blau, 1964) by approaching their worlhwiteater zeal and commitment
(Saks, 2006). Saks (2006) suggests that immersimagedl more completely into
one’s work roles and dedicating greater amountghitive, emotional and physical
resources to one’s job is a very insightful manioerindividuals to respond to the
resources and rewards provided by their organizafibus, the following hypothesis

is stated:

Hypothesis la:Researchers’ trust in top management is positiasisociated with
their work engagement

9.3 Organizational Identification as a Mediating Lnk between Trust in Top
Management and Work Engagement

As mentioned in chapter 5, organizational iderdificn refers to ‘perception
of oneness with or belongingness to the organizafshforth and Mael, 1989, p. 22)
or ‘the degree to which a member defines him osdl€éby the same attributes that he
or she believes define the organization’ (Duttonk&ich and Harquail, 1994, p. 239).
In the present study it is argued that positivesttim the top management might
strengthen researchers’ identification with theeaesh centre. For example, prior
research has indicated that individuals identifghwa group “partly to enhance self
esteem” and as result tend to “invest more of tkelf concept in valued persona”

because this is expected to give a boost to tlealings of self worth (Mael &
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Ashforth, 1992, p. 105). Thus, it is speculated thiaen researchers perceive the top
management team to be competent and accomplidtedate more liable to identify
with them because by doing so might allow them ¢tguae a more positive
evaluation of the self and as a consequence magase their feelings of self-esteem
and self worth. Since top management is considéredprimary purveyor of the
research centre’s actions, it is reasonable toesigdpat researchers’ identification
with the top management team is likely to spill oteethe organization as a whole.

In addition, researchers’ belief that the polic@sl procedures enacted by the
top management are fair is likely to signal that ridsearch centre respects them and
values their contribution. This sense of being gdlby the research centre is likely to
raise researchers’ self esteem, thereby strengiiethieir identification with the
research centre.

Similarly, researchers’ perception that the top ngenzent will deliver on
their promises might lead them to believe thatrésearch centre is an attractive and a
desirable place to belong to. This increase in fibeceived attractiveness of the
research centre can augment researchers’ idetibficavith the centre. Previous
research provides sufficient evidence that positrust can amplify organizational
identification (Cremer et al., 2006; Dickey et a007).

A strong organizational identification subsequenily expected to boost
researchers’ work engagement. As noted above aa@mmal identification is
defined as the ‘perception of oneness with or belgmgess to the organization’
(Ashforth and Mael, 1989, p. 22). This psycholobmaeness with the organization
might lead the individuals to view the organizatsogoals and interests as their own
(Mael and Ashforth, 1992; Van Knippenberg, 20000 a8 a consequence may
stimulate them to dedicate greater amounts of thmeintal and physical resources
towards the attainment of these goals, which bylicapon can result in greater work
engagement.

In addition, prior research has demonstrated thmgarozational identification
leads to increased work motivation (Van Knippenbe2§00) and greater job
involvement (Van Knippenberg and Van Schie, 200kefa, 2005); a construct
which is closely aligned with the concept of worlgagement (Macey and Schneider,
2008). In a related vein, Wegge et al (2006) inrtseeidy on call centres showed that
organizational identification was related to thmedicators of motivation, namely, job

satisfaction, organizational citizenship behaviaad turnover intentions. Given the
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fact that work engagement is also an indicator ofivation and has some conceptual
overlap with the construct of job involvement, & safe to assume that high
identification may also positively contribute towarnncreasing work engagement.

Finally, Pratt (1998) argues that social identiiiza with the organization can
satisfy the basic human needs for belonging, safetlyself enhancement. According
to the self determination theory (Ryan and DecD@Qhe satisfaction of the basic
human need to belong is likely to increase intdnsiotivation, well being and
subsequently work engagement (Schaufeli and Sa#&n2007). Therefore, it is
predicted that:

Hypothesis 2a:Researchers’ organizational identification will diege the effects of

trust in top management on work engagement.

9.4 Trust in Supervisor and Work Engagement

The proposed research model suggests that high déveust in the direct
supervisor might also positively affect researchengagement with their work. For
instance, when researchers dedicate their timeggrand effort to their work, they
may expect that their supervisor will recognize aradue their contribution by
rewarding them either intrinsically (e.g. recogmitiand appreciation) or extrinsically
(e.g. pay raise) (Macey and Schneider, 2008). Kewaef researchers feel that they
cannot count on the supervisor to reward themyfémn their efforts, the chances are
that they might become disillusioned and consedyenay react by showing lesser
amounts of enthusiasm and involvement in their wdtks reduction of enthusiasm
and involvement on part of the researchers canteaty manifest as disengagement
from work.

Conversely, when researchers believe that they depend on their
supervisors to fairly discharge their responsiesit their motivation and commitment
is most likely to improve. In such a situation @®bers are likely to contribute
greater amounts of their mental and physical ressuto role performance, which
subsequently can result in higher work engagemeahr§, 1990; May, Gilson and
Harter, 2004).

Furthermore, if the researchers believe that teaepervisor is capable and

skilled, they are likely to feel more assured ttiegy can count on him or her to
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provide assistance and guidance when they runwot& related problems (Tan and
Tan, 2000). These perceptions are likely to ragsearchers’ levels of self-efficacy
and enhanced self-efficacy beliefs, in turn, maadléo stronger work engagement
(Llorens, Schaufeli, Bakker and Salanova, 2007).

Additionally, when researchers believe that theesupor is concerned about
their welfare, has confidence in their abilitieddreats them with respect, they are
likely to reciprocate under the norms of socialletmye (Blau, 1964) by approaching
their work with greater energy, devotion and inse(&aks, 2006).

Finally, Lewicki, Tomlinson and Gillespie (2006) itend that “extending
trust engenders reciprocity, so that when we wtistrs, they become more likely to
behave in a trustworthy manner and to trust ugtarn” (p. 998). Applying this logic
to the present study, it is argued that when rebeas trust their supervisor, the
supervisor might reciprocate by trusting them backl supervisor’s trust in their
research staff may manifest in the staff being araxged to show “initiative and act
autonomously” (Spreitzer and Mishra, 1999, p. 16Bkcording to the job
characteristics theory (Hackman and Oldham, 198Men employees are given
greater freedom to carry out their work tasks,rthmrels of intrinsic motivation and
work engagement are expected to go up (SchaufdliBakker, 2004). Thus, it is
proposed that:

Hypothesis 1b:Researchers’ trust in direct supervisor will besipeely associated

with their work engagement.

9.5 Affective Commitment to Supervisor as a Mediatig Link between Trust in

Supervisor and Work Engagement

Affective commitment to the supervisor refers to pbmgees’ emotional
attachment to and identification with their supsovi(Clugston, Howell and Dorfman,
2000). In the current investigation, it is specedathat higher level of trust in the
supervisor may have a positive impact on superyisommitment. Dirks and Ferrin
(2002) argue that the supervisor performs manysreleh as evaluating performance,
providing guidance with regards to job and caredasted issues and distribution of
rewards, which can have a profound effect on engdsy commitment and

satisfaction. If researchers believe that they trast their supervisor to impartially
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carry out his or her role with regards to theseeatspof the job, they are likely to
shelve their personal interests and internalise¢kearch related goals and objectives
specified by their supervisor (Dirks and Skarlic®04). The aligning of researchers’
goals and interests with that of the supervisotuin, is expected to engender greater
commitment to the supervisor (Becker et al., 1996).

Additionally, it is suggested that higher commitrhenthe supervisor is likely
to increase researchers’ work engagement. Whemeearchers are committed to
their supervisor, they are liable to get accessufmervisory resources that may not be
available otherwise (Siders et al., 2001). Suclesugory resources can take the form
of more social support, more frequent feedbackrandorcement, more challenging
goals and personalised coaching. These resourgesinaivational potential and as a
result can promote work engagement (Bakker and Dautie 2008; Bakker et al.,

2008). In view of this discussion the following logpesis is formulated:

Hypothesis2b: Researchers’ affective commitment to the superwistbrmediate the
effects of trust in direct supervisor on work engagat.

9.6 Work Engagement and Trust in Team Members

Traditionally, studies on organizational trust hamainly focused on trust in
leadership (Costigan, llter and Berman 1998). Haxevecently, trust in peers or
team-members, has assumed increased significaneamsprocesses have received
more sophisticated investigation (Jones and Gedr@@3). Trust in team members
acquires particular salience within the contexuniversity science research centers
where the research scientists work in multi-disogoly teams, which require close
collaboration to attain their research goals (Boed and Corley, 2008). Working in
teams usually involves some degree of interdeper@and as a consequence team
members need to rely on each other to attain iddali and team goals (Wilson,
Straus and McEvily, 2006)n such a situation the only way by which succddsisk
completion and goal accomplishment can take placéhiough cooperation and
research evidence indicates that trust in team menada@é play a key role in fostering
“interpersonal cooperation” and in developing “sgistic team relationships” (Jones
and George, 1998).
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Positive trust in team members is expected to tmuigr to higher work
engagement in several different ways. For instaih@é® argued that high trust in team
members might lead the researchers to adopt aratimsyality” with them, which can
induce them to place the team’s interest above tven personal interests (Bijlsma-
Frankema, De Jong and Van de Bunt, 2008). Thigttixdness” towards team goals
appears to promote employees’ willingness to exedra effort towards the
attainment of team goals, which in turn can mahifasenhanced levels of work
engagement.

In addition, high levels of trust in team membeas ¢ncrease researchers’
inclination to openly share information and ideasduse they feel confident that their
team members will not behave opportunistically (@sland Smith, 2006). An open
exchange of knowledge, information and ideas islflike promote researchers’
learning and development and as result can fostak vengagement (Hakanen,
Bakker and Schaufeli, 2006).

In a related vein, in an environment of trust, aeskers are more likely to
engage in helping behaviours (Dirks and Skarli2kiQ4). Helping behaviours in the
form of instrumental help from colleagues incretieelikelihood that researchers will
be able to complete their research work effectiealg therefore, is likely to result in
higher work engagement (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004)

Finally, positive trust can develop high gqualityateonships between team
members, which are characterised by demonstrafioarwern and mutual respect for
each other (Jones and George, 1998; Costa, 2008uch a supportive environment
researchers are more likely to feel accepted withm team and will feel more
comfortable in sharing their job specific and peedoproblems with their team
members, which in turn can satisfy their need torxg (Broeck, Vansteenkiste, Witte
and Lens, 2008). According to the self-determinatieory (Ryan and Deci, 2000),
the fulflment of the basic human need to belongh g@omote autonomous
regulation — a concept that is closely alignedhe tonstruct of work engagement
(Meyer and Gagne, 2008).

In contrast, when trust levels are low, researclaes liable to engage in
dysfunctional behaviours such as wasting time aretgy in monitoring each others’
activities, refusing to engage in helping behawoand expressing unwillingness to
share information and ideas with fellow team merl{Kiffin-Peterson and Cordery,

2003). Moreover, lack of trust in team memberstcanslate into reduced satisfaction
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with the team and the desire to quit the team (@¥ilst al., 2006). The confluence of

these factors can result in disengagement from wiéekce it is hypothesised that:

Hypothesis 1cResearchers’ trust in their team members will k@tpely associated

with their work engagement

9.7 Team Psychological Safety as a Mediating Linkdbween Trust in Team

Members and Work Engagement

Edmondson (1999) defines team psychological saetgam members’ belief
that their “team is safe for interpersonal riskingk (p. 354). It is proposed that
positive trust in team members might cultivate enate of psychological safety
within teams. For example, Edmondson (2004) proptsat the existence of trusting
relationships between team members can play aghivole in engendering feelings
of psychological safety. More specifically, she gests that when employees believe
that their team members have faith in their skilisl capabilities, they are more likely
to openly express their thoughts and opinions. l@ncontrary, if employees perceive
that their colleagues have little trust in theirligbs, they are likely to feel “judged”
or “monitored” and might thus refrain from expreggitheir opinions because they
fear that it may bring harm to their reputation ifizhdson, 2004).

Others scholars have also expressed similar vieas.instance, May et al.
(2004) assert that high levels of affective trust eomponent of trust that reflects a
special relationship, in which individuals expresse and concern for their partners
(McAllister, 1995), can play a key role in promotifegelings of psychological safety.
May and his colleagues further argue that empldyteeslency to value each others’
skills and talents and their willingness to suppeath other in difficult times can
heighten perceptions of psychological safety.

Furthermore, Kahn (1990) in his qualitative studpnducted within the
confines of an architecture firm, found that “iqgersonal relationships promoted
psychological safety when they were supportive tamsting” (p. 708). The results of
this study showed that the employees were morengito share ideas and concepts
about designs when they trusted each other.
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Finally, using a sample of hair stylists, Madjarda@ritz-Walters (2009)
empirically established that a climate of trust paove to be an important predictor
of psychological safety.

A psychologically safe environment, in turn, is likego promote work
engagement. For instance, when researchers feehglegically safe they are more
likely to take risks such as trying out new workthoels, proposing unorthodox ideas
and generating novel solutions to problems becdbeg do not expect negative
consequences for doing so (May et al.,, 2004). Hhisuld increase researchers’
initiative and strengthen their sense of self-dateation and as a consequence might
raise their work engagement. Conversely, when reBees are working under
uncertain and unsafe conditions, they will be laegito experiment and express their
true selves, which in turn may cause their engagétegels to decline (May et al.,
2004). Therefore, the following hypothesis is slate

Hypothesis 2c:Team psychological safety will mediate the effeaftdrust in team

members on work engagement.

9.8 Trust Propensity and Work Engagement

This thesis also proposes that researchers’ dispasi tendency to trust
others may also have a positive impact on theikvemrgagement. Previous research
suggests that high trustors are more inclined tgage in pro-social behaviour
because they feel assured that others will recgteocheir good deeds in some
appropriate way (Van Dyne, VandeWalle, Kostova,heat and Cummings, 2000;
Colquitt, Scott and LePine, 2007). In addition, ®o0{1980) reports that people with
a high propensity to trust are less likely to theat or steal and they are more likely
to respect the rights of others, are liked by athand are sought out as friends.
Moreover, McKnight and Chervany (2001) assert thadividuals, who are
predisposed to trust others, generally tend taebe tritical of others and are usually
more likely to give other people the benefit of ttmubt. Furthermore, Colquitt et al.
(2007) in their meta-analytic study showed that tings individuals are likely to
refrain from engaging in counterproductive behawouinally, high trustors have
been found to be less suspicious and thereforg,imetined to monitor the actions of
others (Van Dyne et al., 2000).
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In view of these positive characteristics, it isgenable to suggest that the
trusting researchers might develop high qualityatrehships with their supervisors
and team members (Van Dyne et al., 2000), which faapitate them to mobilize
resources (e.g. social support from co-workerssaumpervisors, performance feedback
etc.) that are necessary for strengthening therk \eagagement. Thus, the following

hypothesis is formulated:

Hypothesis 1d:Researchers’ trust propensity will be positivedgaciated with their

work engagement.

9.9 Work Engagement and Organizational Outcomes

In the current study, it is hypothesised that Hig¥els of work engagement
will lead to better in-role job performance, highewels of innovation, a greater
tendency to engage in two forms of learning behayinamely, feedback seeking and
error communication and stronger organizational ro@ment. These relationships

are discussed in the ensuing paragraphs.

9.9.1 Work Engagement and In-Role Job Performance

In-role job performance refers to those activittest are linked to employees’
formal role obligations (Borman and Motowidlo, 1997As mentioned earlier,
previous research suggests that engaged workeesienxge greater job satisfaction,
are more committed to their organization and gdlyereve a lower tendency to
turnover (Schaufeli and Salanova, 2007). Furtheemdr has been reported that
engaged employees are likely to show initiativek@feen, Perhoniemi and Toppinen-
Tanner, 2008), learning motivation (Sonnentag, 2088d proactive behaviour
(Salanova and Schaufeli, 2008) while working onrtfabs. Finally, since engaged
employees cope well with the demands in their emvirent, they are expected to
enjoy good health and well-being (Bakker et al, &00mproved health and well-
being, in turn, might allow the engaged workersdtive greater energy into their
work roles and as a result may manifest in supgolorperformance (Bakker et al.,
2008). Therefore, on the basis of this evidencss, jtostulated that engaged research

scientists will display better in-role job perfornt@ than their non-engaged
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counterparts. Past empirical research supports lithle between in-role job

performance and work engagement (Schaufeli, TadsBakker, 2006).

Hypothesis 3aResearchers’ work engagement will be positivegpamted with their

in-role job performance.

9.9.2 Work Engagement and Innovative Work Behaviour

Innovative work behaviour involves activities su@s experimentation,
suggesting new ideas and coming with innovativeitsmis to problems (Janssen,
2000). The link between work engagement and inmeaork behaviour can be
explained in terms of the broaden-and-build thexdrgositive emotions (Fredrickson,
2000). According to this theory certain positiveaions such as joy, interest and
love broaden people’s momentary thought-actionrtepes and build their personal
resources, which are permanent and long lastingdriekson (1998) suggests that,
“experiences of certain positive emotions prompividuals to discard time-tested or
automatic (everyday) behavioural script and to persovel, creative and often
unscripted paths of thought and action” (p. 304)ud it is speculated that when
researchers experience positive affect in the fofrwork engagement they may feel
an urge to try out new work methods and come up winovative ideas and
suggestions (Hakanen, Perhoniemi and Tanner, 20@8dr research provides
supporting evidence that work engagement can pm@nmotovative work behaviour
(Schaufeli, Taris and Bakker, 2006; Hakanen ef@l08). Thus we hypothesise:

Hypothesis 3bResearchersiork engagement will be positively associated whikirt

innovative work behaviour.

9.9.3 Work Engagement and Learning Behaviour

Research evidence indicates that employees’ tegydengroactively seek
feedback and their inclination to report and camgively analyze mistakes can
augment individual, team and organizational learrand performance (Edmondson,
1999, 2004). However, in spite of the potentialadages, the act of seeking

feedback and reporting errors entails significavgte for the concerned individual.
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This is because in both cases individuals riskivewg a negative evaluation, which
in turn, can have adverse effects on their selfgenarhus, it is suggested that
individuals will only engage in these interpersdnaisky behaviours if the benefits
of engaging in these behaviours out strip the costs

In the current investigation it is argued that egeghresearchers might focus
more on the value and less on the costs assoaiatiedeeking diagnostic feedback
and reporting errors, and as a result may be macéned to engage in these
behaviours. Engaged employees are committed toompeirfg at high standards
(Schaufeli and Salanova, 2007) and possess a slesig to learn (Sonnentag, 2003).
Thus, it is suggested that the engaged researaleetikely to perceive the process of
seeking information for self improvement and distug mistakes as an opportunity
to correct their performance-related deficienciesl asatisfy their penchant for
learning. This quest for self improvement, in twan stimulate the engaged scientists
to exhibit learning behaviour.

Moreover, employees who are strongly engaged i thverk have been
known to exhibit personal initiative and proactibehaviour in the workplace
(Sonnentag, 2003; Salanova and Schaufeli, 2008) titerefore, suggested that these
characteristics might provide the necessary imp&tuthe engaged researchers to
proactively seek feedback and communicate erroosthé best of my knowledge
these relationships have not been explored befdnas the following two hypotheses

are stated:

Hypothesis 3c:Researchers’ work engagement will be positivelgoamted with

seeking feedback for self improvement

Hypothesis 3d:Researchers’ work engagement will be positivelgyoamted with

error communication
9.9.4 Work Engagement and Organizational Commitment

Finally, work engagement is likely to lead to gezatffective organizational
commitment. As mentioned earlier, affective orgatianal commitment in the

present study is conceptualised as employees’hatiet to, identification with and

involvement in the organization (Meyer, Allen andnigh, 1993). Schaufeli and
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Salanova (2007) in their review mention that gelherengaged employees’ values
and norms tend to be compatible with those of thieganizations, which might make
them more committed to their employing organizatidMoreover, Schaufeli and
Bakker (2004) report that engaged employees ushayge access to plenty of job
resources, which gives them less of an incentivesetek employment elsewhere.
There is ample evidence, which suggests that waergagement can enhance
employees’ commitment to their organization (Sak806; Hakanen et al., 2006;
Hakanen, Schaufeli and Ahola, 2008).

Hypothesis 3eResearchers’ work engagement will be positivegpamted with their

organizational commitment

9.10 The Mediating Role of Learning Goal Orientatio

One important contribution of this thesis is thabighlights the role of learning goal
orientation as a conduit through which work engag@maffects the five
organizational outcomes. Although learning goakmwiation is a relatively stable
personality trait, it can be affected by situatiotizes such as leadership style, reward
systems and training and development (VandeWalle1p In the present study it is
argued that positive affect in the form of work aggment would induce individuals
to approach their work with a learning goal oridiota

Schaufeli and Salanova, (2007) report that engaggaloyees are constantly
on look out for new challenges in their jobs and @edicated to performing at high
performance levels. Thus, it is speculated that thirsuit of excellence and new
challenges might inspire the engaged scientisent@nce their research potential by
learning and mastering new research related skilisch eventually may strengthen
their learning orientation.

Moreover, engaged workers because of their highregegf involvement in
their work are likely to possess a sound awarenés$ise requirements of their jobs
(Harter, Schmidt and Keyes, 2003). This might fed® them to identify the
necessary skills and knowledge, which are essedhntiaxcelling in their work. When
the employees are clear about which skills andtigsilare important for their work,
they will be more inclined to devote their time aedergies to look for relevant

information and strategies that might help theradquire those skills. This search for
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information and strategies, in turn, can enhanceleyees’ learning orientation
(Kohli, Shervani and Challagalla, 1998).

In return it is expected that a strong learningmation might lead to higher
in-role job performance, an increased motivationetggage in innovative work
behaviour, a greater exhibition of learning behaviand enhanced organizational
commitment. For instance, prior research has detraiad that individuals with a
learning goal orientation put extra effort into ithpbs, set challenging goals for
themselves and engage in planning their work (Vealke, Brown, Cron and
Slocum, 1999). These individuals not only work hland they also work smart (Sujan,
Weitz and Kumar, 1994) and generally tend to havagh sense of self efficacy
(VandeWalle, Cron and Slocum, 2001). In additi@ayhing goal orientation has been
found to be positively associated with optimism dnaghe - two personal resources
that might cultivate resiliency in the wake of satks (VandeWalle, 2001). In light of
this evidence, it is safe to assume that learnnented researchers will demonstrate
superior in-role job performance (Janssen and Viagréh, 2004).

In addition, it is predicted that individuals high learning goal orientation are
more likely to engage in innovative work behavio@irlearning goal orientation can
prove to be an important driver of innovative wdr&haviour for several reasons.
First, “innovation is an especially complex and lldrging task encompassing a
broad variety of cognitive and social activitiesjcls as generating, promoting,
discussing, modifying and ultimately implementingative ideas” (Janssen and Van
Yperen, 2004, p. 371). Since learning orientatedviddals have a penchant for
complex and novel tasks (VandeWalle, 1997), itpecsilated that these individuals
may be more inclined to seek out creative actisjtiwhich by definition involve
uncertain and untested approaches and possesshalikeghood of failure and
potential error (Hirst, Van Knippenberg and Zho002).

Furthermore, Amabile (1997) argues that an indiiduatrinsic interest in
his or her work can play a pivotal role in sparkingovation and creativity. Previous
research suggests that individuals who hold a gtidearning orientation have a
personal and intrinsic interest in their job tag¥&n Yperen, 2003), which might
prompt them to dabble in innovative activities.

Moreover, employees who have a strong learningntai®mn do not flinch
when they encounter demanding situations (VandeVdl®97; VandeWalle and

Cummings, 1997). Since innovation involves changimg status-quo, it is likely to
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arouse resistance from other workers, especiatigetlwho may be adversely affected
by the innovative change (Janssen, 2003). Due ¢o tlesilient nature, learning
oriented employees are much better equipped to witheresistance and opposition
from other workers and as a result are expectpeteevere and ultimately succeed in
implementing their innovative plans. Prior reseaids support to the notion that
learning goal orientation can induce innovative kvbehaviour (Janssen and Van
Yperen, 2004; Hirst et al., 2009).

Individuals with a high learning goal orientatiore aalso expected to display
learning behaviours like feedback seeking and comaating errors. Learning
oriented individuals are more liable to seek diagicdeedback because they consider
it as critical to their goal of improving their cpetence (Janssen and Prins, 2007,
Park, Schmidt, Scheu and DeShon, 2007). Furthernsoree people with a learning
goal orientation are not unduly bothered by mistaked consider errors and failures
as part of the learning process (Sujan, Weitz anth&t, 1994), they are also more
likely to report and discuss mistakes.

There are at least two reasons why learning gaehw@tion is likely to be
positively related to organizational commitmentsEilearning oriented people might
perceive greater development and learning oppdigsniwithin the organization,
which may inspire them to continue employment withir employing organization
(D’Amato and Herzfeldt, 2008). Second, learning Igogentation by reinforcing
individuals sense of self efficacy, contributegheir feelings of personal competence
and self-worth. Enhanced feelings of competencesatidworth, in turn, have been
reported to lead to increased organizational comenit (Meyer and Allen, 1997).

Taken together the above discussion implies thak vesrgagement might
affect the five organizational outcomes by raisingsearchers’ learning goal
orientation. Work engagement however can affect diganizational outcomes in
other ways as well. For example, Schaufeli and BakR004) suggest that work
engagement can influence organizational outcomembiively affecting employees’
health and well being. In a related vein, Bakked &emerouti (2008) propose that
work engagement can positively affect performanctcmues by facilitating self
regulation. Thus, it is predicted that learningalgorientation will at least partially
mediate the relationship between work engagement thadfive organizational

outcomes. Hence, the following hypotheses are Bpéci
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Hypothesis 4aResearchers’ learning goal orientation will astgzartially mediate

the effects of work engagement on in-role job pentamce

Hypothesis 4bResearchers’ learning goal orientation will astgzartially mediate

the effects of work engagement on innovative warkdviour

Hypothesis 4cResearchers’ learning goal orientation will astgzartially mediate
the effects of work engagement on seeking feedlacelf improvement

Hypothesis 4dResearchers’ learning goal orientation will astgaartially mediate

the effects of work engagement on error commuraoati

Hypothesis 4eResearchers’ learning goal orientation will astgaartially mediate

the effects of work engagement on organizationalrodment

9.11 Summary

The purpose of this chapter was to explain therthand logic for developing
the relevant research hypotheses. More specificatlywas hypothesised that
organizational identification, affective commitmetd the supervisor and team
psychological safety will link trust in top managemt, trust in direct supervisor and
trust in team members to work engagement respéctitevas further predicted that
trust propensity will also have a positive impactresearchers’ work engagement.
Finally, it was speculated that learning goal oaénh will act as an intervening

mechanism between work engagement and the outocamiebles.
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CHAPTER 10

Research Methodology

10.1 Introduction

The present chapter lays down the philosophicahdations of the study and
describes its methodological design. More spedlficthis chapter comprises of two
sections. The first section discusses the epistagiual framework of the study and
illuminates its ontological foundation. Epistemojag the branch of philosophy that
is concerned with the origin of knowledge or how eeene to know (Creswell, 2003;
Eby, Hurst and Butts, 2009). Epistemology poseddhewing question: ‘What is the
relationship between the would-be knower and thgabbof research?’(Guba and
Lincoln, 1994; Creswell, 1994). Ontology on théeat hand, is the philosophy of
reality, which focuses on what exists in the watdund us (Creswell, 2003; Eby et
al., 2009). It seeks answer to the following questiWhat is the nature of reality and
therefore, what is there that can be known abdtit (Buba and Lincoln, 1994;
Creswell, 1994). Furthermore, methodology enablessaarcher to find out whatever
he or she believes, can be known (Guba and Lincb®94). Epistemology is
intimately related to ontology and methodology. Whontology is the philosophy of
reality; epistemology addresses how we can comekrtow that reality and
methodology highlights the particular practices duse attain knowledge of that
reality.

The second section of this chapter deals with #search methodology
employed for this study. More patrticularly, it disses the research design of the
study; provides details regarding the researchqigeaints; explains the data collection
procedures; describes the measurement instrumsadista assess the study variables;
and finally examines the statistical techniquekzetil to test the research hypotheses.
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10.2 Philosophical Foundations of this Research

As noted in earlier chapters, work engagement ¢s rttain phenomena of
interest in the present study. The review of thgagement literature presented in
Chapter 2 reveals that this area is embedded irpdisdivist tradition. Positivism
assumes a realist ontology and, therefore, propibs¢seality is objective, concrete,
‘out there’ and independent of the language reseascuse to describe it (Creswell,
1994). The basic stance of positivism is arguetheéadeterministic, which suggests
that causes probably determine effects or outco(@sba and Lincoln, 1994;
Creswell, 2003). The problems, therefore, investiddy the positivists reflect a need
to identify the causes that affect particular outesniCreswell, 2003). In addition,
positivism also reflects a reductionistic philospph which the aim is to reduce the
ideas into specific propositions or research hygstls, which subsequently can be
empirically tested (Guba and Lincoln, 1994; Cre$w203). Positivism has its roots
in empiricism, which postulates that observation ar@hsurement represent the core
of the scientific method (Benton and Craib, 2001).

Within the positivist framework, the researcher @nel researched object are
assumed to be independent and distant from eadr (Buba and Lincoln, 1994;
Creswell, 1994). It is further suggested that theearcher should be capable of
researching the object of research without inflim@ or being influence by it. Thus,
the researchers who adopt a positivist approachdéeial precautions to control for
bias and attempt to remain objective while assgsaiparticular situation (Creswell,
1994). These aspects of positivism emanate fromeabkst foundations.

The process of knowledge development within thetpag framework, takes
place through the hypothetico-deductive model (®@edls 1994; Bryman, 2001). In
the hypothetico-deductive model, a researcher pespastheory and on the basis of
that theory specifies certain hypotheses, whichthen rigorously tested through
appropriate analytical techniques (Colquitt and &ag”helan, 2007). Colquitt and
Zapata-Phelan (2007) argue that in hypothetico-deductudies, initial tests of
theory are typically focused on establishing thdiditg of the theory’s main
propositions. In subsequent tests researchers begimvestigate the possible
mediators or moderators of an existing relationsRipally, the researchers conduct
further tests by incorporating new antecedentsaurtdome variables, which were not

part of the original model. These researchers éurthssert that the potential
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contribution of empirical studies using the hypoitedeductive model can be
gauged on two dimensions: theory development aedryhtesting. In fact the results
of Colquitt and Zapata-Phelan’s (2007) study shotired over the past five decades
both theory building and theory testing have exbtdbiupward trends and that studies
high on these dimensions enjoyed the highest |efalgations.

In the hypothetico-deductive model variables angadtlyeses are specified
before the study is initiated and they remain fixleughout the investigation. The
purpose of the study is to “develop generalizatithrag contribute to the theory and
that enables one to better predict, explain andrstand some phenomena” (Creswell,
1994, p. 7). Since, positivism predominantly fomusen establishing a causal
framework, (i.e. theory — model — testing) for depéng knowledge, the quantitative
method is deemed as the appropriate method foagpsoach.

The main contribution of this study is not at thelgsophical level but at the
level of the theory. As mentioned in previous ckagatwork engagement has been
mainly expressed as an outcome of job and persesalirces (Bakker et al., 2008;
Bakker and Demerouti, 2008). The present study,evew adopts a new line of
inquiry and aims to extend the developing engagéniemature by examining the
effects of trust on researchers’ levels of workagement. The current study is guided
by a mature body of literature because both wodagement and trust are relatively
established and well understood constructs, whash lwe measured by reliable and
valid instruments. In this regard, Edmondson andMisicus (2007) argue that
researchers should strive to obtain an optimum ndetfbgical fit, which reflects a
consistency between the state of theory developamhimethods used for the study.
More specifically, Edmondson and McManus (2007)tend that “as the area of
theory becomes more mature with greater consensusn@ researchers, most
important contributions take the form of carefullgecified models and quantitative
tests” (p. 1177). Thus, in line with this reasonitige present study proposes an
integrated model, which links the three forms ditesttrust, that is, trust in top
management, trust in direct supervisor and trugeam members and trait trust or
trust propensity to work engagement. This modéli#t from a series of propositions
regarding the complex inter-relationship betweemnkwemgagement and the two forms
of trust (i.e. state and trait trust). These prapmss were subsequently tested through
suitable quantitative techniques, which are disedisen detail in the ensuing

paragraphs.
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10.3 Research Design: Quantitative Survey

The survey design is considered as the most apptepesearch design to
measure the perceptions and attitudes of researehtists in this study because it
encompasses the positivist framework and the easgociquantitative method
(Creswell, 1994, 2003). Survey research aims tdystiarge and small populations to
discover the relative incidence, distribution amderrelations of sociological and
psychological variables” (Kerlinger, 1986, p. 37Put differently, survey research is
usually a quantitative method, which elicits staddsed information in order to
define or describe variables or to study relatiopsiietween variables (Fowler, 2002).

Fowler (2002) highlights three characteristicswuieys:

* The main aim of the survey is to generate stasistitat is, quantitative or
numerical descriptions about some aspects of thy gtopulation.

» The primary method of gathering information is bgkiag people

guestions; their answers constitute the data nlaéyzed.

* Usually information is collected from only a smahbmple of the

population rather than from every member of the paipn.

Surveys are particularly useful in describing theracteristics of a large
population (Babbie, 2007; Dillman, 2007). Babbi®d2) and Dilman (2007) argue
that a carefully selected probability sample in joontion with a standardized
guestionnaire provides a group of respondents whdsaracteristics can be
generalized to the larger population. This adwgmtgives survey research an edge
over other methods such as, focus groups, smalipgeaperiments, content analysis
and historical analysis (Dillman, 2007). Additiolyalsince in survey research the
required information is collected from a small pariage of the population rather than
every member of the population, it provides a reddy quick, inexpensive, efficient
and accurate means of collecting information atzospecific population (Kerlinger,
1986; Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill, 2009).
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However, surveys have certain shortcomings, whiebdnto be noted. For
instance, Dilman (2007) identifies four source®wbr in survey research, which can
adversely affect the results of the concerned stiithg first source of error is the
sampling error, which occurs as a result of excigdsome people from the survey
population. This error can bias the sample estism@tdhe extent that those excluded
differ from those included (Fowler, 2002). Secondiyrvey research can lead to
coverage error. Coverage error takes place whem lith from which the sample is
drawn does not include all elements of the popagtthus making it impossible to
give all elements of the population an equal onvkma@hance of being included in the
sample survey” (Dillman, 2007, p. 9). The third smu of error, that is, the
measurement error, takes place because of theunzecand imprecise responses to
guestions by the respondents. Measurement errardecause of poor guestion
wording and inappropriate questionnaire design.nalfy, the non-response error
occurs when a substantial percentage of the peoptee survey sample do not
respond to the questionnaire and are different ftbose who respond, in a way
relevant to the study. Non-response error is pddity problematic in mail and
internet surveys. Dillaman (2007) argues that algioeffort must be made to reduce
all types of error, particular attention needs e¢oplaid to addressing the measurement
and non-response errors. These errors can be tadigiarough an effective design of

guestions, questionnaires and implementation methods

10.3.1 Methods of Data Collection

In survey research the required information canobtined by using the
following methods: (1) personal interviews; (2)eghone interviews; (3) mail
guestionnaires; and (4) internet or web-based opuegtires. Traditionally, personal
interview was considered the most powerful tooswivey research (Kerlinger, 1986;
Dillman, 2007). However, the recent advances in maer technology; cultural
changes, which require less interaction betweenplpgoimprovement in the
computer-related skills of people; and the advefht new methods of self
administering surveys has made self administeredstgqumaires the dominant
method of data collection (Dillman, 2007). The prasstudy also utilized self-
administered questionnaires to collect data from rtlevant respondents. More

specifically, in the present study, both the tiad@l paper and pencil and web based
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guestionnaire was used to gather data. Some paltawivantages and disadvantages

of the self administered questionnaires are diszliasxt.

10.3.2 Advantages of Self-Administered Questionnaires

Self administered questionnaires, both mail (papet pencil questionnaire)
and internet, offer several advantages to resecteor instance, they are relatively
inexpensive to administer, provide access to gedugcally dispersed samples and
offer respondents the opportunity to think aboeirthnswers, to look up records or to
consult with others (Fowler, 2002; Zikmund, 2008)addition surveys conducted on
the internet can be interactive and may use colsound and animation to elicit
higher response rates (Zikmund, 2003). Another.ema@l advantage of self-
administered questionnaires is that they can indaspondents to divulge sensitive
and socially undesirable information, which theyyrba reluctant to reveal in face to
face interviews (Fowler, 2002; Zikmund, 2003; Bah#007).

10.3.3 Disadvantages of Self-Administered Questionnaires

The main drawback of the self-administered surigyke low response rates.
For instance, Saunders et al. (2009), report thratkil questionnaires, response rates
in the region of 10-20 percent are not uncommora ielated vein, Cook, Heath and
Thompson (2000), in a meta-analysis of 56 on-linevesys found that the average
response rate for online surveys was 34.6%. Afdabove, non-response error is
particularly problematic if the non-respondents systematically different from the
whole population (Fowler, 2002; Dillman, 2007; Baht2007).

In this regards, Dillman (2007) highlights five mlents, which can help to
overcome the problem of low response rates in suaileys. These elements include:
(1) a respondent-friendly questionnaire; (2) ufive contacts with the questionnaire
recipient; (3) providing respondents with self amided stamped envelopes; (4)
personalized correspondence; and (5) enclosingentéinancial incentive with the
guestionnaire. Out of these five elements, follopv aontacts and token financial
incentives are the most effective strategies foreasing response rates. According to
Dillman (2007) without follow up contact the resgerrates can be 20-40 percentage

points lower than those normally attained. In dddithe suggests that token financial
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incentives of one to five dollars enclosed with tgestionnaire can significantly
boost response rates. Similarly, Roth and BeVig88) identified four factors, which
can increase response rates for mail and non-raaikgs in HRM / OB research:
advance notice, identification numbers, follow-eminders and salience.

To increase response rates for internet surveysffec and Dillman (1998)
propose several strategies such as, making multgdatacts, personalized
correspondence, using more than one mode to cordgpondents and offering
alternate modes of responding for those who doesgand initially.

Additionally, information obtained from questionres is usually based on
self-reports, which can lead to the problem of canmmethod variance (Harrison,
Mclaughlin and Coalter, 1996; Podsakoff, Mackenziee and Podsakqff2003;
Spector, 2006 Common method variance is the “variance thatttsbutable to the
measurement method rather than to the construetshéasures represent” (Podsakoff
et al., 2003, p. 879). The main problem with commmethod variance is that it can
artificially inflate or deflate relationships betere constructs.

However, Podsakoff et al (2003) argue that the lprabof common method
bias can be overcome through procedural and #tatistemedies. As far as
procedural remedies are concerned, Podsakoff(@08B) recommend that collecting
data on the dependent and independent variablesdifferent sources or collecting
data on these variables at different points in timehe most effective way of
addressing the problem of common method varianagedler, assuring respondents
that their responses will be kept confidential simulate them to answer questions
honestly. Furthermore, in order to control respocesistencies, the question order
may be counterbalanced, such that the dependerdunesaare placed before the
independent measures (Harrison et al., 1996). llifirthe use of validated scales to
measure the study variables can play a key rotedacing the problem of common
method variance (Spector, 1987, 1994). Additionatgtistical remedies, particularly
the Harman’s single-factor test, can also be useatitiress the problem of common
method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003).
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10.4 Participants of the Study

The present study was part of a larger project oowkedge creation,
innovation and human resource practices, whichumaertaken within the context of
six science research centres, functioning on tleenjges of a leading university in
Ireland. Data for this cross sectional field studgre collected from all the six
research centres. These research centres are dngagetting edge research in the
fields of sensor research, information and commnatida technology, plasma
research, bio-technology, localisation research digital video processing. The
participants included all the research scientistskimg in various research teams
within these centres. Each scientist included irs $tudy was associated with a
specific research group, which was led by a prirldipgestigator. The total number
of researchers in the research centres surveyedd@@sTable 10.1 highlights the

number of respondents in each centre.

TABLE 10.1
Total Population of Researchers in each Research Giee

No. | Research Centrg Total Population of Researcherg
1 Research Centre 1 207

2 Research Centre 2 77

3 Research Centre 3 66

4 Research Centre 4 44

5 Research Centre § 37

6 Research Centre € 29

Total 460
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10.5 Data Collection Procedure

In advance of the data collection, discussions wezlel with the relevant
management personnel in each of these researchesetat discuss the general
purpose of the study and to gain insight on thecsire and focus of the research
teams within each unit. Prior to commencing theadatllection process several
important ethical issues were also addressed (&ek&003; Zikmund, 2003). For
instance, before formally beginning the study, fille study proposal was submitted
to the Dublin City University Research Ethics Cortige for review. The study was
formally started only after the study proposal v@ssed by the Research Ethics
Committee. Furthermore, the management personnéheofresearch centres were
assured that the identity of their researchers #war centres would be kept
confidential. In addition, the centre managers wgraranteed that the data collected
from their researchers would be used only to agdeetihe responses and that only the
aggregated results would be made public. Moreawer,participation in this study
was completely voluntary. In other words, the aifittee researcher was to obtain
“informed consent” of the participants (Sekaran, 300Finally, to reduce any
ambiguities, a concerted effort was made to cleaxplain the purpose and process of

the research to the concerned managers.

A choice of traditional pencil and paper or webduhsurvey was offered to
each research centre. Three research centres dptedhe paper and pencil
guestionnaire. The total number of respondenth@séd three centres was 328. The
required number of copies along with a cover ledi&suring anonymity was handed
over to the coordinating managers in these thredre® for distribution to all the
relevant research staff. As mentioned above, th#icgmation in this study was
completely voluntary. The respondents filled up thesstionnaire and dropped the
completed questionnaire in a box placed at a caametocation for this purpose. The
respondents were initially requested to completegtiestionnaire within a one week
period. After the first week, the relevant coording managers sent a reminder to the
participants through e-mail, reminding the non-resfgmts to complete the
guestionnaire. After this two week period, 150 dquesaires (out of 328) were

returned. However, out of these 150 questionnamed; 136 were complete and
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useable. Therefore, the response rate was 41.®miercThe researcher personally

collected the completed forms from these centres.

The remaining three research centres expressedptederence for a web-
based survey. For this purpose, a web-based goeatre was constructed by using
the survey monkey software (http://www.surveymonkesn). The coordinating
managers in these centres were of the opinionnilaimum response rate might be
achieved if they themselves emailed the link ofdbestionnaire to their researchers.
Thus, the link of the questionnaire was providedht® concerned managers in these
centres, who subsequently e-mailed it to theiraeseers. The first page of the web-
based questionnaire provided the same cover lated for the paper and pencil
guestionnaire. This letter assured respondents theat responses would be kept
confidential. The total number of respondents ins¢héhree centres was 132.
Participants submitted responses, which were autcatiyg stored in the survey
monkey database and were subsequently downloadeldtésr analysis. Again the
respondents were initially given one week to filt the questionnaires and a reminder
was sent to them after the first week. Out of tB2 fespondents to whom the link of
the web-based questionnaire was sent, 68 retuheeduestionnaire. However, of the
68 questionnaires that were returned, only 56 wegemed useable. Thus, the
response rate was 42.4 percent. The fact thatsetpaper and pencil and the web
based questionnaire yielded similar response rnatensistent with the findings
reported by Schaefer and Dillman (1998), who oletdiresponse rates of 57.5 percent

and 58 percent for mail and e-mail surveys respelgti

In all, 460 questionnaires were distributed outvbfch 218 were returned. Of
the 218 questionnaires that were returned, 192 weeable. The overall response
rate, therefore, was 41.7 percent. In this conaectBaruch and Holtom (2008)
examined 463 different studies, published in 1&nedd journals to determine an
adequate response rate for management and belavsmience research. On the
basis of the results of this study, Baruch and ¢#0l{2008) recommend a response
rate of at least 50% for studies conducted atrniblevidual level. Although, according
to this criteria the response rate obtained forctimeent study is slightly low, but it is
quite comparable to some of the studies conductede domain of OB / HRM. For
instance, Wayne, Shore and Liden (1997) and Clag$towell and Dorfman (2000)

reported response rates of 40 percent and 37 pemregpectively. In a more recent
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study, Tucker, Nembhard and Edmondson (2007) aetliaweturn rate of 46 percent,
which compares quite favourably with the responate rof nearly 42 percent
accomplished in the present study. In another st&dytels, Pruyn, De Jong and
Joustra (2007) conducted a survey by using anrel@ctquestionnaire among Dutch
police officers and attained a response rate of 28lpercent, which was significantly
lower than the return rate obtained for the curstudly.

Furthermore, the response rate attained in theepregudy compares quite
favourably with some of the studies conducted witiie context of high technology
firms like the university research centres. Fotanse, Collins and Smith undertook a
study among knowledge workers drawn from varioghtiechnology companies and
reported a response rate of 34%, which was lowen ttlee response rate
accomplished in the current study. Similarly, Samt@nd Chakrabarti (2001)
conducted a study based within the context of lgih and capital intensive firms
and achieved a return rate of 48%, which appeaely tonsistent with the response
rate of nearly 42% attained in the current invedtan. Finally, Plewa and Quester
(2006) attained a participation rate of only 16.0&%their study on university-
industry alliances. This, response rate was coraidle lower when compared to the
return rate accomplished in the present study.

In addition, the return rate accomplished in therent study seems quite
positive when compared to other studies undertakelmeland. For instance, in a
survey conducted among Irish software engineersdR&d Kelly (2002) attained a
return rate of only 8.7 percent. Furthermore, Selaa et al. (2007) accomplished a
response rate of 18.39 percent in a survey condwsteng 246 Irish companies. In
addition, Conway and Monks (2008) in their study emaken in three Irish health
service organizations achieved a relatively lowpoese rate of 20 percent. Conway
and Monks (2008) concluded that “the response[cdit20 percent] was disappointing
but appears in line with that being achieved in ynaimilar studies, particularly in
Ireland where the relatively small number of orgaftions in existence means that
there are particular pressures on survey rese§pcitt). In light of this evidence it is
reasonable to suggest that the response rate @oddttained in the present study was

adequate.
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10.5.1 Characteristics of the Sample

The sample included 119 male and 73 female resaarchike average age
and tenure of the respondents was 29 and 2.4 yespectively. About 60 percent of
the sample was Irish. All respondents held a Backetlegree or above with 64
percent holding a Masters or a PhD qualificatianaly, approximately 20 percent of
the respondents held a permanent employment conaetreas, the remaining 80
percent were on a temporary contract. The demodgraplaracteristics of the sample

are given in detail in Table 10.2.

TABLE 10.2
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample
Demographics N Percent Demographics N Percent
Gender Education
(N =192) (N=192)
Male 119| 62% Bachelors 70 | 36.4%
Female 73 | 38% Masters 46 | 24%
PhD 76 | 39.6%
Nationality Age*
(N =192) (N =184)
Irish 115/ 59.9% | 20to 29 111 | 60.3%
Non-Irish 77 |40.1% | 30to 39 65 | 35.3%
40 to 49 8 4.3%
Mean Age =29
SD =5.09
Employment Contract Tenure*
(N =192) (N =183)
Temporary 153| 79.7% | 0.1to 3.50 139| 76%
Permanent 39 [20.3% |4to7.50 37 | 20.2%
81to 11.50 6 3.3%
12 to 15.50 1 0.5%
Mean Tenure = 2.44
SD=2.13

*Some of the data for these variables is missing
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10.5.2 Comparison between Respondents and Non-Respondents

As noted above, the response rate in the presaedy stas 41.7%, which
means that about 60% of the respondents did naotnréhe questionnaires. Non-
response error can bias the results if the noreregmts are systematically different
from the respondents (Fowler, 2002; Dillman, 208&ynders et al., 2009). Thus, it is
imperative to compare the demographics of the med@ats and non respondents to
determine if they differ significantly. Unfortundye on the basis of the available
information, it was not possible to make a comparibetween the respondents and
non-respondents. However, it was possible to coenfag gender composition and
the education profile of the present sample wiidt tf the overall population. The
information relating to the gender and educatiorell®f the population was taken
from the websites of the research centres beingegad. This comparison is

presented in Table 10.3:

TABLE 10.3
Comparison of the Demographic Characteristics of Rgondents & Overall
Population
Demographic Respondents (N = 192) Overall Population (N = 452)*
Variables
Gender Male = 62% *Male = 63.5%
Female = 38% *Female = 36.5%
*»*M = 0.62 M =0.64
*»**SD = 0.49 SD=0.48
Education PhD = 39.6% *PhD = 35%
Bachelors and above = 60.4%Bachelors and above = 65%
M =0.40 M =0.35
SD =0.49 SD =0.48

*These figures are based on the information avkglah the websites of the relevant research centres

*»*M = Mean
***SD = Standard Deviation

213



Using independent sample t-test, it was found thate was no difference
between the respondents and the overall populatitnrespect to both gender (t =
0.48, p = 0.63 > 0.05) and level of education (.21, p = 0.23 > 0.05). From these
results, it appears as though the demography of stady sample was fairly
representative of the entire population. Thusait be tentatively concluded that the

respondents and non-respondents may not havesdifsegnificantly.

10.6 Handling Missing Responses

The data from the useable questionnaires was enier&PSS 16.0 for the
purpose of analyses. However, since all data walleated through self reports, there
was no way to ensure that the respondents answalledhe items on the
guestionnaire. Thus, many questionnaires werenetuwith missing data. According
to Newman (2009) missing data or a low response cah be problematic for two
reasons. First, low response rates can manifdstirexternal validity, which implies
that the results obtained from a sub sample ofviddals who filled out the
guestionnaire may not be the same to the resuftishwnay have been obtained if the
response rate was 100%. Second, missing data featie loss in statistical power
because of a reduction in the sample size. Statigtower refers to the ability of a
statistical technique to detect a significant eff@dus, low statistical power hinders
the ability of an analytic technique to detectgngicant effect in the population even
when it exists, because the sample size is tod $oaétect such an effect.

There are several methods to deal with the proldemissing data but
the most important ones highlighted in the literatunclude: (1) listwise deletion; (2)
pairwise deletion; (3) mean substitution; (4) expgon maximization (EM) method;
(4) and multiple imputation (MI) (Schaffer and Graha2002; Graham, 2009;
Newman, 2009). Listwise deletion is the simplest arost direct way of dealing with
the problem of missing data. This method is theadlefmethod in many statistical
software programmes and entails analyzing data ftwse individuals who provide
complete data for all the variables surveyed. heotvords, partial respondents’ data
are deleted from the analyses. One major criticeggainst this method is that it
reduces the sample size and as a result leadsldsseof statistical power (Roth,
Switzer and Switzer, 1999; Graham, 2009). Howeiteshould be noted that when
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data are missing completely at random (MCAR), lisenvdeletion yields unbiased
parameter estimates (Schaffer and Graham, 2002nTdew2009).

Another method of dealing with the problem of rmgsdata is pairwise
deletion. The pairwise method is usually used soasition with a correlation matrix
(Graham, 2009; Newman, 2009). The correlation betwéhe two variables is
estimated based on the cases having data for botibles. However, Graham (2009)
illuminates two shortcomings of this method. Firsipce in this method different
correlations are based on different subset of cabese is a probability that the
parameter estimates based on this missing dataigeehmwill be biased. Second,
“because different correlations are based on diffesubsets of cases, there is no
guarantee that the matrix will be positive defihi@raham, 2009; p. 554). The main
disadvantage of non-positive definite matriceshit they cannot be used for most
multivariate statistical analysis.

A relatively simple method of dealing with the plain of missing data is
mean substitution. Mean substitution inserts thamalue of the variable in place of
the missing value. Although this method is reldfivemple to apply and enables a
researcher to save a lot of data, which may beirdited if deletion techniques were
used, this method has several disadvantages. Ranags Roth et al. (1999) argue
that the main problem with mean substitution ig twnceptually it does not take into
account individual differences when estimating migsdata, while empirically it
results in some what biased estimates for regnessiefficients. Because of these
potential shortcomings, there is wide spread und@piamong researchers that this
method should be avoided (Roth et al., 1999; Sehafihd Graham, 2002; Graham,
2009).

One recently developed missing data technique He txpectation
maximization (EM) method. The EM method is an itieetwo-stage method, which
uses the maximum likelihood technique to estimate missing values. However,
Graham (2009) cautions that, although the EM mettroduces excellent parameter
estimates (e.g. means and standard deviations)israh efficient method for
computing reliabilities and conducting factor arsaédy the data set generated by this
method produces unreliable standard errors, whigkes hypothesis testing dubious.

Finally, another recent technique, which has resxka lot of attention lately,
is the multiple imputation method. This method ugesBayesian approach in which

more than one value is imputed for each missing @aint (Schaffer and Graham,
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2002). Nevertheless, it should be noted that MlIho@twas derived under the
assumption of multivariate normality (Schaffer a@daham, 2002; Graham, 2009;
Newman, 2009). Since, “real data rarely conformntmrmality” (Schaffer and
Graham, 2002, p. 167); it is plausible that siguaifit departures from normality might
adversely affect the estimates obtained from thenthod.

After weighing the pros and cons of all these rod#) it was decided to adopt
the listwise deletion method because it is the noostservative and widely used
technique in OB research (Roth et al. 1999; Newn28@9). The adoption of this
technique reduced the sample size from 192 to tEsponse rate 33.04%). However,
as mentioned above, one advantage of the listwetbod is that it produces unbiased
parameter estimates when the data is MCAR. In ameheck whether the data for
the current study was MCAR or not, Little’'s Chi-Sqge test was utilized (Hair et al.,
1998). The null hypothesis for Little’s MCAR test that the data are missing
completely at random. If the value of the Chi-Sguatatistic is statistically
insignificant (i.e. p>0.05), it can be concludedttthe data are MCAR. The results of
this test showed that data were indeed MCAR (Chia8gg 3976.2; DF = 4053; p =
0.80 > 0.05).

10.6.1 Power Analysis

Secondly, the main criticism levied against thissimg data technique is that
it leads to a loss of statistical power, which,timn, increases the probability of
committing Type-II error. In order to test whethhbis technique reduced the sample
size to unacceptable limits, a power analysis veaslacted (Cohen, 1992). A power
analysis enables the researcher to ascertain thienom sample size, which is needed
to detect a significant effect. In order to condagtower analysis within the context
of multiple regression analysis, four pieces obinfation are required: (1) level of
significance; (2) power; (3) effect size; and (4)mber of predictors used in a
regression model. The level of significaneg {s the probability of committing a
Type | error. Type | error is the probability ofeeting the null hypothesis when it is
actually true or in simple terms, it is the charafethe test showing statistical
significance when it is actually not present (Hairal., 1998). By convention the
value of the level of significance is setoat 0.05 (Cohen, 1992). This implies that

there is a 5% chance of concluding that signifiea@xists when it really does not.
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Power is defined as 1[; wherep is the probability of committing a Type I
error. Type Il error is the probability of acceptitlge null hypothesis when it is
actually false. Thus, power (1B} is the probability of rejecting the null hypotises
when it should be rejected (Hair et al., 1998).d8yvention the value of power is set
at 0.8 (sop = 0.20) (Cohen, 1992). A power of 0.80 suggesss there is an 80%
chance of rejecting a false null hypothesis or ety finding a hypothesised
relationship when it exists.

Finally, effect size refers to the “estimate oé tthegree to which phenomena
being studied (e.g. correlation or difference inam® exists in the population” (Hair

et al., 1998, p. 2). For multiple regression arialythe effect size’fs defined as:
P=R*+(1-R) (1)

Where,R? is the square multiple correlation.

By convention,f;2 effect sizes of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 are termved!/,
medium, andlarge, respectively (Cohen, 1992).

In the present study the number of independentablas in the regression
models (see Chapter 11) varied between 6 and &, Tising a level of significance of
0.05, power of 0.80 and assuming a medium effes of 0.15, Cohen (1992) has

specified the following minimum sample sizes fahfugh 8 independent variables:

TABLE 10.4
Sample Size for Medium Effect Size ff= 0.15) at Power = 0.80 and = 0.05

No. of independent variables Minimum Sample Size
in the model
6 97
7 102
8 107

From the results presented in Table 10.4 it iarctbat a sample size of 152,

after listwise deletion had sufficient power toatgtsignificant effects.

217



10.6.2 Comparison between Retained and Discarded Cases

Another objection raised against the listwise detetechnique is that it can
lead to biased results if the discarded cases ysermatically different from the
retained cases (Schaffer and Graham, 2002). Ir ¢odeee if this was a problem in
the present study, the demographic characterisiicdhe retained cases were
compared to the demographic characteristics otltbearded cases. This comparison

is presented in Table 10.5 below:

TABLE 10.5
Comparison of the Demographic Characteristics of ta Retained and Discarded
Cases

Demographic Variables| Retained Cases (N =152)| Discarded Cases

Gender Male = 62.5% Male = 60%
Female = 37.5% Female = 40%
*M = 0.63 N =40
**SD = 0.49 M =0.60
SD =0.50
Nationality Irish = 61.8% Irish = 52.5%
Non-Irish = 38.2% Non-Irish = 47.5%
M =0.62 N = 40
SD =49 M =0.53
SD =0.51

Employment Contract

Permanent = 21.7%

Temporary = 78.3%

Permanent = 15%

Temporary = 85%

M=0.22 N =40
SD =041 M =0.15
SD =0.36
Education PhD = 38.2% PhD = 45%
Bachelors and above = 61.8%Bachelors and above = 55P%
M =0.38 N =40
SD =0.49 M =0.45
SD =0.50
Age M = 28.7 years N =232
SD=5.03 M = 30.3 years
SD=5.21
Tenure M = 2.6 years N=31
SD =2.23 M = 1.73 years
SD =1.40
*M = Mean

**SD = Standard Deviation
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Using a t-test of independent samples, it was fothat there were no
significant differences between the two sample$ waspect to gender (t = 0.34, p =
0.73 > 0.05), nationality (t = 1.02, p = 0.31 >%),0type of employment contract held
(t = 0.98, p = 0.33 > 0.05) and level of educat{otr= 0.80, p = 0.42 > 0.05).
Moreover, there was no significant difference ia thean age of the two samples (t =
1.02, p = 0.31 > 0.05). However, there was a dianit difference in the tenures of
retained and discarded cases (t = 2.09, p = 0.085¥%00n the bases of this evidence
it is reasonable to suggest that the discardedsaasee not unduly influential and that
their omission is unlikely to have a significanteet on the results of this study.

In sum, the fact that the data were MCAR; the sengite after listwise
deletion had sufficient power to detect significaftects; and that there were no
significant differences between the retained anstatded cases, makes listwise
deletion an appropriate missing data techniquettier current study. This deletion
technique has been frequently used in previousarelsg Tangirala and Ramanujam,
2008; Chen, Tsui and Zhong, 2008; Van Dick et2008; Hom et al., 2009; Mullen
and Kelloway, 2009).

10.7 Measurement of Variables

Validated scales were employed to measure the blasian this study. All
variables except work engagement and innovativek Wwehaviour were measured on
a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from &rongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
Work engagement was assessed on a 7-point frequirsed scale ranging from 0
(never) to 6 @lways); whereas, innovative work behaviour was assesseda
frequency based scale ranging frommavér) to 7 @lways). The description of these

scales and the justification for using them is gésed in the ensuing paragraphs.

10.7.1 Work Engagement

As mentioned in Chapter 2, work engagement has assessed through four
scales: (1) The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWB8haufeli et al., 2002);
Oldenburg Burnout Inventory (OLBI) (Demerotui andakBer, 2008); Q12
guestionnaire (Harter et al., 2002); and the thliegensional work engagement scale
developed by May et al (2004). Out of these measutee UWES developed by
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Schaufeli and his colleagues is considered the mal&l and reliable measure of
work engagement and because of this reason, tteergrestudy also utilized the
UWES to measure the construct of work engagemerdrelare several limitations
associated with the other three scales, which ntlaé&en inferior to UWES. These
limitations are discussed in detail in Chapter @r Fstance, although OLBI has
shown promising psychometric properties, it doesmeasure the third dimension of
work engagement, that is, absorption.

Harter et al.’s (2002) Q12 questionnaire has beéitized by Macey and
Schneider (2008) on the ground that the items &f d¢juiestionnaire do not connote
energy, enthusiasm and passion, which are centrathé concept of work
engagement.

Finally, May et al. (2004) developed a three dinemasl scale of work
engagement. However, the psychometric properti¢ési®scale need to be rigorously
tested with diverse samples before it can be coreida valid measure of work
engagement.

In contrast, the validity and reliability of the U¥% are now well established.
This instrument has been validated in many cowtsech as, The Netherlands
(Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004), Spain (Schaufelilgt2z®02a), South Africa (Storm
and Rothman, 2003), Japan (Shimazu et al., 2008)Cdmna (Yi-Wen and Yi-Qun,
2005).

The UWES consists of 17 items and measures the thmeerlying dimensions
of work engagement, namely, vigour, dedication albsbrptionVigour was assessed
with six items (e.g. ‘At my work, | feel burstingithh energy’). Dedication was
measured with five items (e.g. ‘Il am enthusiasbowt my job’). Finally, the third
element, that isgbsorption, was assessed with six items (e.g. ‘I| am immersedy
work’). The full scale is presented in appendixSthaufeli and Salanova (2007) in
their review report that the three sub-scales of E8MVhave exhibited excellent
reliabilities across many different studies andenaet only satisfied the criteria of
0.70 proposed by Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) disb have exceeded the more
rigorous criteria of 0.80 specified by Henson (2001

However, research evidence indicates that the tkieeensions of work
engagement are highly correlated (Schaufeli ancérdah, 2007). Schaufeli and

Salanova (2007) report that, the average correldtietween the three engagement
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dimensions has been found to be around 0.65. Dtieetbigh correlation between the
three dimensions of work engagement, several asithave suggested that the
composite score of work engagement can also befasednpirical research (Bakker
et al., 2008; Bakker and Demerouti, 2008). In thesent study the mean correlation
between the three dimensions was found to be densiwith previous research (r =
0.64). Thus, because of this high correlation amdrgthe complexity of the research
model developed in the current study, the meanevafuhe 17 items comprising the
UWES was computed to form an overall score for werigagement for each
respondent. Many researchers recently have usedcdah®osite score of work
engagement in their respective studies (HalbeslahdnNheeler, 2008; Xanthopolou,
Huven, Demerouti and Bakker, 2008; Kim, Shin ancasger, 2009). In the present
study the UWES was used in its original form andwsilable in full in section 1
(page 374) of appendix B.

10.7.2 Trust in Top Management, Direct Supervisor and Team Members

In Chapter 5 it was argued that there appears ta thehotomy between the
definition and measurement of organizational truistist is defined as a behavioural
intention to take a risk or as a willingness to vgnerable by engaging in trust
informed behaviours. However, most of the availaddales only measure the belief
component of trust, that is, they assess resposidesriceptions of trustworthiness of
a specific target. It was further suggested thas ihconsistency between the
definition and measurement of trust partly emanfites the fact that there is a dearth
of reliable instruments, which measure trust as iingness to be vulnerable
(Gillespie, 2003). More specifically, there arerfaeasures, which measure trust as a
willingness to be vulnerable or as an intentioengage in trusting behaviour. These
measures have been published in Currall and Jud@$#5), Cummings and Bromiley
(1996), Schoorman, Mayer and Davis (1996) and §plk(2003). However, all these
scales were deemed unsuitable for the present berhuse of the reasons outlined in
Chapter 5.

In this regard, Lewicki et al. (2006) assert tmapart choice of the measure is
contingent on the definition of trust chosen foe 8tudy. As discussed in Chapter 4,

the present study adopts the multi-dimensionalngtedn of trust put forward by
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Mishra (1996). Thus, it was decided to use Mishrd Mlishra’s (1994) trust scale,
which has proved to be psychometrically sound measirthe four factors of
trustworthiness, namely, competence, opennesapiliy and concern, specified by
Mishra (1996). A major strength of this measurthat it can be used to measure trust
in all the three referents, that is, top managemdirect supervisor and team
members.

Mishra and Mishra’s (1994) scale comprises of emtigems and measures the
four trusting beliefs, namely, openness (e.g. lidve that my direct supervisor / team
members communicate honestly with me’), reliabi(gyg. ‘I believe that my direct
supervisor / team members can be counted on’), etenpe (e.g. ‘I believe that my
direct supervisor / team members are competentkandledgeable’) and concern
(e.g. ‘I believe that my direct supervisor / tearembers do not take advantage of
me’). Since, the four components of trust have Heand to correlate at around 0.80,
Spreitzer and Mishra (2002) recommend that the mahre of the 16 items included
in this scale should be calculated to determineowerall trust score for each
respondent. Therefore, following this recommendatibe mean value of the 16
items was computed to create an overall trust dooreach participant.

This scale was used to measure trust in all theetHopci, namely, top
management, direct supervisor and team membersthiéopurpose of the current
study, the original scale was slightly altered bing the term ‘top management team’
instead of ‘top management’, when this scale wasdus reference to the top
management and by replacing the word ‘supervisdH the word ‘direct supervisor’,
when it was used in reference to the supervisodithmhally, in order to measure trust
in team members the word ‘top management teamettdgupervisor was replaced
with the word ‘team members’. Finally, the termdanization’ in the original scale
was substituted with the name of the relevant rekeaentre. This scale can be
viewed in full in section 3 (pages 375 and 376appendix B. The reliability of the
aggregated trustworthiness scale has been foube &xcellent in past studies. For
example, the value of the Cronbach’s alpha foraygregated scale was found to be
0.93 (Sprietzer and Mishra, 1999), 0.96 (Spreitzed Mishra, 2002), and 0.97
(Brockner, Spreitzer, Mishra, Hochwarter, Peppeeiiwerg, 2004) in three separate
studies.
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10.7.3 Trust Propensity

There is a dearth of psychometrically sound measafdrust propensity. In
this connection, Schoorman and Mayer and Davis {R@® their insightful review
remark that “work on trust would be greatly faatiéd by further development of
measures of [trust] propensity” (p. 348). One comipamsed measure of trust
propensity is the twenty-five item scale develod®ed Rotter (1967). However,
because of its sheer length, this scale is diffital use as a variable in studies.
Another scale to measure trust propensity has beported in Mayer and Davis
(1999). The main drawback of this unidimensionalleds that it has demonstrated
low reliabilities in various studies it has beeedisn (e.g. 0.55 and 0.66 in Mayer and
Davis, 1999), which casts a doubt as to whethargbale is a valid measure of trust
propensity or not. Schoorman et al. (2007) conchinaé the development of a robust
measure of trust propensity might enable reseascterfind more relationships
between [trust] propensity and other variables mérest, particularly early in the
development of a relationship”.

In the present study, it was decided to use theetlitem measure of trust
propensity developed and validated by Ridings, Gefed Arizine (2002) (e.g. ‘I
generally trust other people unless they give meaaon not to’). The trust propensity
scale was used in its original form and is dispthye section 2 (page 374) of
appendix B. This scale was chosen because it vaai sinidimensional and exhibited

excellent reliability in the above mentioned stidy= 0.92).

10.7.4 Organizational Identification

A review of the identification literature revealsat the two most commonly
used scales to measure organizational identificateoe the Organizational
Identification Questionnaire (OIQ; Cheney, 1983) darthe organizational
identification scale developed by Mael and Ashfoi892) (Rikketta, 2005). The
OIQ comprises of twenty five items; whereas, Maetl aAshforth’s (1992) scale
comprises of six items. In present study, Mael Asldforth’s (1992) scale to measure
organizational identification was used becauseew€ml reasons. First, the length of

OIQ makes it difficult use this scale in a studyieh is attempting to measure several
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variables. On the other hand the short six itemtifileation scale developed by Mael
and Ashforth is very convenient to use and easytierstand.

Moreover, Rikketa (2005) in his meta-analytic studgues that eight of the
25 of the OIQ scale are almost identical to itemsluded in the organizational
commitment scales developed by Mowday et al (1@r@) Allen and Meyer (1990).
In fact, Rikketa (2005) found that organizatiord®ntification measured with the OIQ
scale exhibited a correlation of 0.90 with the aigational commitment scales,
thereby suggesting that it is almost interchangeabth the commitment measures.
Furthermore, the results from Rikketa's (2005) gtsthowed that organizational
identification when measured with the OIQ exhibited same pattern of relationship
with various attitudes and behaviours as affecteemitment to the organization.
More specifically, the results showed that like migational commitment the OIQ
based organizational identification was more stipngelated with age, job
satisfaction and intent to leave. In contrast, oiz@tional identification when
measured with Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) scale sitbatronger relationships with
job involvement and extra-role performance and destrated relatively weaker
associations with job satisfaction, absenteeismiriedt to leave, thereby suggesting
that organizational identification is distinguish@blrom affective organizational
commitment. These findings led Rikketa (2005) toatode that Mael and Ashforth’s
(1992) scale seems to be the “most representatiier@anizational identification]
measure” (p. 368).

As mentioned above, Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) escainsists of six items.
These six items were slightly altered by repladimg word ‘organization’ with name
of the research centre being surveyed to bring line with the context of the study
(e.g. ‘When someone criticizes [name of the cenitdgels like a personal insult’).
Mael and Ashfroth’s (1992) organizational idengfiion scale is presented in section
2 (page 374) of appendix B. This scale has beansiitely used in previous research
and has demonstrated excellent reliability. Fotainse, in a recent study by Sluss,
Kilmchak and Holmes this scale exhibited a religpibf 0.80. Likewise, in a study
conducted by Van Knippenberg and Sleebos (2008)sitale attained a reliability of
0.81.
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10.7.5 Affective Commitment to the Supervisor

Past research reveals that supervisory commitmesibben assessed through
three approaches. Becker and his colleagues (Be@k&2; Becker and Billings,
1993) were the first researchers who empiricallyasoeed this concept. These
researchers used O’'Reilly and Chatman’s (1986) umeasof three bases of
commitment to the organization, that is, compliancelentification and
internalization, and applied these measures to ithmediate supervisor, top
management and the workgroup. However, this threeemsional measure of
commitment to the supervisor is beset with sevprablems. First, Becker (1992)
found that the compliance measure could not beerdifftiated across different
referents. Second, in several studies it was foilvad that the identification and
internalization scales were virtually indistinguagite (Meyer and Herscovitch, 2001).
Finally, previous research reveals that the compé&ascale is positively associated
with turnover intentions (O’Reilly and Chatman, 898ecker, 1992), which suggests
that compliance may not be an indicator of commitine

Another measure of supervisory commitment was agesl by Chen, Tsui
and Farh (2002). Chen et al. (2002) proposed adimensional measure of loyalty to
the supervisor. More specifically, they added thmew dimensions, namely
dedication, effort and attachment to the superyisorthe two internalization and
identification dimensions proposed by Becker (199)en et al.’s (2002) scale was
mainly developed to measure loyalty to the supervia collectivist cultures like
China. Thus, one drawback of this scale is tham#y not be relevant in the
individualistic societies of Europe and USA. Thigasure needs to be tested outside
the collectivist environments before it can be w&®d a valid measure of
supervisory commitment.

Since the three component model developed by Meyer Allen
(1991) is now widely regarded as the most robuptaach to workplace commitment
(Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch and Topolyntsky, 20@2yeral scholars have extended
this model to other foci such as the immediate super and one’s work group
(Clugston, Howell and Dorfman, 2001; Becker andn&er, 2003; Vandenberghe,
Bentein and Stinglhamber, 2004). Thus, in the preseidy, affective commitment to
the supervisor was measured by using the five geate developed and validated by

Clugston et al (2000) (e.g. “I really feel thatiasy direct supervisor’s problems are
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my own”). Clugston et al. (2000) modified the Meyard Allen’s (1991) affective
commitment to the organization scale and used ieference to the supervisor. The
original scale developed by Clugston et al. (20083% slightly modified by using the
term ‘direct supervisor’ instead of supervisor &ydreplacing the term ‘organization’
with the term ‘centre’ to make it suitable for tbentext of the study. This five item
measure attained an excellent reliability of 0.8&iugston et al.’s (2000) study and

can be viewed in full in section 2 (page 375) gieqmdix B.

10.7.6 Team Psychological Safety

The concept of psychological safety has been medswwth qualitatively and
guantitatively. For example, in a qualitative fiedtlidy in an architecture firm and a
summer camp, Kahn (1990) used a series of opendequaiestions to measure the
construct of psychological safety. In the only engai investigation of Kahn’s (1990)
model, May, Gilson and Harter (2004) developed &edhitem measure of
psychological safety, which was based on Kahn's9Q)9work. However,
Edmondson’s (1999) team psychological safety sealee most widely used measure
of psychological safety in team environments andefloee, it was chosen to measure
the construct of psychological safety in the présamndy.

This scale consists of seven items out of which fisteims are positively
worded (e.qg. it is safe to take a risk on this teamhile, three are negatively worded
(It is difficult to ask other members of this tedor help). The original scale was
slightly changed to make it suitable for the préstndy by replacing the word ‘team’
with the word ‘research team’. It should be notieat Edmondson (1999) used this
scale to measure team level psychological safetyvever, in the present study this
scale was utilized to measure individual level pgjogical safety. Several previous
studies have also used this scale to measure fegated safety at the individual
level (Baer and Frese, 2003; Halbesleben and RatB@08; Madjar and Ortiz-
Walters, 2009). In Edmondson’s (1999) study, @t psychological safety scale
attained an internal consistency reliability of 2).8ikewise, Baer and Frese (2003)
also reported a reliability of 0.82 for this scdfenally, Wikens and London (2006)
reported an internal consistency reliability of Dfor the team psychological safety

scale. This seven item scale is displayed in fuliection 2 (page 375) of appendix B.
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10.7.7 Learning Goal Orientation

Learning goal orientation was measured by Buttoathi¢u and Zajac’s (1996)
eight item scale (e.g. ‘The opportunity to do okadling work is important to me’).
This scale has been used in several studies anckXalsited good psychometric
properties. For instance, Button et al. found thigrnal consistency reliabilities were
approximately 0.70-0.80 across samples for thidesc@imilarly, Ford, Smith,
Weissbein, Gully and Salas reported a reliabilify 0079 for the learning goal
orientation scale. Furthermore, Kozlowiski, GulBrown, Salas, Smith and Nason
(2001) found that the reliability for this scale sMa.85. Finally, in Gong and Fan’s
(2006) study, Button et al.’s (1996) learning goaéntation scale exhibited a good
reliability of 0.79. The original items of this deavere not altered in any way for this
research. The learning goal orientation scale cardveed in section 4 (page 377) of

appendix B.

10.7.8 In-Role Job Performance

Self-rated in-role job performance was assessedidiyg Podsakoff and
MacKenzie’s (1989) five item scale in-role job merhance scale (e.g. ‘I always
complete the duties specified in my job descrigtidine method of self-appraisal has
been used in previous research (e.g. Ashforth akd,3996; Yousef, 1998) and has
produced satisfactory results. Janssen and Vane¥ig@004) reported a reliability of
0.85 for this in-role job performance scale. Theale job performance scale was
used in its original form in the present study @displayed in section 4 (page 377)
of appendix B.

10.7.9 Innovative Work Behaviour

A review of the literature reveals that four scadlese been used to measure
innovative work behaviour. These scales have beported in Scott and Bruce
(1994), Janssen (2000), Kleyson and Street (200d)Kaause (2004). Kleyson and
Street (2001) proposed five dimensions of innowativork behaviour: opportunity
exploration, generativity, formative investigatiochampioning and application.

However, they did not find empirical support foeithfive dimension structure of
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innovative work behaviour, which raises the questidether or not this scale is a
psychometrically robust measure of innovative wekaviour. These authors instead
suggested that that their fourteen item scale neayded as a composite measure of
this construct. However, the fourteen item scales \iaemed too lengthy for the
present study. Moreover, keeping in view its dubipsychometric properties, it was
decided not to use this measure.

Krause (2004) proposed a two dimensional scaleefg¢éion and testing of
ideas and implementation) to measure innovativeaielrs. She found empirical
support for her two dimensional scale and bothsttedes exhibited good reliabilities.
However, one potential shortcoming of this scales what it did not include the
dimension of ‘idea promotion’, which is consider@th important part of the
innovation process (Scott and Bruce, 1994).

The six item scale developed by Scott and Bruc84Ltheasures all the three
stages of innovation: idea generation (e.g. ‘Cngatiew ideas for difficult issues),
idea promotion (e.g. ‘Mobilizing support for inndixee ideas’) and idea realization
(e.g. ‘Transforming innovative ideas into useful laggsions’). However, this scale
appears to be more suitable when it is used by @maps’ supervisors to assess their
innovativeness. Scott and Bruce (1994) used thédesto acquire manager-rated
scores of innovative work behaviour. Since, in tharent study, the data on
innovative work behaviour were obtained throughf-sgborts, Scott and Bruce’s
scale was considered unsuitable.

Thus, for the present study, Janssen’s (2000) iera scale, which also
assesses the three stages to innovation: ideaagieneridea promotion and idea
realization was utilized to measure innovative wbdhaviour. This scale can be
easily adapted for use as a self-report measur@m@vibus research shows that it is a
psychometrically sound measure of innovative behaviFor example, in Janssen’s
(2000) study this scale demonstrated a high rdibplmf 0.95 for self-rated and 0.96
for leader-rated scores of innovative work behavitmranother study conducted by
Janssen and Van Yperen (2004), this scale attartegh reliability of 0.98. Finally,
Newton, Blanton and Will (2008) reported an intéro@nsistency reliability of 0.92
for this innovative work behaviour scale. No chamges made to the original items of
this scale for the current study and it can be embvn section 4 (page 378) of

appendix B.
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10.7.10 Feedback Seeking for Self Improvement

The five item scale developed and validated byskEmsnd Prins (2007) was
used to measure seeking of self-improvement feédbdormation (e.g. ‘I ask for
feedback to learn how | can master tasks’). Thig fitem scale exhibited a
satisfactory reliability of 0.73 in the study comtled by Janssen and Prins (2007) and
was therefore, considered a suitable scale forstiidy. In the present research, this
scale was used in its original form and is presente section 4 (page 377) of

appendix B.

10.7.11 Error Communication

Error communication was measured by three itementalkom the Error
Orientation Questionnaire (e.g. ‘When | make a akistat work, | tell others about it,
so that they do not make the same mispatteveloped by Rybowiak, Garst, Frese and
Batinic (1999). Originally, the error communicatispale consists of four items but
for this study, one item ‘If | cannot manage toreat a mistake, | can rely on others’
was dropped because it lacked clarity. Rybowaiél.e€1999) reported an acceptable
reliability of 0.71 for the four item error commugation scale. In another study,
Arenas, Tabernero and Briones (2006) found thenateonsistency reliability of this
scale to be 0.72. No modification was made to thgir@al three items used to
measure error communication in this study. Thigehitem scale is displayed in

section 4 (page 378) of appendix B.

10.7.12 Affective Organizational Commitment

The two most widely used measures of organizaticoahmitment are the
Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ) tmed by Mowday, Steers
and Porter (1979) and the Affective Commitmenthe Organization Scale (ACS)
validated by Meyer, Allen and Smith (1993). OCQ sists of 15 items; whereas,
ACS comprises of six items. However, OCQ has beamrergly criticized in the
literature on the grounds that several of its itémftate concept redundancy between
organizational commitment and intent to quit” (Beck1992, p. 236). Moreover, as

mentioned earlier, the model of workplace committreetvocated by Meyer and his
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colleagues is now considered the dominant approatitis area. Thus, in the present
study affective organizational commitment was meaduby the six item scale

developed by Meyer et al. (1993) (e.g. ‘| wouldveey happy to spend the rest of my
career with [name of research centre]’). This se@s altered to suit the context by
substituting the word ‘organization’ with the narokethe relevant research centre.
This scale is now considered as the most relialdasure of affective organizational
commitment and its psychometric properties are wettumented in the literature.

This measure is presented in section 4 (page 37apméndix B.

10.7.13 Control Variables

Four control variables: gender, age, tenure aatcbmality were included in
this study. Age was included as a control varidideause Schaufeli and Salanova
(2007) report that age is positively associatedhwitork engagement, thereby
implying that older employees feel more engagedhair work than their younger
counterparts. This finding is attributed to the &lilby worker effect”, which suggests
that “only those who are healthy ‘survive’ and rémia their jobs, whereas unhealthy
(i.,e. not engaged) employees drop out” (Schaufei &alanova, 2007; p. 148).
Moreover, these researchers report that gender atsay affect work engagement
hence its effects needs to be controlled. The eftéctenure also needs to be
controlled because it is plausible that researcivbis have higher tenures might have
access to more resources because of their seniatiigh may affect their levels of
work engagement. Finally, since 40% of the presantple was non-Irish, nationality
was included as a control variable in the regressiodels. Previous research shows
that nationality can have a bearing on employeegjagement with their work
(Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Kantas and Demerouti, inspyeln the present study, age
and tenure were self-reported in years; whereadagefi = male; 0 = female) and
nationality (1 = Irish; O = Non-Irish) were measdirby dummy variables. These

control variable are listed in section 5 (page 3&®@ppendix B.

10.7.14 Self-Reported Outcome Variables

From the preceding discussion it is clear thatttal five outcome variables

included in the study: (1) in-role job performan¢®); innovative work behaviour; (3)
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feedback seeking for self-improvement; (4) error oamication; and (5) affective
organizational commitment were either attitudebedraviours and were self-reported.
It is acknowledged that the validity of this res#macould have been further enhanced
with the inclusion of performance outcomes, whioh $pecific to the research centres
such as, research publications, patents and théeruof new products and processes
(Santoro and Saparito, 2003). Moreover, the probééraommon method variance
might have been mitigated if data on in-role jolrfp@nance, innovative work
behaviour and feedback seeking were obtained femearchers’ supervisors instead
of through self-reports. However, in spite of colesable effort the researcher was
unable to get access to this type of data. The meaison for this was that the process
of collecting this sort of data could have compresdi the anonymity of the
respondents, which was unacceptable to the paatiogp research centres. Hence, it
was not possible to collect objective performarelated data or data from

respondents’ supervisors for this study.

10.8 Structure of the Questionnaire

As noted in the preceding sections, both the paper pencil and the web
based questionnaires were used to collect datahferstudy. Both questionnaires
were constructed from the scales described abovere Mspecifically, the
guestionnaire for this study comprised of five g#. The first section consisted of
17 items drawn from the Utrecht Work EngagementleéScahe second section
contained items relating to trust propensity, orgational identification, affective
commitment to the supervisor and team psychologiatdty. In the third section, the
respondents were required to report their percegtiof trustworthiness of the top
management team, direct supervisor and their teaambars. The fourth section
solicited information about the outcome variabligst is, learning goal orientation,
in-role job performance, innovative work behaviodeedback seeking, error
communication and organizational commitment. Tlig fand final section required
respondents to report their gender, age, tenugbebt degree attained, nationality and
the type of employment contract they held. Theinabquestionnaire used for this
research is included in appendix A.

While designing this questionnaire, several of th®cedural remedies

suggested by Podsakoff et al. (2003) to minimize gieblem of common method
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variance were followed. For instance, the covetetebn the first page of the

guestionnaire, assured the respondents that thiemtiiy and the identity of their

research centre will be kept confidential and theaollected from them will be used
only to aggregate the responses and only the agigegesults would be made public.
It was anticipated that this assurance would promhmgt respondents to answer
guestions honestly and objectively.

Additionally, in order to control response congisies, the question order was
counterbalanced, such that the measure of the depenvariable (i.e. work
engagement) was placed before the measures of endept variables (i.e.
organizational identification, affective commitmenb the supervisor, team
psychological safety and the trust variables). Ifin&alidated and well established
scales were utilized to measure all the study besa This step has been shown to

reduce the problem of common method bias.

10.9 Pilot Study

Babbie (2007) suggests that pre-testing the quewtiomn before it is actually
administered is essential because it enables theameher to detect and correct
mistakes in the questionnaire. Similarly, Saundsrsal. (2009) contend that pilot
testing a questionnaire can be important becalwssaibles the researcher to ascertain
the validity of the questions and helps him or teeattain some idea of the reliability
of the data that will be collected.

In line with these suggestions, a pilot study amangample of Pakistani
school teachers was conducted. The sample of Bakisichool teachers was
completely different from the sample of Irish reebascientists that was used for the
main study, which raises doubts about the usefalaed validity of this pilot study.
Ideally a pilot study should be conducted with sngke of respondents, which is
similar to the one being used in the actual studgwever, the research centres
included in the present study were unwilling to édkieir scientists surveyed twice
because of time constraints and hence the reseameseunable to collect data from
these centres for the pilot test. In addition, dedpest of efforts, the researcher could
not get access to organizations, which were corbparéo research centres.
Nevertheless, the researcher managed to get aocéesPakistani schools because of

his personal contacts. Although this context istejudifferent from the research
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centres, it was felt that it would provide a googportunity to pre-test the
guestionnaire because this questionnaire was dedem#dy relevant for school
teachers. In this regards, Babbie (2007) contenalls“it’'s not usually essential that
pre-test subjects comprise a representative saafiteugh you should use people for
whom the questionnaire is at least relevant” ()25

Moreover, schools were considered a useful corfitesthe pilot study because
previous research indicates that both the mainarekevariables, namely, work
engagement (Hakanen et al., 2006) and trust (Teemaioran and Hoy, 1998) have
the potential to affect organizational behaviouthim this context.

Finally, it was felt that by conducting a pilot syuoh a different geographic
location and among a different occupational growqulal help to raise the external
validity of the main study.

Specifically, data for this pilot study were colied from full-time high school
teachers, drawn from six schools, located in aelagstern city of the country. The
total number of full time high school teachers I tselected six schools was 238.
Thus, 238 questionnaires were delivered to theqgiaating schools for distribution to
the respondents. Out of a total of 238 questioesaihich were distributed, 130 were
completed and returned thereby yielding a respoatseof 54.6 percent. The sample
of employees was 77 percent female and 23 percald. About 86 percent of the
participants held a Masters degree; while aboupértent held an undergraduate
gualification. The average age and job tenure lher $ample was 40 and 8 years
respectively.

For the purpose of this study, the original redeanodel had to be slightly
modified so that it could be adapted to the sclsmitings. More specifically, four
changes were made to the original model. Firsst irutop management was replaced
with trust in the school principal. This change vimportant because the principals
play a critical role in shaping the climate of teehool and are responsible for
providing a safe and stimulating learning environmér teachers and students
(Smith and Birney, 2005). Furthermore, previougaesh has shown that trust in the
principal is a key determinant of school effectiess (Tarter, Sabo and Hoy, 1995).
This evidence suggests that the principal is an rtapo trust referent within the
context of schools.

Second, co-worker support was used as mediatoreleetivust in co-workers

and work engagement instead of team psychologafaltys This modification was
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made because research evidence indicates thanwilithischool environment, social
support is an important driver of teachers’ worlgagement (Hakanen et al., 2006;
Bakker et al., 2007).

Third, trust propensity was not included in the mdde the pilot study. This
change was necessitated because the two item deaddoped by Mooradian et al.
(2006), which was used to measure trust propensilyibited poor reliability =
0.46). For this reason, trust propensity had tdropped from the model.

The final change pertained to the outcome variabMere particularly,
innovative work behaviour was replaced with orgatianal citizenship behaviour.
This alteration was done because it was felt thabvative work behaviour is a more
relevant variable for high-technology firms such #e university research centres.
Furthermore, past studies have demonstrated thahe¢es’ tendency to engage in
organizational citizenship behaviour is essentallie smooth functioning of schools
(Tschannen-Moran and Hoy, 2000). The research maael for this pilot study is
depicted in Figure 10.1 below:

FIGURE 10.1
Model for the Pilot Study
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The results of this study are summarised below:

1. Organizational identification fully mediated thdat®onship between teachers’
trust in the principal and work engagement.

2. Trust in immediate supervisor had direct effectswank engagement. In other
words affective commitment to the supervisor did mediate the effects of

trust in supervisor on teachers’ work engagement.

3. Trust in co-workers did not significantly affect woengagement either

directly or indirectly through social support.

4. As hypothesised, learning goal orientation pastiafiediated the effects of
work engagement on in-role job performance and roegéional citizenship
behaviour. Furthermore, it was found that learngwal orientation fully
mediated the relationship between work engagemeheaor communication.
However, work engagement did not have a direcicefba feedback seeking

behaviour but affected it indirectly by raisingdbars’ learning orientation.

The above findings supported most of the reseaygotheses but there were
three areas of concern. First, affective commitntergupervisor did not mediate the
relationship between trust in supervisor and wargagement. This finding may be
attributed to the scale used to measure committoetite supervisor. In this study, |
used the six item measure developed by StinglhanBmmtein and Vandenberghe
(2002) to measure this construct. The results &f #tudy showed that trust in
supervisor and affective commitment to superviserawery highly correlated (r =
0.61, p<0.01), which may have created the problemmuoiticollinearity and
consequently distorted the results. Moreover, fitgle had two negatively worded
items which were not properly answered by the redpots. When these items were
included in the scale, the alpha coefficient drappe 0.56 from 0.82. Thus, these
items had to be removed from the scale and the=dooraffective commitment to
supervisor for each respondent was determined byaging the score of the four

positively worded items. This could also have hadadverse impact on the results.

235



To overcome this problem, this scale was replacét whe five item measure
developed by Clugston et al (2000) in the prestertys

The second unexpected finding was that trust imwetdkers was not significantly
related to work engagement. This finding may béesctilve of the context in which
the study was based. Trust in co-workers acquiaetscplar salience when employees
need to work collaboratively to accomplish taskssuich a situation the only pathway
to success is co-operation and trust is a key nhent of co-operation. However, in
a school setting teachers work more independentllyas a result trust in peers may
not be that relevant for this context.

However, it was envisaged that trust in team membexs likely to have a
more profound impact on work engagement in the ewrrstudy, which was
undertaken within the context of university reshacentres and where research
scientists work in multi-disciplinary teams and atependent on each other to
accomplish work goals.

Finally, as noted above, the two item trust propggrscale used in the pilot
study demonstrated an extremely low reliability. $hior the main study this scale
was replaced with the three item measure of trugignsity developed by Ridings et
al. (2002).

In short, this pilot study offered an opportunity ire-test the questionnaire,
provided initial support for the actual research elpdaised the external validity of
the main study and helped to address some impartaasurement issues. Some of
the results from this pilot study have been peeiereed and published in Chughtai
and Buckley (2009) and Chughtai and Buckley (2010).

10.10 Data Analysis

10.10.1 Factor Structure or Construct Validity and Discriminant Validity of the Study

Variables
The construct and the discriminant validity of teeudy variables were

ascertained by conducting an exploratory factotysrs Before conducting the factor
analysis, a researcher needs to make the follofemgdecisions relating to:
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» The model to be used for obtaining factor solutions
* The rotational method to be used
* The cut off point for the factor loadings

« Criteria for the number of factors to be extracted

As far as the first decision is concerned, theaedeer can use two basic models
to obtain factor solution: (1) common factor anaysnd (2) principal component
analysis (Hair et al., 1998). Hair et al. (1998htemd that although in most cases both
the methods are likely to yield almost identicaulés, there are two limitations with
the common factor analysis, which have contributedhe widespread use of the
principal component analysis. First, common facamalysis suffers from factor
indeterminancy, which implies “that for any indivial respondent, several different
factors can be calculated from the factor modealltg’s (Hair et al., 1998, p. 102).
Thus, there is no unique solution, as found in phi@cipal component analysis.
Second, common factor analysis is prone to Heywmases (Bandalos and Kaufman,
2009). Bandalos and Kaufman (2009) contend thatwideyl cases are negative
estimates of the uniqueness in common factor aisallys view of the shortcomings
associated with common factor analysis, it is notpssing that the principal
component analysis has been used more extensivphgvious research (Riders et al.,
2002; Janssen and Van Yperen, 2004; May et al., ;200&konen and Lipponen,
2006; Janssen and Prins, 2007; Broeck et al., 2008)s, in this study also, the
principal component analysis was used to geneaaterf solutions.

The second decision pertains to the rotationahotetto be used. There is
widespread agreement among researchers that feattmtion generally results in
solutions that are easier to interpret than untedtssolutions (Hair et al., 1998;
Bandalos and Kaufman, 2009). The rotation can teeepbrthogonal (e.g. varimax
rotation) or oblique (e.g. direct oblimin rotationjhe orthogonal rotation yields
uncorrelated factors; whereas oblique rotation®aafactors to correlate. The aim of
both rotational methods, however, is to obtain tsswvhich are easy to interpret In
the present study, both the work engagement and tthet scales were
multidimensional and in line with previous researdh,was expected that the
components of these scales will be highly corrélaiéus, the oblique rotation (direct

oblimin) was deemed more suitable for the prestmdys Moreover, Bandalos and
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Kaufman, (2009) contend that even if the factoeswarcorrelated, an oblique rotation
will automatically result in an orthogonal solutiamd therefore, is likely to be a
better choice than an orthogonal rotation.

In addition, the researcher needs to set a cypafft for the factor loadings.
In this regard, Hair et al. (1998) suggest thatttha loadings greater than +/- 0.30 are
considered to meet the minimal level; loadings &f 8.40 are considered more
important; and if loadings are +/- 0.50 or gredtegy are considered practically
significant” (p. 111). In light of this evidencewitas decided to set the cut off point at
+/- 0.40. This cut off point has been used in mprgvious studies (Wayne, Shore
and Liden, 1997; Ridings et al., 2002; May et2004; Dabos and Rousseau, 2004).

Finally, the Kaiser rule was applied to decidetlo® number of factors to be
extracted. According to this criterion, factors imgveigen values greater than one are
deemed as significant; while, all factors havingeeai values less than one are
considered insignificant and are therefore disrggh(Hair et al., 1998). This rule has
been extensively used in previous studies (Jarasgrvan Yperen, 2004; Dabos and
Rousseau, 2004; Tucker, Nembhard, Edmondson, Bi0éck et al., 2008).

10.10.2 Internal Consistency Reliability

The internal consistency reliabilities for all timeilti-item scales were assessed
through Cronbach’s Alpha. Cronbach’s Alpha is @atelity coefficient, which shows
how well the items in a set are positively correthto one another (Sekaran, 2003).
According to Nunnally and Brenstein (1994) if théueaof the Cronbach’s Alpha for
a certain scale is 0.70 or above; that scale immddeeliable.

10.103 Descriptive Statistics

In order to acquire an initial feel for the datae imeans, standard deviations,
skewness and kurtosis for each study variable weeraputed. The means and
standard deviations provide useful guidelines tseaechers about how the
respondents have reacted to items in the questrenaad how good the items and
measures are (Sekran, 2003). Skewness and kunidsis) indicate the degree of

symmetry in the data (Saunders et al., 2009) arécpkarly important because they
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enable the researcher to determine whether they stadiables are normally

distributed or not.

10.10.4 Correlation Analysis

A correlation matrix showing inter-correlations ween all the study variables
was computed. The correlation coefficient refldbis degree of association between
two variables (Zikmund, 2003; Saunders et al., 2008e correlation coefficient,
ranges from +1 to -1 (Saunders et al., 2009). Huaistical measure enables a
researcher to determine both the magnitude andtdireof the relationship. The
magnitude of the relationship can be ascertainedhleyvalue of the correlation
coefficient. Closer is its value to +/- 1, strongell be the relationship. The direction
of the relationship, on the other hand can be gadigen the sign of the correlation
coefficient. The correlation analysis serves twappges. First, it provides initial
evidence whether or not the hypothesized relatigsshire significant and in the
expected direction. Second, this analysis can l&fuluso detect the problem of
multicollinearity. According to Ashford and Tsui @), correlations above 0.75
indicate that multicollinearity is a serious prahblen the data. On the other hand
Saunders et al. (2009) specify a slightly moredehicriterion and suggest that a
correlation of above 0.90 indicates substantidircedrity.

10.10.5 Common Method Variance

In the present study all the data were acquireautyir self-reports, which can
create problems of common method variance. As albtee, the main problem with
common method bias is that it may artificially meégmrelationships between the
study variables (Podsakoff et aRP03. Thus, to establish if common method
variance was an area of concern in the preseny,stbd Harman's single factor test
was conducted. The basic assumption of this teltaif a substantial amount of
common method variance exists, one general fabtiar accounts for most of the

variance is likely to emerge from a factor analysisll the measurement items.
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10.10.6 Testing the Assumptions of the Regression Analysis

In order to test the direct and mediation hypoteetiee hierarchical multiple
regression analysis technique was used. Howeviaebeonducting the regression
analyses, it was essential to test the assumptifothie multiple regression analysis.
Hair et al. (1998) argue that the researcher néedmsure that the regression

model fulfils the following five assumptions relagi to:

* Normality of the error term

» Constant variance of the error term or homoscedssti
* Linearity

* Multicollinearity

* Independence of the error terms or autocorrelation

The first assumption, that is, normality of theoeterm was checked through two
methods. First, this assumption was tested throliglvisual inspection of the normal
probability plots. In this plot, the plotted standized residuals are compared to a
normal distribution, which is represented by aigtradiagonal line. If the distribution
is normal, the residual line closely follows thagibnal (Hair et al., 1998).

In addition, the normality assumption was testeabtaining residuals from each
regression model and then applying the Shapiro-\Wdit (W) of normality to these
residuals. If W is statistically insignificant,aan be assumed that the error term of the
regression model is normally distributed.

The assumption of linearity was verified by two heats. First, this diagnosis was
made through residual plots by plotting the redslu@tudentized) against the
standardized predicted dependent variable. Ifés@uals display a random pattern, it
can be assumed that the regression model as a vghlobear. Second, scatter plots
were used to determine whether or not the relatipndetween the dependent
variables and each of the independent variabledinee .

In a related veinthe assumption of homoscedasticity was also asséilssmigh a
visual examination of the residual plot. The randpattern displayed by residuals

suggests that the regression models are homosicedast
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The assumption of multicollinearity was verified lmpmputing the variance
inflating factor (VIF). If the value of VIF is lesthan 10, it can be inferred that
multicollinearity is not a serious problem (Hairadt 1998; Saunders et al., 2009).

The final assumption deals with the independenic¢he error terms or the
absence of autocorrelation. This assumption wassasd by computing the Durbin
Watson test statistic (d) for each regression mddet value of ‘d’ ranges from 0 to 4.
Values close to O indicate extreme positive autetation; close to 4 indicates
extreme negative autocorrelation; and close to Zates no serial autocorrelation
(Gujarati, 2003; Saunders et al., 2009). Generallyalue ofd’ between 1.5 and 2.5

indicates the absence of autocorrelation.

10.10.7 Outliers

In addition to testing the above assumptions, ial& important to check for
outliers. In the context of regression analysis,lienst can be defined as an
observation, which has a “large residual” (Gujara€03). Since outliers can distort
results from statistical tests and can adversdictathe regression coefficients, it is
essential to identify them and examine their inflcee on the regression model (Hair
et al., 1998). The two popular approaches to ifieotitliers or influential cases are
the Cook’s distance (D) and DFITS (Roth and Swjt2802). Cook’s distance (D)
captures the impact of an observation from two sgirthe magnitude of changes in
the predicted values when the case is deletedy({ogtstudentized residuals) as well
as the observation’s distance from other obsemsat{blair et al. 1998). On the other
hand DFITS measures how much the predicted vahssges as a result of deleting a
particular observation from the analysis. The DRigasure is quite similar to Cook's
D, although it is scaled differently. In both cast® techniques generate a statistic
for each case that can be compared to some thdeghhle. In case of Cook’s D, if
the value of the D- statistic exceeds one for éqa4dar case, that case is deemed as an
outlier (Hair et al., 1998). On the other hand, BdtFITS a value of more than one or

two indicates a potential outlier or an influenttakse (Roth and Switzer, 2002).
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10.10.8 Test of the Hypothesised Model

As mentioned in earlier chapters, a mediation moded developed for this
study in order to get a deeper insight into theeulythg processes through which
trust can affect work engagement. A review of ftexdture reveals that the two most
widely used statistical techniques to estimate atexti models are: (1) hierarchical
regression analysis; and (2) structural equation etiag (Wood, Goodman,
Beckman and Cook, 2008). In a hierarchical multiglgression, a set of independent
variables are entered cumulatively in a pre-spettifsequence by the researcher
(Cohen and Cohen, 1983). The order of entry is llysbased on some logical or
theoretical considerations. F-tests are then use@termine if each added variable or
set of variables leads to significant increaseR‘iCohen and Cohen, 1983). On the
other hand, Hoyle (1995) defines structural eguatmodelling (SEM) “as a
comprehensive statistical approach to testing Hgsss about relations among
observed and latent variables” (p. 1).

However, there is a general consensus among résearthat SEM requires
large sample sizes and the need for large samptesases as the research model
becomes more complex (Kline, 2005; Schumacker ammiax, 2004; Raykov and
Marcoulides, 2006). Schumacker and Lomax (2004) ecwhtthat within the SEM
framework, a large sample size is required not dalynaintain power and obtain
stable parameter estimates and standard errorsalbatbecause of the multiple
observed indicator variables used to define lavaniables. Schumacker and Lomax
(2004) surveyed the literature and found that sangpkes of 250 - 500 were
commonly used in many articles. In a related velind(2005) proposes that sample
sizes less than 100 can be considered small; sasizele between 100 and 200 can be
termed as medium; and samples sizes greater tltana2Z0be deemed as large. Kline
(2005) suggests that for complex models, samplessthat exceed 200 can be
considered appropriate. Finally, in a survey oSEM studies, Breckler (1990) found
that the median sample size was 198. The reseandelrdeveloped for the purpose
of the current study was very complex (18 varidbtesd the sample size (N = 152)
was relatively small. Thus, in view of this fact, was decided to utilize the
hierarchical regression analysis to test the rebeaodel.
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Moreover, LeBreton, Wu and Bing (2009) state that $imple mediation
models, using manifest variables (i.e. X ----- M-—), regression and SEM are
likely to give similar results. However, if the aii® to ascertain whether or not the
effect of X on Y is mediated by multiple mediatgesg. M1, M2 and M3), then SEM
approach is considered more appropriate (LeBretah,e2009). In the present study,
the aim was to test simple mediation effects. lgtance, it was hypothesised that
organizational identification, affective commitmetd the supervisor and team
psychological safety will mediate the effects afstrin top management, trust in
direct supervisor and trust in team members on wamgagement respectively.
Furthermore, it was postulated that learning goaéntation will mediate the
relationship between work engagement and the owdceariables. Hence, it is
reasonable to suggest that the hierarchical ragreasalysis was a suitable technique
within the context of the present study. This tegha has been extensively used for
testing meditation models in previous research ¢fraal, 2004; Struges, Conway,
Guest and Liefooghe, 2005; Collins and Smith, 200&rmeli, 2007; Tucker,
Nembhard and Edmondson, 2007; Jones, 2009).

10.10.9 Mediation Analysis

The meditational hypotheses were tested by follgvtive widely adopted four
step procedure outlined by Barron and Kenny (198630rding to Barron and Kenny
(1986), mediation is established if four conditi@me satisfied. First, the independent
variable(s) (trust in top management, trust in suiper and trust in team members)
must be significantly associated with the dependemtable (work engagement).
Second, the independent variable(s) (trust in tapagement, trust in supervisor and
trust in team members) must be significantly asgedi with the proposed mediator(s)
(organizational identification, affective commitmetd the supervisor and team
psychological safety). Third, the proposed med{a)oforganizational identification,
affective commitment to the supervisor and teamchpshkpgical safety) must be
significantly associated with the dependent vagafWork engagement). Finally,
when both the independent variable and the propassdiator are included in the
regression model together, the direct relationdlgfween the independent variable
and the dependent variable should weaken consigesagnifying partial mediation;

or it should turn insignificant, indicating full rdeation.
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Interestingly, several scholars (e.g. Kenny, Kaahy Bolger, 1998; Shrout
and Bolger, 2002; MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, Wasd Sheets, 2002) in the
recent past have argued that in order to estabfistiation it is not necessary to
establish a link between the independent and depéendeiables. These researchers
suggest that if the independent variable is sigaifily related to the proposed
mediator and the mediator, in turn, is significardlssociated with the dependent
variable, the indirect effect of the independenialae on the dependent variable can
be established through the Sobel test (Sobel, 1982ther words, according to this
line of reasoning, the vital conditions for estabing mediation seem to be the second
and third conditions (Kenny et al., 1998). In tb@nection, Wood et al. (2008) also
suggest that in order to conduct a comprehenssteofemediation, it is imperative
that the researcher supplements Baron and Kenh9&6( causal step approach with
the Sobel test. Thus, in the present study botbetlapproaches were followed to test

the mediation hypotheses.

10.11 Summary

This chapter comprised of two sections. The firsttisn examined the
philosophical foundations of this research; white second section dealt with the
research methodology employed for this study. Thmapter commenced by
examining the philosophical foundations of thissash and argued that the positivist
framework of theory — model — testing was most appate for the current research.
Furthermore, the chapter rationalised that the esudesign was the most suitable
research design to measure the perceptions atudatiof research scientists in this
study because it incorporated the positivist framvand the associated quantitative
method. The chapter also provided a descriptiothefstudy participants; described
the data collection procedures; discussed the anesearch instruments used to
measure the study variables; reported the resattsraplications of the pilot study;
and examined the various statistical techniquesd use testing the research

hypotheses. The next chapter presents the regutis study.
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CHAPTER 11

Results and Data Analysis

11.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the results of this studg. difapter begins by analyzing
the factor structure of the study variables throegploratory factor analysis. The
next section explains the various steps taken amcedures adopted to deal with the
problem of non-normality for some of the study ahtes. The following section
examines the descriptive statistics and reliabgitof the scales used in this study.
After this the correlation matrix showing corretats among the study variables is
discussed. Finally, the hypothesized model is desteough hierarchical multiple

regression analyses.

11.2 Factor Structure or the Construct Validity of the Study Variables

Exploratory factor analysis using principal compananalysis with oblique
rotation was conducted to ascertain the factor stracf all the study variables. A
cut-off point of 0.40 was set for the factor loagsrin the pattern matrix. Furthermore,
in line with the Kaiser rule, all factors havinggen values greater than one were
considered significant.

The factor analysis using principal component agialwith oblique rotation
for the work engagement scale yielded three factotls eigen values greater than
one, which explained 65.12% of the total variarsme(Table 11.1). All items relating
to vigour and dedication sub-scales loaded onda@fipropriate factors. However, for
the absorption sub-scale, one item “Time flies whesm working” significantly
loaded on to the dedication factor. Since, in thesent study the composite score of
work engagement was used for the purpose of datigsaes, it was decided to retain
this item. Therefore, in the current study the mealne of the 17 items included in
the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale was calculatetbtermine an overall score for

work engagement for each respondent.
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TABLE 11.1

Results of Principal Components Analysis of the Wd« Engagement Scale

No. | Items Factors
1 2 3

1. | At my work, | feel bursting with energy -.57
2. | At my job, | feel strong and vigorous -.57
3. | When | get up in the morning, | feel like going to work -.63
4. | | can continue working for very long periods at a time -.83
5. | At my job, | am very resilient mentally -.84
6. | At my work | always persevere, even when things do not go well -.65
7. | I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose .78
8. | I am enthusiastic about my job .82
9. | My job inspires me .82
10. | I am proud of the work that | do .86
11. | To me, my job is challenging .81
12. | Time flies when I'm working 43
13. | When | am working, | forget everything else around me .78
14. | | feel happy when | am working intensely .60
15. |  am immersed in my work .46
16. | | get carried away when I'm working .78
17. | It is difficult to detach myself from my job .80

Eigen Value 8.31 | 1.67 | 1.09

Percentage of variance explained 48.89 | 9.81 | 6.42

The exploratory factor analysis for the 16 itemstrin top management scale
resulted in two factors with eigen values greakemtone (see Table 11.2). These
factors accounted for 77.94% of the total variam®e.examination of the pattern
matrix revealed that two items, namely, “The topnagement cares about the best
interests of the employees” and “The top manageiseaetiable” significantly loaded
on both the factors. These items were therefor@venhfrom the scale. Furthermore,
the results from the pattern matrix showed thatlear factor structure emerged for
this scale. Thus, the mean value of the remainingeibds was computed to determine

the overall score for trust in top management &mherespondent.
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TABLE 11.2

Results of Principal Components Analysis of the Trst in Top Management Scale

No. ltems Factors
1 2

1 The top management is straightforward with employees .84

2. The top management communicates honestly with 73
employees '

3. The top management does not mislead employees in their 64
communications :

4, The top management does not withhold important 85
information from employees '

5. The to_p management does not try to get out of its 62
commitments '

6. The top management behaves consistently .59

8. The top management can be counted on -.66

9. The top management is competent and knowledgeable -.92

10. The top management can contribute to our organization’s .97
success

11. The top management can help organization survive during .97
the next decade '

12. The top management can help solve important problems _96
faced by our organization )

13. The top management does not take advantage of employees .92

14. The top management does not exploit employees .84

16. The top management is concerned for employees’ welfare .50
Eigen Value 11.09 1.39
Percentage of variance explained 69.29 8.66

*These items were deleted from the scale

The factor analysis of the 16 item trust in supgwscale revealed two factors
with eigen values greater than one (see Table 1Ti®)se factors explained 74.1% of
the total variance. Furthermore, the results obé¢hanalyses showed that one item
“My direct supervisor is competent and knowledgeéabhad significant cross
loadings on both factors. Hence, this item wastddlérom the scale. Moreover, the
results indicated an absence of a clear factoctstre. Thus, the mean value of the 15
items was calculated to produce an overall scoretricst in supervisor for each

participant.

247



TABLE 11.3

Results of Principal Components Analysis of the Trst in Supervisor Scale

No. | Items Factors
1 2

1 My direct supervisor is straightforward with me .76

2. My direct supervisor communicates honestly with me .82

3. My direct supervisor does not mislead me in his or her communications | .88

4. My direct supervisor does not withhold important information from me .93

5. My direct supervisor does not try to get out of his or her commitments .93

6. My direct supervisor behaves consistently 77

7. My direct supervisor is reliable .78

8. My direct supervisor can be counted on .75

9. | My direct supervisor is competent and knowledgeable* .46 .54

10. | My direct supervisor can contribute to our organization’s success .94

11. | My direct supervisor can help our organization survive during the next 94
decade '

12. | My direct supervisor can help solve important problems faced by our 92
organization

13. | My direct supervisor does not take advantage of me .81

14. | My direct supervisor does not exploit me .85

15. | My direct supervisor cares about my best interests 77

16. | My direct supervisor is concerned for my welfare 71
Eigen Value 10.17 | 1.69
Percentage of variance explained 63.57 | 10.53

*This item was deleted from the scale

Next, the 16 items in the trust in team memberalesevere put through the
principal component analysis with oblique rotati®®e Table 11.4). The findings
showed that there were three factors with eigemeglgreater than one, which
together explained 77.74% of the total variancdurther examination of the pattern
matrix revealed that one item “My team members comigate honestly with me”
significantly loaded on factor 1 and factor 3. O ther hand another item “My
team members can be counted on” had similar loadamgthe three factors and these
loadings were below the cut-off point of 0.40. Thbeth these items were removed
from the scale and the mean value of the remaidihgtems was computed to

determine the score of trust in team members fcin eespondent.
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TABLE 11.4

Results of Principal Components Analysis of the Trst in Team Members Scale

No. | Iitems Factors
1 2 3
1. My team members are straightforward with me .50
3. My team members do not mislead me in their 69
communications :
4, My team members do not withhold important information 71
from me '
5. My team members do not try to get out of their 81
commitments '
6. My team members behave consistently 40
7. My team members are reliable .46
9. My team members are competent and knowledgeable .48
10. My team members can contribute to our organization’s 91
success '
11. My team members can help our organization survive during 10
the next decade '
12. My team members can help solve important problems 96
faced by our organization '
13. My team members do not take advantage of me .93
14. My team members do not exploit me .94
15. My team members care about my best interests .87
16. My team members are concerned for my welfare 1.0
Eigen Value 10.02 | 1.35 | 1.07
Percentage of variance explained 62.62 | 8.43 | 6.70

*These items were deleted from the scale

Factor analysis for the trust propensity scaledgdla single factor with eigen
value greater than one. All the three items meaguitinis construct loaded on its
original factor, which explained 77.04% of the totariance (see Table 11.5). The
mean value of the three items constituting thet fpuspensity scale was computed to
produce a trust propensity score for each respanden
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TABLE 11.5

Results of Principal Components Analysis of the Trst Propensity Scale

No. | ltems Factor
1 | generally have faith in humanity .88
2. | feel that people are generally reliable .89
3. | generally trust other people unless they give me a reason not to .86
Eigen Value 2.31
Percentage of variance explained 77.04

The exploratory factor analysis using principal poment analysis with
oblique rotation for the organizational identifiicett scale resulted in only one factor
with eigen value greater than one (see Table 1Tlgs factor explained 64.63% of
the total variance. The mean value of the six itemegsuring this construct therefore,

was computed to form a score for organizationattifieation for each respondent.

TABLE 11.6
Results of Principal Components Analysis of the Omgnizational Identification
Scale
No. | ltems Factor
1. | When someone criticizes my organization, it feels like a personal insult .82
2. | When | talk about my organization, | usually say ‘we’ rather than ‘they’ 73
3. I am very interested in what others think about my organization .80
4. | view my organization’s successes as my successes .83
5. | When someone praises my organization, it feels like a personal compliment | .90
6. If a story in the media criticized my organization, | would feel embarrassed 73
Eigen Value 3.88
Percentage of variance explained 64.63

The exploratory factor analysis for the affectiaemmitment to the supervisor
scale manifested in a one-factor structure. All fike items loaded on its original
factor, which explained 56.33% of the total variaifgeee Table 11.7). The mean value
of these five items was calculated to produce aerallv score for affective

commitment to the supervisor for each participant.
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TABLE 11.7
Results of Principal Components Analysis of the Aéictive Commitment to the
Supervisor Scale

No. | ltems Factor

1. I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career working with my current 72
direct supervisor '

2. | enjoy discussing my direct supervisor with people outside my organization .55

3. | really feel as if my direct supervisor's problems are my own T7

4. | Working with my direct supervisor has a great deal of personal meaning for 87
me )

5. | feel emotionally attached to my direct supervisor .80
Eigen Value 2.82
Percentage of variance explained 56.33

The exploratory factor analysis for team psychalabisafety scale yielded
two factors with eigen values greater than one ellogy, these two factors explained
53.88% of the total variance (see Table 11.8). Tinding was surprising because
previous research reveals a one factor structuréhi® scale (Edmondson, 1999; Baer
and Frese, 2003). An examination of the patternrimmatvealed that the four
positively worded items in the scale significaribhpded on the first factor; whereas,
the three negatively worded items loaded on thersgfactor. Babbie (2007) argues
that the negatively worded items can prove to lmblpmatic because generally they
are harder to interpret Furthermore, previous rebeandicates that negatively
worded items that are reverse scored can maniféstonsistent dimensionality and
reverse coding factors (i.e. factors defined exealg by negatively worded items)
(Cordery and Sevastos, 1993; Magazine, Williams\afildams, 1996). Magazine et
al. (1996) contend that reverse coding factors“areesult of careless responses,
insufficient cognitive ability, impaired responsecaracy as a result of negatively
worded items and the actual measurement of a diffezonstruct” (p. 245). Thus, it
was decided to remove the three negatively wortdads from the scale and measure
team psychological safety with the four positivelgrded items. An abridged version
of the team psychological safety scale has beed ums@revious research and has
shown satisfactory results (Nembhard and Edmond@06; Tucker, Nembhard and
Edmondson, 2007).

251



TABLE 11.8
Results of Principal Components Analysis of the Tea Psychological Safety

Scale

No. | Items Factors

Members of our research team are able to bring up problems and
tough issues

6. | No one in our research team would deliberately act in a way that 56
undermines others’ efforts '

7. | People in our research team value each other’s unique skills and 71
talents '
Eigen Value 242 | 1.35
Percentage of variance explained 34.63 | 19.25

*These negatively worded items were deleted fronstiade

As expected, factor analysis using principal congmbranalysis with oblique
rotation for the learning goal orientation scalelged a single factor with eigen value
greater than one (see Table 11.9). This factoraex@dl 68.4% of the total variance.
The mean value of the eight items comprising thedeswas therefore, calculated to
ascertain the score for learning goal orientat@refich study participant.
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TABLE 11.9

Results of Principal Components Analysis of the Laaing Goal Orientation

Scale
No. | ltems Factor
1. | The opportunity to do challenging work is important to me .76
2. When | fail to c_omplete a difficult task, | plan to try harder the next 76
time | work on it
3. | prefer to work on tasks that force me to learn new things .87
4. | The opportunity to learn new things is important to me .88
5. I do my best when | am working on a fairly difficult task .85
6. | try hard to improve on my past performance .80
7. | The opportunity to extend the range of my abilities is important to me .85
8. | When | have difficulty solving a problem, | enjoy trying
different approaches to see which one will work 83
Eigen Value 5.47
Percentage of variance explained 68.4

Exploratory factor analysis for the five item inegob performance scale also
yielded a single factor, which explained 68.61%tlué total variance (see Table
11.10). The mean value of these five items wasutatied to form a score for in-role

job performance for each respondent.

TABLE 11.10

Results of Principal Components Analysis of the IRole Job Performance Scale

No. | ltems Factor
1 | always complete the duties specified in my job description .85
2. I meet all the formal performance requirements of the job .92
3. | fulfil all responsibilities required by my job .90
4. I never neglect aspects of the job that | am obligated to perform .85
5. | often fail to perform essential duties .58
Eigen Value 3.43
Percentage of variance explained 68.61

Similarly, exploratory factor analysis resultedairone factor structure for the
innovative work behaviour scale. All the nine itelnaded on a single factor, which

explained 67.03% of the variance (see Table 11 H#&hce, the mean value of the
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nine items comprising this scale was computed terdene an overall score for

innovative work behaviour for each respondent.

TABLE 11.11
Results of Principal Components Analysis of the Inavative Work Behaviour
Scale
No. | ltems Factor
1. | Creating new ideas for difficult issues 75
2. Mobilizing support for innovative ideas .84
3. | Searching out new work methods, techniques or instruments 73
4. | Acquiring approval for innovative ideas .84
5. | Transforming innovative ideas into useful applications .84
6. | Generating original solutions for problems .82
7. Introducing innovative ideas into the work environment in a systematic way | .88
8. Making important organizational members enthusiastic for innovative ideas .85
9. Evaluating the utility of innovative ideas .82
Eigen Value 6.03
Percentage of variance explained 67.03

The items of the two learning behaviours, thatyige of feedback sought (five
items) and error communication (three items), wewdmitted to a principal
component analysis with oblique rotation. The rssof this analyses revealed that
two factors emerged with eigen values greater thasccounting for 80.86% of the
variance (see Table 11.12). Each item loaded onapisropriate factor, which
established discriminant validity between the measof feedback seeking and error
communication. Hence, the mean value of the fiem#, measuring type of feedback
sought, was calculated to form a score for thisstowt for each respondent.
Similarly, the mean value of the three items beloggo error communication was

computed to determine the score for this variatesch participant.
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TABLE 11.12

Results of Principal Components Analysis of the Leaing Behaviour Scales

No. | ltems Component
Factor | Factor
1 2
Feedback Seeking
| ask for feedback:

1. | Tolearn how | can master tasks .93

2. | Tolearn how I can improve performing my work .96

3. | To get information about how I can solve problems .97

4. | To improve my knowledge and capabilities .96

5. | To set more appropriate goals for myself .84
Error Communication

1. | When | make a mistake at work, | tell others about it, so that they

! .70
do not make the same mistake

2. If I cannot rectify an error by myself, | turn to my team members 89
for help '

3. | When | have done something wrong, | ask others how | should do 89
it better '
Eigen Value 4.83 1.64
Percentage of variance explained 60.34 20.52

a principal component analysis with oblique rotatidime results showed that, as
expected, a single factor emerged, which explaéied3% of the total variance (see
Table 11.13). The mean value of the six items maagwrganizational commitment

was, therefore, calculated to produce an overallestor organizational commitment

Finally, the six items measuring organizational attment were submitted to

for each participant.
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TABLE 11.13

Results of Principal Components Analysis of the Ormgnizational Commitment

Scale

No. | ltems Factor
1 I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization .65
2. | really feel as if this organization’s problems are my own 77
3. I do not feel a strong sense of ‘belonging’ to this organization .80
4. I do not feel ‘emotionally attached’ to this organization .85
5. I do not feel like ‘part of the family’ at this organization .85
6. | This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me .79

Eigen Value 3.70

Percentage of variance explained 61.73

11.3 Discriminant Validity among Study Variables

An exploratory factor analysis using principal coment analysis with
oblique rotation was also performed to get somédendge for measures discriminant
validity. First, the items of the three trust ssaMere submitted to a principal
component analysis to make sure that the respondédferentiated between the three
trust referents, that is, the top management, dawgervisor and team members. The
results presented in Tables 11.1, 11.2 and 11.®& shat the factor structure for the
three trust scales was not clear. Therefore, irrota see whether or not the items
included in the three trust scales load cleanlyootihree separate factors, the number
of factors to be extracted under the principal congmts analysis was set at 3. The
results of this analysis showed that the itemdinglao the three trust scales cleanly
loaded onto their respective factors, thereby mliog evidence that the respondents
differentiated among the three foci of trust. Tieee factors together explained
65.02% of the total variance. The results of timalgsis are presented in Table Al in
appendix C.

Next, items relating to trust propensity, organizadl identification, affective
commitment to the supervisor, team psychologictgalearning goal orientation,
in-role job performance, innovative work behaviodeedback seeking, error
communication and organizational commitment werenstied to a principal

component analysis with oblique rotation. The rssaf this analysis showed that as
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expected, ten factors emerged, with eigen valuestgr than 1, accounting for 70.9%
of the total variance. All items cleanly loaded wtheir respective factors. However,
there was one exception. One item (‘I really fezelifgname of the research centre]
problems are my own) in the affective commitmenthe organization scale loaded
on the organizational identification factor. Moregvihe factor loading of this item
(0.38) was below the cut off point of 0.40. Thusistitem was removed from the
organizational commitment scale. This meant thatdarlier decision to average the
six items of this scale, which was based on theltepresented in Table 11.13, had to
be revised and therefore, the overall score for rorgéional commitment was
determined by computing the mean value of the reimgifive items. The results of
this factor analysis are presented in Table AZnpeadix D.

Finally, there is a debate in the engagement titeeawhether or not work
engagement can be differentiated from affectiveanizational commitment (Macy
and Schneider, 2008). In view of this debate, tteens relating to the three
engagement dimensions (i.e. vigour, dedication ahdorption) and affective
organizational commitment were submitted to a ppimiccomponent analysis with
oblique rotation. The results of this analysis eded the emergence of four factors
with eigen values greater than 1. These four factxplained 65.9% of the total
variance. All items relating to vigour, dedicatiombsorption and affective
organizational commitment loaded cleanly on to rthrespective factors, thereby
suggesting that work engagement and organizatiomamitment are two distinct

constructs. These results are depicted in TablenAPppendix E.

11.4 Descriptive Statistics

The means, standard deviations, skewness and isuftosall the quantitative

variables are presented in Table 11.14.
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TABLE 11.14

Descriptive Statistics of Study Variables

Variables N | Minimum | Maximum | Mean | SD | Skewness | Std. Error | Kurtosis | Std. Error
Work Engagement 179 1.65 5.94 431 | .84 -.29 .182 -.22 .361
Trust in top management 188 1.27 7.00 5.18 | 1.15 -31 A77 -.14 .353
Trust in supervisor 189 1.40 7.00 6.13 | 1.00 -1.91 A77 5.37 .352
Trust in team members 189 2.00 7.00 5.90 | .93 -.98 A77 1.29 .352
Trust Propensity 192 1.67 7.00 547 |1.13 -.78 175 .25 .349
Organizational identification 191 1.00 7.00 429 |1.39 -43 176 -11 .350
Affective commitment to supervisor | 190 1.00 7.00 4.34 |1.30 -.30 176 -.20 .351
Psychological Safety 186 2.25 7.00 5.37 | 1.05 -.48 .178 -.38 .355
Learning goal orientation 192 2.50 7.00 6.33 | .77 -1.67 175 3.66 .349
In-role job performance 190 2.00 7.00 6.02 | .96 -1.19 176 1.76 .351
Innovative work behaviour 190 1.89 7.00 473 | 1.08 13 176 -.47 .351
Type of feedback sought 191 1.00 7.00 5.90 | 1.07 -1.36 176 2.81 .350
Error Communication 189 2.33 7.00 5.93 | .89 -.83 A77 .99 .352
Affective organizational commitment | 189 1.00 7.00 3.96 |1.35 -.06 A77 -.28 .352
Age 184 21.00 48.00 29 |5.09 1.07 179 1.11 .356
Tenure 183 .10 13.00 2.44 | 2.13 1.75 .180 4.04 .357
Valid N (listwise) 152

258




The results show that means for all the study rite@ltn variables were above
the mid-point of the used Likert-scales (see Tallel4). However, these means
compared favorably to the means for these variaielgsrted in previous studies. For
example, the work engagement scores attained iprésent sample were compared
to the norm scores for various Dutch occupatiomalgs reported in Schaufeli and
Bakker, (2003) (see Table 11.15).

TABLE 11.15
A Comparison of the Levels of Work Engagement betwthie Current Sample and
the Dutch Samples

Occupational Group N Mean Standard

Deviation
Irish Research Scientists (present sample) | 179 4.31 0.84
Managers 632 4.29 1.03
Farmers 875 4.22 1.06
White Collar Workers 1,826 4.15 1.11
Home Care Staff 84 3.71 1.03
Blue Collar Workers 376 3.67 1.23
Physicians 655 3.04 0.92

The results show that the engagement scores attairtbe current study were
in line with the norm scores reported for the Duttdinagers, farmers and white collar
workers (see Table 11.15).

In a similar vein, the trust scores obtained indbeent study were compared
against two studies conducted in the United Stadesy the same trust measure as the
current study (see Table 11.16).

TABLE 11.16
A Comparison of Trust Scores between Current aadUth Samples
Study Trust Foci N Mean | Standard
Deviation
Current Study Top Management | 188 | 5.18 1.15
Spreitzer and Mishra (2002) | Top Management | 331 | 3.87 1.46
Brockner et al. (2004) Top Management | 103 | 4.97 1.36

The findings (see Table 11.16) again reveal thatntiean trust score for top
management from the present sample is fairly ctergiswvith the scores obtained
from Brockner et al's (2004) study, whereas it wassiderably higher than mean
score reported by Spreitzer and Mishra (2002). Wafately, it was not possible to
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locate a study which employed the Mishra and Mish{#94) scales to measure trust
in supervisor and trust iteam members thus not allowing a comparison of trust
scores for these referents.

Furthermore, the findings from Table 11.14 showt thast of the multi-item
variables were negatively skewed. Age and tenume wewever, positively skewed.
The problem of skewness was particularly acuterigst in supervisor (SK = -1.91),
learning goal orientation (SK = -1.67), in-role jpberformance (SK = -1.19), Type of
feedback (SK = -1.36), age (SK = 1.07) and ten@ie¢ £ 1.75). High skewness is
problematic because it violates the assumptionoofnality. The importance of the
normality assumption stems from the fact that m&tayistical tests such as the t and F
tests are based on the assumption that the vagialoée normally distributed (Hair,
Anderson, Tatham and Black, 1998). A serious vietabf this assumption prohibits
the use of t and F statistics. A variable is saithé normally distributed if the values
of the skewness and kurtosis equals zero (Klin@520

However, there is widespread agreement among idsarthat true normality is
a rare occurrence in education and psychology rese@licceri, 1989; Dunlap,
Burke and Greer, 1995; Schafer and Graham, 20@Xe&chers can aim to improve
normality through the use of transformations (Dprdd al., 1995). Hair et al. (1998)
and Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) recommend theveotlg three transformations to

correct the problem of non-normality:

1. Logarithmic Transformation (Log 10)
2. Square Root Transformation

3. Reciprocal Transformation

Kline (2005) suggests that “it may be necessarytrio several different
transformations before finding one that works fopaticular distribution” (p. 51).
For instance, in their study on health care prodesds, Nembhard and Edmondson
(2006) found that one of their study variables,t tt&a psychological safety was
negatively skewed. These researchers applied aittogéc transformation to this
variable to correct the negative skew. In contr@llespie and Mann (2004) found
that two of their variables, namely, global trusidaconsultative leadership were
moderately negatively skewed. These researcheted@psquare root transformation

to achieve normality.
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Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) argue that the thre@sformations mentioned
above are meant to correct positively skewed vagahhd cannot be directly applied
to negatively skewed variables. In order to applse transformations to negatively
skewed variables, we first need to reflect theselibes to convert negative skewness
into positive skewness. This means that we haveeterse code the variable by
finding the highest value in the distribution andtlilmg one to this value to form a
constant. A new variable is then formed by subingcthis constant from each
person’s score. The new variable now becomes pelitiskewed and hence the
transformation can then be applied to this variabler instance, suppose that the

highest value for a particular variable is 7. TWasiable can be reflected as follows:

Y=(7+1)-X=8-X (1)

where, Y is the new variable and X is the origivaliable. The transformation to this

new variable can be applied as follows:

Log (Y) = Log (8 — X) (2)
SQT (Y) =SQT (8 = X) 3)
Inv (Y) = Inv (8 — X) (4)

Once the variable is transformed it has to be cedbk again to bring it back to
its original meaning. This can be done by findirte thighest value for the
transformed variable; adding one to it to form astant and then subtracting this
constant from each person’s scores.

Using this procedure, it was found that logarithmnémnsformation worked the
best for the current data set. It should be notedl $ince age and tenure were both
positively skewed, the logarithmic transformatiorasnvapplied directly to these
variables. The comparison between the transformednan-transformed variables is
provided in Table 11.17.
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TABLE 11.17
Skewness and Kurtosis for Transformed and Non-Tram®rmed Variables

Variables N Skewness Kurtosis
Non- Transformed Non-
Transformed | Transformed Variables Transformed
Variables Variables Variables

prork \ 179 0.29 0.29 0.2 0.22

ngagement
Trustintop 188 0.31 0.31 0.14 0.14
management
Trustin 189 -0.59 -1.91 "0.40 5.37
supervisor
Trustin team 189 0.01 -0.98 "0.80 1.29
members
Trust propensity 192 0.17 -0.78 -0.61 0.25
Organizational 101 -0.43 -0.43 0.1 011
Identification*
Affective -0.20
commitment to 190 -0.30 -0.30 -0.20
supervisor*
Psychological 186 0.27 -0.48 -0.72 -0.38
Safety
Learning goal 192 069 167 -0.30 3.66
orientation ) ) '
Innova}tlve work 190 0.13 0.13 -0.47 047
behaviour
In-role job 190 0.27 1.19 -0.92 1.76
performance
Feedback 191 -0.19 -1.36 0.8l 2.81
Seeking
Eror 189 0.10 -0.83 0.91 0.99
Communication
Affective -0.28
organizational 189 -0.06 -0.06 -0.28
commitment*
Age 184 0.64 1.07 0.04 1.11
Tenure 183 -0.74 1.75 0.92 4.04

*skewness levels of these variables could not hgrared with transformation

The results show that skewness levels improved eambly through the
application of logarithmic transformation (see Talll.17). However, it should be
noted that the skewness levels for work engagentem$t in top management,
affective commitment to the supervisor, organizalonidentification and
organizational commitment could not be improvedHer through the transformation.
Fan and Wang (1998) contend that when two-thirdh@fobserved variables exceed
skewness or kurtosis values of +/- 1.0, it cannberied that the distribution is mildly

non-normal; whereas, if the observed variables lskegyness values at about +/- 1.5
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and kurtosis values around +/- 3 to 4, the distiiipucan be said to be moderately
non-normal. In a related vein Enders and Banddle89) suggest that if skewness =
1.25 and kurtosis = 3.5, the distribution can bd t@abe moderately skewed. On the
other hand, if skewness = 2.25 and kurtosis = th® distribution can be termed as
highly skewed. An examination of Table 9.15 reveaalt after the transformation,

skewness values ranged from -0.74 to +0.64 anfutiesis values ranged from -0.92
to +0.92 for the present sample. These skewnesskartdsis values indicate an

approximately normal distribution.

11.5 Reliability of Study Variables

The internal consistency / reliability for all theulti-item constructs were
ascertained through Cronbach’s Alpha. Cronbachighalis a reliability coefficient,
which shows how well the items in a set are poditivarrelated to one another
(Sekaran, 2003). The values of the Cronbach’s Alfgnathe multi-item variables
used in the current study are presented in Tahi811

TABLE 11.18
Cronbach’s Alpha for the Study Variables

Variables No. of items | Cronbach’s Alpha
Work Engagement 17 0.93
Trust in top management 14 0.96
Trust in supervisor 15 0.96
Trust in team members 14 0.95
Trust Propensity 3 0.85
Organizational identification 6 0.89
Affective commitment to the supervisor 5 0.80
Team psychological safety 4 0.67
Learning goal orientation 8 0.93
In-role job performance 5 0.87
Innovative work behaviour 9 0.94
Type of feedback sought 5 0.96
Error Communication 3 0.78
Affective organizational commitment 5 0.85
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The reliabilities for all the multi-item scales wegenerally acceptable as all
alpha values met minimum the criterion of 0.70 s®d by Nunnally and Bernstein
(1994). The only exception was the shortened tesynhwlogical safety scale, which
exhibited a slightly lower reliability of 0.67. Thapha values ranged from 0.67 to
0.96 for the present sample.

The reliabilities exhibited by the variables instlsitudy were found to be quite
consistent with the reliabilities for these constsureported in previous studies. For
example, Halbesleben and Wheeler (2008) and Magimmunen , Makikangas and
Natti (2005) reported reliabilities of 0.93 and ®.9or the composite work
engagement scale respectively. Furthermore, fohiisand Mishra’s (1994) trust
scale, the value of the Cronbach’s alpha was fdartae 0.93 (Sprietzer and Mishra,
1999), 0.96 (Spreitzer and Mishra, 2002), and (Brbckner, Spreitzer, Mishra,
Hochwarter, Pepper, Weinberg, 2004) in three sépastudies. In a similar vein,
Janssen and Yperen (2004) reported reliabilitie8.85 and 0.94 for the in-role job
performance and innovative work behavior scalesclwliompares very favorably
with the reliabilities of 0.87 and 0.94 attained time present study for the two
constructs. The value of the Cronbach’s alpha lier dbridged team psychological
safety scaleo = 0.67), however, fell slightly short of the criseof 0.70 proposed by
Nunnally and Bernstein (1994). Nevertheless, it ws#l comparable to the
reliabilities of the shortened psychological safstiales used by Nembhard and
Edmondson ¢ = 0.73) (2006) and Tucker, Nembhard and Edmondson 0.74)
(2007).

In order to determine whether this four item seades a valid measure of team
psychological safety, some additional analyses werelucted. First, the inter-item
correlations were computed and it was found thatatwerage inter-item correlation
for the four items was 0.36, which exceeded theera of 0.30 proposed by Robinson,
Shaver and Wrightsman (1991). Secondly, for eaam,itthe corrected item to total
correlation was computed by calculating the coti@tebetween it and a composite of
the other three items. The results showed thattbegelations ranged from 0.40 to
0.54 with an average of 0.46. These item to totatetations were well within the
recommended range of 0.20-0.80 specified by CoxFarduson (1994). In addition,

the correlation between work engagement and psygiual safety attained in the
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current study (r = 0.39, p<0.01) compared very tmably with the correlation
between the two variables (r = 0.35, p<0.01) regmblty May et al. (2004).

Finally, several published studies in leading pegrewed journals have used
scales, which exhibited alphas lower than 0.70.r iRstance, the four item trust
measure used by Mayer and Davis attained a retyabifl 0.59 and 0.60 in two waves
of data, while the four item feedback scale usedShianova and Schaufeli (2008)
exhibited a reliability of 0.65. Thus, in light tiis evidence it was decided to retain
this scale for the purpose of data analysis.

11.6 Common Method Variance

In the present study all the data were acquireautyint self-reports, which can
create problems of common method variance. The rpedblem with common
method bias is that it may artificially magnify tmelationship between the study
variables (Podsakoff, Mackenzie, Lee and PodsakRofd3. To establish if common
method variance was an area of concern in the presedy, the Harman's single
factor test was conducted (Podsakoff et al., 2003) substantial amount of common
method variance exists, one general factor thabwats for most of the variance is
likely to emerge from a factor analysis of all theasurement items. The results from
the factor analysis revealed 24 factors with eigaloes greater than 1.0 that
accounted for 80.1% of the total variance. The fisstor accounted for only 30.7%
of the variance. These findings indicate that commueethod variance was not a

major problem in this study.

11.7 Correlations Analysis

Table 11.19 shows the correlations between theystadables. The results
show that all the proposed relationships were 8agrit and in the expected direction
(see Table 11.19). For example the correlation im@ee Table 11.19) shows that
work engagement was significantly correlated witlst in top management (r = 0.30,
p<0.01), trust in supervisor (r = 0.44, p<0.01ystrin team members (r = 0.34,
p<0.01) and trust propensity (r = 0.31, p< 0.01ddwionally, the findings from the
correlation matrix show that work engagement wasicantly correlated with all

the outcome variables. More specifically, it wasirfd that work engagement was
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significantly associated with learning goal origiti@a (r = 0.54, p<0.01), self-report
measures of in-role job performance (r = 0.41, @%¥p.and innovative work
behaviour (r = 0.47, p<0.01), the two learning hehars, that is, type of feedback
sought (r = 0.47, p<0.01) and error communication=( 0.42, p<0.01) and
organizational commitment (r = 0.39, p<0.01).

Furthermore, the results also showed that work gergant was significantly
correlated with the three mediating variables, ngn@ganizational identification (r
= 0.42, p<0.01), affective commitment to the supev(r = 0.42, p<0.01) and team
psychological safety (r = 0.39, p<0.01). Out of twair control variables, only
nationality (r = -0.17, p<0.01) was found to be ndigantly related to work
engagement. The negative sign of the correlaticfficeent for nationality implied
that the non-lrish nationals were more engagedhwr twork than their Irish
counterparts.

Finally, the findings from the correlation analysevealed that trust in top
management was significantly correlated with orgatmonal identification (r = 0.54,
p<0.01); trust in supervisor was significantly agated with affective commitment to
the supervisor (r = 0.52, p<0.01); and trust inmemembers had a significant
association with team psychological safety (r 506<0.01). These findings offered
preliminary support for all the direct hypothesAslditionally, the results from the
correlation matrix showed that no correlation exieek 0.75, which indicates that

multicollinearity was not a major issue in the mmtsstudy (Ashford and Tsui, 1991).
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TABLE 11.19
Correlation among Study Variables

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
1. Work engagement

2. Trust in top management 0.30**

3. Trust in supervisor’ 0.44% | 0.44**

4. Trust in team members” 0.34** | 0.26** | 0.48**

5. Trust propensity” 0.31* | 0.22** | 0.14 0.25**

6. Organizational identification 0.42* | 0.54** | 0.28** | 0.20* | 0.16

7. Affective commitment to supervisor | 0.42* | 0.31* | 0.52** | 0.11 0.29** | 0.37*

8. Team psychological safety” 0.39** | 0.23** | 0.51** | 0.65** | 0.21* | 0.18* | 0.31**

9. Learning goal orientation” 0.54* | 0.20* | 0.28** | 0.40** | 0.21* | 0.37** | 0.12 0.22**

10. In-role job performanceb 0.41** | 0.13 0.18* 0.28** | 0.32** 0.20* 0.05 0.20* 0.56**

11. Innovative work behaviour 0.47* | 0.27** | 0.25** | 0.23** | 0.16* 0.37** | 0.28** | 0.25** | 0.41** | 0.30**

12. Feedback seeking” 0.47* | 0.19* | 0.37** | 0.40** | 0.40** | 0.25* | 0.26** | 0.29** | 0.55** | 0.54** | 0.34**

13. Error communication® 0.42** | 0.07 0.31** | 0.45** | 0.25** 0.18* 0.12 0.40** | 0.51** | 0.37* | 0.27** | 0.50**

14. Organizational commitment 0.38** | 0.58** | 0.40** | 0.22** | 0.13 0.66** | 0.41* | 0.26** | 0.22* | 0.14 0.39** | 0.22** | 0.19*

15. Gender 0.05 0.14 0.06 -0.05 -0.03 0.14 0.07 -0.04 -0.01 -0.03 0.07 -0.09 -0.15 | 0.02

16. Nationality -0.17* | -0.18* | -0.04 | 0.07 -0.23** | -0.14 | -0.15 | 0.17* | -0.14 | -0.07 | -0.25** | -0.22** | -0.05 | -0.15 | 0.09

17. Ageb 0.13 0.10 -0.1 -0.08 0.15 0.19* -0.02 -0.1 0.22** | 0.24** | 0.20* 0.09 0.13 0.05 0.15 -0.2*
18. Tenure® -0.01 -0.01 -0.09 -0.1 0.02 0.03 -0.12 -0.05 -0.09 0.07 -0.08 -0.08 -0.03 | 0.01 -0.05 | 0.3** | 0.17*
*p<0.05

**p<0.01

®hased on scores after Log (10) transformation to correct skew
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11.8 Testing the Assumptions of the Regression Alyals

In order to test the direct and mediation hypothgslee hierarchical multiple
regression analysis technique was used. The footraiovariables, that is, gender,
age, nationality and tenure were entered in tis¢ $itep and the independent variables
were entered in the subsequent steps. However,easianed in Chapter 8, before
conducting the regression analysis it is essetiet the researcher ensures that the
regression model fulfils the following five assunopis pertaining to:

* Normality of the error term

« Constant variance of the error term or homoscetgsti
* Linearity

e Multicollinearity

* Independence of the error terms or autocorrelation

The first assumption, that is, normality of theoeterm was checked through two
methods. First, this assumption was tested throluglvisual inspection of the normal
probability plots. In the present study, a visuemination of the normal probability
plots of the residuals obtained from all the regi@s models revealed no significant
deviation from normality.

In addition, the normality assumption was testedbiaining residuals from each
regression model and then applying the Shapiro-\téitt (W) of normality to these
residuals. If W is statistically insignificant,aan be assumed that the error term of the
regression model is normally distributed. The rissaf this test revealed that in a few
of the regression models the value of W came obtsignificant, thereby implying
that the error term was not normally distributedwdver, Gujarati (2003) contends
that the normality assumption assumes a key rolenle sample size is small — that
is, it is less than 100. Furthermore, the ceniraltltheorem assumes that in large
sample sizes even if the error term is not normaligtributed, the sampling
distribution of the regression coefficients wilinteto be normally distributed and
therefore, the usual test procedures, that ist tred F tests will be valid (Gujarati,

2003). Since, in the present study the sampleisigesater than 100; it is reasonable
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to assume that minor violations of this assumptos unlikely to have an adverse
impact on the regression results.

The assumption of linearity was verified by two heats. First, this diagnosis was
made through residual plots by plotting the redslu@tudentized) against the
standardized predicted dependent variable. In tingewt study the studentized
residuals obtained from all regression models etddba random pattern, thereby
implying that regression models were linear. Secauhtter plots were used to
determine whether or not the relationship betwéendependent variables and each
of the independent variables was linear. A visnapection of these plots showed that
the relationship between the dependent variables each of the independent
variables used in the current study was indeectine

The assumption of homoscedasticity was also asbefiz®mugh a visual
examination of the residual plot. The random pattisplayed by residuals suggested
that the regression models were homoscedastic rarsdhtetroscadesticity was not a
issue in the present analysis.

The assumption of multicollinearity was verified lmpmputing the variance
inflating factor (VIF). If the value of VIF is lesthan 10, it can be inferred that
multicollinearity is not a serious problem (Hair at, 1998; Guijarati, 2003). In the
current study, the values of VIF obtained formta# regression models were below
two (2.0), which indicated the absence of multioaiérity.

The final assumption deals with the independenic¢he error terms or the
absence of autocorrelation. This assumption wassasd by computing the Durbin
Watson test statistic (d) for each regression mdeé@i the present study the value of
‘d’ ranged from 1.58 to 2.38 in the regression nied®n the basis of this finding it

can be concluded that autocorrelation was notiawuseconcern in the present sample.

11.8.1 Outliers

As mentioned in Chapter 8, two approaches were tesédentify outliers or
influential cases: Cook’s distance (D) and DFITiscase of Cook’s D, if the value of
the D- statistic exceeds one for a particular cHsat, case is deemed as an outlier
(Hair et al., 1998). For DFFITS a value of morentluae or two indicates a potential
outlier or an influential case (Roth and Switzé€102). In the present study both these

methods were used to detect influential observatidine results showed that the
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values of Cook’s D and DFFITS for all the regreesimodels were below one. Thus,
in the present sample there was no major outligolpm.

Thus, all assumptions regarding the multiple regjogs analysis were met,
which made it possible to proceed to the next stége is, the testing of the research

hypotheses.

11.9 Test of Research Hypotheses

As mentioned in chapter one, the current study aingest the following

research hypotheses:

Hypotheses 1 (ato d)

* Researchers’ trust in top management is positiasgpciated with their work
engagement

* Researchers’ trust in direct supervisor will beifpealy associated with their
work engagement

» Researchers’ trust in their team members will beatipely associated with
their work engagement

* Researchers’ trust propensity will be positivelgasated with their work

engagement

Hypotheses 2 (a to c)

* Researchers’ organizational identification will nmegdithe effects of trust in
top management on work engagement

» Researchers’ affective commitment to the superwistbmediate the effects
of trust in direct supervisor on work engagement

» Team psychological safety will mediate the effadftirust in team members

on work engagement
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Hypotheses 3 (a to e)

Researchers’ work engagement will be positivelpeaissed with their in-role

job performance

» Researchers’ work engagement will be positivelpeaissed with their
innovative work behaviour

* Researchers’ work engagement will be positivelpeaissed with seeking
feedback for self improvement

* Researchers’ work engagement will be positivelpeissed with error
communication

* Researchers’ work engagement will be positivelpeissed with their

organizational commitment

Hypotheses 4 (a to e)

» Researchers’ learning goal orientation will at tegstially mediate the
effects of work engagement on in-role job perforneanc

* Researchers’ learning goal orientation will at tegstially mediate the
effects of work engagement on innovative work bénav

» Researchers’ learning goal orientation will at tegstially mediate the
effects of work engagement on seeking feedbackdtiimprovement

* Researchers’ learning goal orientation will at tezstially mediate the
effects of work engagement on error communication

* Researchers’ learning goal orientation will at tezstially mediate the
effects of work engagement on organizational commeit

All the above stated hypotheses were tested thraiggiarchical multiple regression

analyses.

11.10 The Impact of State and Trait Trust on Work Ehgagement

Hypotheses la — 1d state that trust in top managerrest in supervisor,

trust in team members and trust propensity areifgigntly related to researchers’
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levels of work engagement respectively. In ordetesi these hypotheses a three step
hierarchical multiple regression analyses were cotedll In the first step the four
control variables, that is, gender, nationalitye aand tenure were entered. In the
second step the three types of state trust, nartrelst, in top management, trust in
supervisor and trust in team members were intradlircéhe regression model. In the
third and final step, trait trust or trust propéysvas entered into the model. Models 1,
2 and 3 of Table 11.20 show the results. The redtdin model 1 (see Table 11.20)
show that out of the four control variables, onstianality (b = -0.19, p<0.05) was
significantly associated with work engagement. Tiegative sign of its coefficient
implied that the non-Irish researchers were mogaged to their research work than
their Irish counterparts. Overall, the four contrariables explained 5% of the
variance in work engagement.

In the second step the three forms of state trumtewnducted into the
regression model. The results from model 2 (seeelTahl20) showed that trust in
supervisor (b = 0.31, p<0.01) and trust in team bens (b = 0.21, p<0.05) were
significant predictors of work engagement; wheiteast in top management (b = 0.08,
ns) was unrelated to this construct. Together, theetliorms of state trust explained
an additional 23% of the variance in work engagemen

Finally, in step three trust propensity was ententd the model. The results
from model 3 (see Table 11.20) revealed, that pugpensity (b = 0.17, p<0.05) was
significantly and positively associated with workgagement. More specifically,
these findings showed that trait trust explainedjus variance in work engagement
(change in R = 0.02) above and beyond the variance explainedthiey three
situational forms of trust. Moreover, the resultsni model 3 showed that trust in
supervisor (b = 0.31, p<0.01) and trust in team tem (b = 0.16, p<0.05) also
continued to exercise a significant impact on wemngagement. Thus, hypotheses 1a,

1b and 1d were accepted; while hypothesis 1c westesl.
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TABLE 11.20

Results of Regression Examining the Effects of Tra®n Work Engagement

Step Variables Work Work Work
Engagement Engagement Engagement
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

1. Gender 0.05 0.03 0.03
Nationality -0.19* -0.17* -0.13
Age” 0.08 0.11 0.1
Tenure” 0.03 0.08 0.07

2. Trust in top 0.08 0.06
management
Trust in supervisor” 0.31** 0.31**
Trust in team 0.21* 0.16*
members®

3. Trust propensity” 0.17*
R? 0.05 0.28 0.30
AR® NA 0.23 0.02
AF 1.99 15.81** 5.50*

®standardized coefficients are shown

®hased on scores after Log(10) transformation to correct skew
*p<0.05

**p<0.01

11.11 The Mediating Effects of Organizational Idenfication, Affective

Commitment to the Supervisor and Team Psychologic&@afety

Hypotheses 2a-2c state that organizational ideatibn will mediate the
effects of trust in top management on work engagenadfective commitment to the
supervisor will mediate the relationship betweeunstrin supervisor and work
engagement; and team psychological safety will atedihe effects of trust in team
members on work engagement. In order to test thmeshtational hypotheses, Barron
and Kenny’s (1986) traditional causal step approgas supplemented with the more
recent work in this area by Kenny, Kashy and Bold®98) and Shrout and Bolger

(2002). These scholars argue that in order to eskaiyiediation it is not necessary to
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establish a link between the independent and demendriables. They contend that
if the independent variable is significantly retht® the proposed mediator and the
mediator, in turn, is significantly associated wiitle dependent variable, the indirect
effect of the independent variable on the dependamtable can be established
through the Sobel test (Sobel, 1982).

The results show that trust in supervisor and tmmsteam members were
significant predictors of work engagement; whileist in top management did not
exercise a significant impact on this constructe (Jable 11.20). Thus, the first
condition specified by Baron and Kenny (1986) wagst mith regards to trust in
supervisor and trust in team members but it wasfuibled with respect to trust in
top management.

The second condition of mediation postulates thatihdependent variable
must be significantly associated with the proposeediator. This condition was
analysed by independently regressing organizatiormntification, affective
commitment to the supervisor and team psychologgafety on trust in top
management, trust in supervisor and trust in teaembers respectively. Gender,
nationality, age, and tenure were used as contnihblas in the regression model.
Table 11.21 shows the results of these analyses.

Results from model 2a (see Table 11.21) show that in top management (b
= 0.48, p<0.01) was significantly related to orgational identification. Furthermore,
results from model 2b (see Table 11.21) show thadttin supervisor (b = 0.53,
p<0.01) was a significant predictor of affectiveronitment to the supervisor. Finally,
findings from model 2c (see Table 11.21) revealet trust in team members (b =
0.61, p<0.01) was also positively and significantifated to team psychological
safety. Therefore, the second condition specifigdBaron and Kenny (1986) was

satisfied.
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TABLE 11.21

Results of Regression Predicting Organizational Id#ification, Affective
Commitment to the Supervisor & Team Psychological &ety?

Step | Variables oD oD ACS ACS TPS® TPS®
Model Model Model Model Model Model
1a 2a 1b 2b 1c 2c

1. Gender 0.12 0.06 0.08 0.04 -0.07 -0.04

Nationality -0.15 -0.07 -0.16 -0.14 0.20 0.13
Age” 0.14 0.10 -0.04 0.007 -0.04 -0.03
Tenure” 0.05 0.05 -0.08 -0.03 -0.11 0.001

2. Trust in top 0.48**

management

Trust in supervisor® 0.53*

Trust in team 0.61**
members®

R’ 0.07 0.28 0.04 0.31 0.05 0.41
AR? NA 0.21 NA 0.27 NA 0.36
AF 3.03* 50.56** 1.78 66.11** 2.05 99.79**

dstandardized coefficients are shown

®hased on scores after Log(10) transformation to correct skew
*p <0.05

**p < 0.01

Note: OID = organizational identification; ACS = affective commitment to supervisor; TPS = team
psychological safety

The third condition of mediation states that thepmsed mediators must be
significantly related to the dependent variablelse Tesults shown in model 2 (see
Table 11.22) reveal that all the proposed mediateramely, organizational
identification (b = 0.24, p<0.01), affective commént to the supervisor (b = 0.20,
p<0.01) and team psychological safety (b = 0.3%.@¥) had a significant impact on
work engagement after controlling the effects afidgr, nationality, age and tenure.

Thus, the third condition of mediation was also.met
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TABLE 11.22

Results of Regression Examining the Effects of Mealiors on Work Engagement

Step Variables Work Engagement | Work Engagement
Model 1 Model 2

1. Gender 0.05 0.03
Nationality -0.17 -0.16*
Age” 0.11 0.08
Tenure” 0.007 0.05

2. Organizational identification 0.24**
Affective commitment to supervisor 0.20**
Team psychological safety” 0.35**
R* 0.05 0.39
A R? NA 0.34
AF 2.03 28.23**

dstandardized coefficients are shown

®hased on scores after Log(10) transformation to correct skew
*p<0.05

**p<0.01

The findings reported in Table 11.20 revealed thagt in top management
was unrelated to work engagement. Thus, accordinthe criterion specified by
Barron and Kenny (1986), it is not possible to lelsda the mediating role of
organizational identification in the relationshiptleen trust in top management and
work engagement. However, as noted earlier, thense@and third conditions of
mediation, which according to the latest researehcansidered to be most important
for establishing mediation were fulfilled. More sgally, it was found that trust in
top management was significantly related to orgational identification (see Table
11.19) and organizational identification, in tumsas significantly associated with
work engagement (see Table 11.20). Thus, it isiblest test whether or not trust in
top management exercises an indirect effect on werigagement through
organizational identification by conducting the Sdiest (Sobel, 1982). The findings
from the Sobel test confirmed that trust in top ngg@maent exerted an indirect effect
on work engagement through organizational idemtiion (z = 3.75, p< 0.01).
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Nevertheless, results presented in Table 11.20 stiww both trust in
supervisor and trust in team members were signifigaelated to work engagement.
Thus, the first condition of mediation specified Bgrron and Kenny (1986) was met
with regards to these variables. Therefore, it wassible to test whether or not
affective commitment to the supervisor and teanclpslpgical safety mediate the
effects of trust in supervisor and trust in teammbers on work engagement
respectively according to the procedure outlinedBayron and Kenny (1986). For
this purpose two separate three-step hierarchicddipte regression analyses were
performed. In the first analyses, the four contratiables were entered in the first
step. In the second step the three types of stadednd trust propensity were entered
in the model; while in the third step, affectivenmmitment to the supervisor was
inserted in the regression equation. In the se@adyses, affective commitment to
the supervisor was removed from the model in thel thiep and it was replaced with
team psychological safety. These findings are shiommodel 3 of Tables 11.23 and
11.24.

From model 3 (see Table 11.23) it can be seen wian affective
commitment to supervisor was added in the thirg,stevas found to be significantly
related to work engagement (b = 0.27, p<0.01) Ihet direct effect of trust in
supervisor became insignificant (b = 0.16). Furthermore, the effect of trust
propensity also became insignificant (b = 0.&€), but the effect of trust in team
members remained significant (b = 0.23, p<0.01)eskhfindings implied that
affective commitment to the supervisor fully medththe relationship between trust
in supervisor and work engagement. The results filmenSobel test confirmed this
mediation finding (z = 3.16, p<0.01).
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TABLE 11.23

Results of Regression Examining the Mediating Effeés of Affective Commitment
to the Supervisof

Step Variables Work Work Work
Engagement Engagement Engagement
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
1. Gender 0.05 0.03 0.02
Nationality -0.19* -0.13 -0.12
Age” 0.08 0.1 0.11
Tenure” 0.03 0.07 0.09
2. Trust in top management 0.06 0.04
Trust in supervisor” 0.31** 0.16
Trust in team members® 0.16* 0.23**
Trust propensity” 0.17* 0.10
3. Affective commitment to 0.27**
the supervisor
R* 0.05 0.30 0.35
A R? NA 0.25 0.05
AF 1.92 13.48** 10.46**

dstandardized coefficients are shown

®hased on scores after Log(10) transformation to correct skew
*p<0.05

**p<0.01

Next, affective commitment to the supervisor wdsetaout of the model and
team psychological safety was inserted in its pldéese results are shown in Table
11.24. The findings from model 3 (see Table 11.RAArover that when team
psychological safety was added in the third stepyas found to be a significant
predictor of work engagement (b = 0.25, p<0.05) thust in team members was no
longer significant (b = 0.0%s). Trust in supervisor (b = 0.25, p<0.01) and trust
propensity (b = 0.15, p<0.05), nonetheless continige remain significant. These
findings point out that team psychological safetjyfmediated the effects of trust in
team members on work engagement. The Sobel tegdptbfurther support for this
mediation effect (z = 3.26, p<0.01). In sum, theuts of these analyses lent support
to hypotheses 2a, 2b and 2c.
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TABLE 11.24
Results of Regression Examining the Mediating Effés of Team Psychological

Safety?
Step Variables Work Work Work
Engagement Engagement Engagement
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
1. Gender 0.06 0.03 0.05
Nationality -0.19* -0.14 -0.18*
Age” 0.09 0.1 0.11
Tenure” 0.04 0.07 0.07
2. Trust in top 0.06 0.05
management
Trust in supervisor® 0.31** 0.25*
Trust in team members® 0.17* 0.05
Trust propensity” 0.17* 0.15*
3. Team psychological 0.25%*
safetyb
R’ 0.05 0.31 0.34
AR® NA 0.26 0.03
AF 2.00 13.46** 7.23**

dstandardized coefficients are shown

®hased on scores after Log(10) transformation to correct skew
*p<0.05

**p<0.01

11.12 The Effects of Work Engagement on Organizatial Outcomes

Hypotheses 3a-3e postulate that work engagememtbeilpositively and
significantly related to: in-role job performangenovative work behaviour, type of
feedback sought, error communication and orgamimaticommitment. In order to
test these hypotheses, separate two-step hierakchidtiple regression analyses for
each outcome variable were conducted. The fourrabowariables, namely, gender,
nationality, age and tenure were entered in that §itep; whereas, work engagement
was entered in the second step. These finding epesteéd in models 2a, 2b, 2c, 2d
and 2e of Table 11.25. These findings show that ek engagement is positively
and significantly associated with: (1) in-role jpbrformance (b = 0.42, p<0.01); (2)
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innovative work behaviour (b = 0.42, p<0.01); (¥edback seeking (b = 0.46,
p<0.01); (4) error communication (b = 0.41, p<0;0&nd (5) organizational
commitment (b = 0.37, p<0.01). Additionally, thesutts from these analyses showed
that nationality was a significant predictor of imative work behaviour (b = -0.20,
p<0.05), feedback seeking (b = -0.19, p<0.05) aigdrizational commitment (b = -
0.22, p<0.05). These findings suggest that comp#vettish nationals, non-Irish
nationals are more likely to engage in innovativaksehaviour, seek feedback for
self-improvement and are expected to be more camnito the their respective
research centres. Furthermore, the results shdvee¢dgie positively related to in-role
job performance (b = 0.23, p<0.01), thereby sugogshat older researchers perform
better than their younger counterparts. In shbs,results presented in Table 11.25,

provide firm support for hypotheses 3a-3e.
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TABLE 11.25

Results of Regression Examining the effects of WorEngagement on Organizational Outcomés

Step Variables IRP° IRP® IWB IWB FBS® FBS® EC® EC® oc’ oc’
Model 1a | Model 2a | Model 1b | Model 2b | Model 1c | Model 2c | Model 1d | Model 2d | Model 1e | Model 2e

1. Gender -0.05 -0.07 0.09 0.07 -0.09 -0.11 -0.20* -0.22** 0.01 -0.005
Nationality 0.02 0.09 -0.20* -0.13 -0.19* -0.12 0.05 0.12 -0.21* -0.14
Ageb 0.23** 0.19* 0.16 0.11 0.1 0.05 0.14 0.1 0.02 -0.02
Tenure® -0.05 -0.05 -0.07 -0.062 -0.09 -0.09 -0.1 -0.10 0.06 0.06

2. Work engagement 0.42* 0.42* 0.46** 0.41** 0.37**
R? 0.05 0.22 0.09 0.26 0.08 0.28 0.05 0.21 0.04 0.17
A R? NA 0.17 NA 0.17 NA 0.20 NA 0.16 NA 0.13
AF 2.08 33.96** 4.12* 35.34* 3.31* 43.88** 2.07 31.46** 1.68 24.89**

®standardized coefficients are shown

®hased on scores after Log(10) transformation to correct skew

*p<0.05

**p<0.01

Note: IRP = in-role job performance; IWB = innovative work behaviour; FBS = type of feedback sought; EC = error communication; OC = organizational

commitment
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11.13 The Mediating Role of Learning Goal Orientatbn in the Work

Engagement-Organizational Outcome Relationship

Hypotheses 4a-4e propose that learning goal otientavill at least partially
mediate the effects of work engagement on: injatbeperformance, innovative work
behaviour, type of feedback sought, error commuioicaand organizational
commitment. In order to test these mediation hypedls, the four-step procedure
outline by Baron and Kenny (1986) was followed. Tinst condition of mediation,
which requires that the independent variable mustidgp@ficantly associated with the
dependent variable, was satisfied by the resudtsgmted in Table 11.25.

The second condition necessitates that the indegmendriable, that is work
engagement, must be significantly related to trep@sed mediator that is, learning
goal orientation. This condition was analysed lyressing learning goal orientation
on the four control variables, namely, gender,amiity, age and tenure and work
engagement. As the results depicted in model 2aifiel 11.26 demonstrate, work
engagement was significantly related to learnind gdentation (b = 0.52, p<0.01).
Additionally, the findings from these analyses skdwhat age was positively and
significantly associated with learning goal origmma (b = 0.19, p<0.01), thereby
implying that older employees hold a stronger legyorientation than their younger
colleagues. Hence, the second condition for mexntiatias also satisfied.
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TABLE 11.26
Results of Regression Examining Effects of Work Eragement on Learning Goal

Orientation?
Step Variables Learning Goal Orinetation® | Learning Goal Orinetation®
Model 1 Model 2

1. Gender -0.06 -0.08
Nationality -0.03 0.06
Age” 0.25% 0.19**
Tenure” -0.15 -0.16*

2. Work engagement 0.52**
R? 0.08 0.33
A R? NA 0.27
AF 3.32* 61.59**

®standardized coefficients are shown

®hased on scores after Log(10) transformation to correct skew
*p<0.05

**p<0.01

The third condition proposes that learning goalemtation must be a
significant predictor of the five outcome variablem-role job performance,
innovative work behaviour, type of feedback soughrt;or communication and
organizational commitment. To test this conditi@@parate two-step hierarchical
multiple regression analyses were conducted fan eatcome variable. These results
are shown in models 2a, 2b, 2c, 2d and 2e of Thbl27. The findings revealed (see
Table 11.27) that learning goal orientation wastpady and significantly associated
with: in-role job performance (b = 0.53, p<0.0hnovative work behaviour (b = 0.36,
p<0.01), feedback seeking (b = 0.54, p<0.01), exoonmunication (b = 0.47, p<0.01)
and organizational commitment (b = 0.20, p<0.05)ug; the third condition for

mediation was also met.
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TABLE 11.27

Results of Regression Examining the Effects of Leaing Goal Orientation on Organizational Outcome$

Step Variables IRP° IRP® IwB IWB FBS® FBS® EC’ EC® oc’ oc®
Model 1a | Model 2a | Model 1b | Model 2b | Model 1c | Model 2c | Model 1d | Model 2d | Model 1e | Model 2e

1. Gender -0.05 -0.02 0.06 0.08 -0.04 -0.01 -0.20* -0.17* 0.02 0.03
Nationality 0.07 0.08 -0.18* -0.17* -0.15 -0.14 0.08 0.09 -0.20* -0.20*
Ageb 0.26** 0.13 0.17* 0.08 0.1 -0.03 0.15 0.03 -0.004 -0.05
Tenure® -0.05 0.03 -0.07 -0.03 -0.06 0.02 -0.1 -0.03 0.07 0.1

2. Learning goal orientation” 0.53** 0.36** 0.54** 0.47** 0.20*
R’ 0.06 0.31 0.09 0.21 0.05 0.32 0.05 0.25 0.04 0.07
A R? NA 0.25 NA 0.12 NA 0.27 NA 0.20 NA 0.03
AF 2.59* 63.2** 4.15* 25.73* 2147 67.82** 2.10 45.22** 1.62 6.79*

®standardized coefficients are shown

®hased on scores after Log(10) transformation to correct skew

*p<0.05
**p<0.01

Note: IRP = in-role job performance; IWB = innovative

commitment
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To test, the final condition of mediation, whiclquéres that the direct effect
of the independent variable on the dependent Maristiould reduce significantly in
magnitude (partial mediation) or it should beconmm-significant (full mediation),
when the mediator is included in the regression dtde analyses performed in
Table 11.25 were repeated by adding learning geahi@tion in the third step of the
regression model. The results for in-role job peniance, innovative work behaviour
and feedback seeking are presented in Table 1ivP8e, the results for error
communication and organizational commitment are aegiin Table 11.29. The
results (see Table 11.28) show that when learnoaj grientation was added in the
third step, the direct effect of work engagement iarrole job performance,
innovative work behaviour and feedback seeking nmeethsignificant but declined
from b = 0.42 (p<0.01) to b = 0.19 (p<0.05) forraie job performance; was reduced
from b = 0.42 (p<0.01) to b = 0.31 (p<0.01) for anative work behaviour; and
decreased from b = 0.46 (p<0.01) to b = 0.24 (pKOfr feedback seeking.
Moreover, although the effect of work engagementrekesed, learning goal
orientation as a mediator had significant uniqdeat$ on in-role job performance (b
= 0.44, p<0.01), innovative work behaviour (b =10.p<0.05) and feedback seeking
(b =0.43, p<0.01).
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TABLE 11.28

Results of Regression Examining the Mediating Effés of Learning Goal Orientation®

Step Variables IRP° IRP® IRP° IwB IwB IwB FBS® FBS® FBS®
Model 1a | Model 2a | Model 3a | Model 1b | Model 2b | Model 3b | Model 1c | Model 2c | Model 3c

1. Gender -0.05 -0.07 -0.04 0.09 0.07 0.09 -0.09 -0.11 -0.08
Nationality 0.02 0.09 0.06 -0.20* -0.13 -0.14 -0.19* -0.12 -0.14*
Ageb 0.23** 0.19* 0.11 0.16 0.11 0.07 0.1 0.05 -0.03
Tenure® -0.05 -0.05 0.02 -0.07 -0.06 -0.04 -0.09 -0.09 -0.02
Work engagement 0.42* 0.19* 0.42* 0.31* 0.46** 0.24*

3. Learning goal orientation” 0.44** 0.21* 0.43**
R’ 0.05 0.22 0.35 0.09 0.26 0.29 0.08 0.28 0.40
A R? NA 0.17 0.13 NA 0.17 0.03 NA 0.20 0.12
AF 2.08 33.96** 31.23** 4.12* 35.34** 6.12* 3.31* 43.88** 31.62**

®standardized coefficients are shown

®hased on scores after Log(10) transformation to correct skew
*p<0.05
**p<0.01

Note: IRP = in-role job performance; IWB = innovative work behaviour; FBS = type of feedback sought
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Likewise, the results (see Table 11.29) revealet tvhen learning goal
orientation was entered in the third step, it wasnfl to be significantly associated
with error communication (b = 0.43, p<0.01). Nored#iss, the direct effect of work
engagement on error communication was reduced fvom 0.41 (p<0.01) in the
second step to b = 0.23 (p<0.01) in the third dkepthermore, the findings presented
in Table 11.29 showed that in case of organizati@eamitment, learning goal
orientation was not significant in the third step € 0.009, ns), while work
engagement continued to be a significant predftdinis construct (b = 0.37, p<0.01).
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TABLE 11.29

Results of Regression Examining the Mediating Effés of Learning Goal Orientation®

Step Variables EC® EC’ EC® ocC ocC ocC
Model 1a | Model 2a | Model 3a | Model 1b | Model 2b | Model 3b

1. Gender -0.20* -0.22** -0.19** 0.01 -0.005 -0.004
Nationality 0.05 0.12 0.1 -0.21* -0.14 -0.14
Ageb 0.14 0.1 0.03 0.02 -0.02 -0.03
Tenure® -0.1 -0.10 -0.05 0.06 0.06 0.06
Work engagement 0.41* 0.23** 0.37* 0.37*

3. Learning goal orientation” 0.35** 0.009
R® 0.05 0.21 0.29 0.04 0.17 0.17
A R? NA 0.16 0.08 NA 0.13 0
AF 2.07 31.46* 17.85** 1.68 24.92* 0.01

®standardized coefficients are shown

®hased on scores after Log(10) transformation to correct skew
*p<0.05

**p<0.01

Note: EC = error communication; OC = organizational commitment

288




Taken together, these findings suggest that, asligbeel, learning goal
orientation partially mediated the effects of woengagement on in-role job
performance, innovative work behaviour, feedbadks®y and error communication.
However, contrary to expectations, learning goaérdgation did not mediate the
relationship between work engagement and organizatcommitment.

In order to establish whether the effect of worlgagement on in-role job
performance, innovative work behaviour, feedbaskisegy and error communication
significantly decreased upon the addition of le@gngoal orientation, the Sobel test
(1982) was performed. The findings from the Sobst tonfirmed that learning goal
orientation mediated the effects of work engagenoenin-role job performance (z =
5.21, p<0.01), innovative work behaviour (z = 2.%0.05), feedback seeking (z =
5.16, p<0.01) and error communication (z = 4.29.pS). In sum, these findings
corroborate hypotheses 4a, 4b, 4c and 4d resplctivewever, hypothesis 4e, which
proposed that learning goal orientation will meglittie effects of work engagement

on organizational commitment was rejected.

11.14 Summary

The results of this study offered support for alt bwo hypotheses. More
specifically, the findings of this study revealdttt trust in supervisor, trust in team
members and trust propensity exercised significamtue effects on researchers’
levels of work engagement. However, contrary to eefgtions, trust in top
management did not have a direct effect on workagament. Furthermore, the
results from this chapter showed that affective mwment to the supervisor and team
psychological safety fully mediated the effectdrokt in supervisor and trust in team
members on work engagement respectively. In additibe results showed that
although trust in top management did not exertrectlieffect on work engagement, it
affected this construct indirectly through orgatimaal identification. Moreover, it
was found that work engagement was a significaadliptor of all the five outcome
variables. Finally, the findings revealed that,pasdicted, learning goal orientation
partially mediated the effects of work engagement im-role job performance,

innovative work behaviour, feedback seeking an@recommunication. However,
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learning goal orientation failed to mediate theeef$ of work engagement on
organizational commitment. These results are sumsethin Figures 11.1, 11.2, 11.3
and 11.4 below:

FIGURE 11.1
Hypotheses 1(a to d)

Trustin Top
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*p<0.05
**p<0.01
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FIGURE 11.2

Hypotheses 2(a to c)

) 0.48** -
Trustin Top | Organizational 0.24%
Management | Identification '
Work
0.53** Affective Engagement
. *k
Trustin »| Commitment to 0.20 Vigour
Direct i
Supervisor the Supervisor Dedication
Absorption
0.35**
Trustin 0.61** Team .
Team »| Psychological
Members Safety
*p<0.05
**p<0.01

2901




FIGURE 11.3
Hypotheses 3(a to e)
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FIGURE 11.4
Hypotheses 4(a to e)
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®Note: Although the direct effect of learning goal orientation on organizational commitment

was significant, it’s mediating effect on the engagement — commitment relationship was
insignificant (b = 0.009, ns).
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CHAPTER 12

Discussion, Implications and Conclusions

12.1 Introduction

As discussed in chapter 1, this research had tHewfiolg four aims and

objectives:

To determine whether or not trust in top managemémnist in direct
supervisor, trust in team members and trust propersn directly and

significantly affect researchers’ work engagement.

To establish whether for not: (1) organizationahitfecation, an organization
relevant outcome, will mediate the relationship wesn trust in top
management and work engagement; (2) affective ctmmenit to the
supervisor, which is a supervisor specific outcomile mediate the effects of
trust in direct supervisor on work engagement; é)dteam psychological
safety, a team relevant outcome, will mediate #iationship between trust in

team members and work engagement.

To examine the impact of work engagement on fiveemue variables: (1)
self-rated in-role job performance; (2) innovatiweork behaviour; (3)
feedback seeking for self-improvement; (4) erromownication; and (5)

affective organizational commitment.

To ascertain if learning goal orientation mediatbe effects of work

engagement on these five organizational outcomes.

294



On the basis of these objectives the following higpses were formulated and tested:

Hypothesis 1laResearchers’ trust in top management is positiaspciated with
their work engagement

Hypothesis 1bResearchers’ trust in direct supervisor will beifpely associated
with their work engagement

Hypothesis 1cResearchers’ trust in their team members will @tpely associated
with their work engagement

Hypothesis 1dResearchers’ trust propensity will be positivedgaciated with their

work engagement

Hypothesis 2aResearchers’ organizational identification willdrege the effects of
trust in top management on work engagement

Hypothesis 2bResearchers’ affective commitment to the superwisibbmediate the
effects of trust in direct supervisor on work engaget

Hypothesis 2cTeam psychological safety will mediate the effexftiust in team

members on work engagement

Hypothesis 3aResearchers’ work engagement will be positiveboamted with their
in-role job performance

Hypothesis 3bResearchers’ work engagement will be positivebpamted with their
innovative work behaviour

Hypothesis 3cResearchers’ work engagement will be positivegoamted with
seeking feedback for self improvement

Hypothesis 3dResearchers’ work engagement will be positivebpamted with
error communication

Hypothesis 3eResearchers’ work engagement will be positivebpoamted with their

organizational commitment

Hypothesis 4aResearchers’ learning goal orientation will astgzartially mediate
the effects of work engagement on in-role job pentamce
Hypothesis 4bResearchers’ learning goal orientation will astgzartially mediate

the effects of work engagement on innovative warkdviour
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Hypothesis 4cResearchers’ learning goal orientation will astgaartially mediate
the effects of work engagement on seeking feedlackelf improvement
Hypothesis 4dResearchers’ learning goal orientation will astgzartially mediate
the effects of work engagement on error commuraoati

Hypothesis 4eResearchers’ learning goal orientation will astgaartially mediate

the effects of work engagement on organizationalrodment

Using survey data from 152 research scientistsymricom six university
science research centres operating in Irelandethesearch hypotheses were tested
through hierarchical multiple regression analyddse research model, showing the

hypothesised relationships is depicted in Figurd b2low:

Figure 12.1
Research Model
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The present study makes an important contributooibdth the engagement
and trust literature. As discussed in chapter 8yipus research has predominantly
expressed work engagement as a function of jobpansonal resources. However,
this research empirically demonstrates that cuitigaa climate of trust might be an
important avenue through which organizations mayabk to build an engaged
workforce. Moreover, in chapter 5 it was noted tpasitive trust is an important
predictor of other indicators of motivation such g satisfaction, organizational
citizenship behaviour and turnover intentions. Tsigdy extends the extant trust
literature by empirically establishing a link betmetrust and work engagement.

This chapter begins by presenting a summary ofntlagn findings of this
research and then proceeds to discuss these reswetail. This is followed by a
discussion of managerial implications, limitaticansd potential contributions of the
study. The chapter finally concludes with a preagom of some future research

directions.

12.2 Summary of the Research Findings

Before discussing the findings of this study inadlethe main results of this

research are summarised below:

12.2.1 The Direct Relationship between Work Engagement and Trust

The results of this study showed that:

 Trust in top management was unrelated to work esmgagt (H1a)

 Trust in supervisor was positively and significgnttlated to work engagement (H1b)

» Trust in team members was positively and signifiyarelated to work engagement (H1c)

* Trust propensity was positively and significan#jated to work engagement (H1d)
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12.2.2 The Mediating Role of Organizational Identification, Affective Commitment to the

Supervisor and Team Psychological Safety

Furthermore, it was disclosed that:

* Organizational identification fully mediated thdesfts of trust in top management

on work engagement (H2a)

» Affective commitment to the supervisor fully medidtthe relationship between

trust in direct supervisor and work engagement (jH2b

» Team psychological safety fully mediated the effeaft trust in team members on

work engagement (H2c)

12.2.3 Consequences of Work Engagement

The consequences of work engagement indicated ithats positively and

significantly associated with:

* In-Role Job Performance (H3a)

* Innovative Work Behaviour (H3b)
e Feedback Seeking (H3c)

e Error Communication (H3d)

* Organizational Commitment (H3e)

12.2.4 Mediating Role of Learning Goal Orientation

Finally, the results revealed that as hypothesidedining goal orientation

partially mediated the effects of work engagement on
* In-Role Job Performance (H4a)
* Innovative Work Behaviour (H4b)

* Feedback Seeking (H4c)
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e Error Communication (H4d)

However, contrary to expectations learning goatmation did not mediate the

relationship between work engagement and organizatcommitment (H4e).

12.3 Discussion of the Research Findings

12.3.1 The Direct Effects of State and Trait Trust on Work Engagement

The bulk of the research on work engagement hasoprmantly illuminated
the role of job resources in fostering work engagein{Schaufeli and Bakker, 2004;
Bakker and Demerouti, 2008). The results of thesgmé study, however, show that
psychological states such as trust can also playiti@al part in cultivating work
engagement. Hypotheses 1la proposed that trusp imémagement will be positively
associated with work engagement. However, conti@rgxpectations, the results of
this study showed that trust in top managemenindidexercise a significant impact
on researchers’ levels of work engagement. Intexgigt the correlation analysis (see
Table 11.19, page 267) showed that trust in topagament was positively and
significantly related to work engagement (r = 0.880.01). However, when trust in
top management was entered into the regression Inabaleg with trust in direct
supervisor, trust in team members and trust propetiits effect became insignificant.
This finding suggests that within the context ofiversity research centres,
researchers’ trust in their supervisor and team begsnand researchers’ dispositional
tendency to trust others is more important in leoisg their work engagement than
their trust in top management.

One possible explanation for this finding mightthat the top management
team, including the research director, performs emstrategic functions such as
setting the research agenda of the centre, acguftinding, allocating resources
among various research teams and inspiring scientigh diverse backgrounds to
work collaboratively on specific research projedts.reality, top management may
have limited involvement in every day job relatectivaties such as, evaluating
performance, providing feedback and assistance wabearch-related tasks or
offering advice regarding proximal job and caresated issues (Dirks and Skarlicki,
2004). As a consequence top management may orlyeinde researchers’ work
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activities and consequently work engagement in ratiract manner through the
policies and procedures enacted by them.

In addition, this finding also appears to be cdesits with the notion that
entities, which are psychologically and physicaligre proximal to employees’ such
as, the direct supervisor are likely to exercisgranger impact on their attitudes and
behaviours than more distal entities like, the topnagement or the organization
(Becker et al.,1996). In support of this argumeBgcker et al. empirically
demonstrated that commitment to supervisor wasoa@er predictor of employees’
job performance than organizational commitment.ofakis and Atwater (2002) also
echo the same thoughts and contend that psychalagid physical distance between
the leader and followers’ tends to diminish leaderiuence because of reduced
social interaction. Thus, in view of this evidentenay not be surprising that trust in
top management did not exercise a direct impacesearchers’ work engagement.

Hypothesis 1b postulated that trust in the diraepiesvisor will be significantly
and positively associated with work engagement. fdsalts of this study found
support for this hypothesis. It is suggested thatttin supervisor can enhance work
engagement by leading the researchers to believettiba supervisor will fairly
reward them for their energy, enthusiasm and invokm. This might increase
researchers’ work motivation by strengthening tpenformance — reward expectancy
and as a result may lead to higher work engagement.

Furthermore, employees’ confidence in their supemns skills and
capabilities is likely to assure them that they caant on him or her to help them in
the wake of job related obstacles. This might nthken feel more efficacious and as
a result spur them to show greater vigour, dedicaiind absorption in their work
(Llorens et al., 2007).

Finally, Lewicki et al. (2006) contend that trustreciprocal — that is, when we
trust others, they are likely to reciprocate bytingsus in return. Applying this logic
to the current study, it is speculated that wheseaechers trust their supervisor, the
supervisor might reciprocate by trusting them baic# supervisor’s trust in his or her
research staff might manifest in the staff beirigva¢d to work more autonomously
on research projects. Greater autonomy in reseaockh might enhance researchers’
sense of self determination and as a result may gréimem to show greater energy
and involvement in their work. In a similar veinalmon and Robinson (2008)

advance the concept of collective felt trust, whiefers to employees’ shared belief
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about the extent to which they are trusted by theanagement. These researchers
argue that when employees believe that the managdrsts them, they are likely to
behave responsibly by exhibiting behaviour thdikisly to augment the performance
of the organization. This motivation to enhanceaoigational performance may, in
turn, spur the employees to approach their work gitater vigour and dedication.

Hypothesis 1c, which predicted that trust in tearambers will have a
significant positive impact on researchers’ levefswork engagement was also
substantiated. Trust in fellow research team membgrenabling important processes
such as knowledge sharing and cooperation caniymgitinfluence researchers’
engagement with their work. For example, accessniportant information and
instrumental help from colleagues (a form of coapfiee behaviour) can ensure
successful task completion and as a consequence nmaayfest in greater work
engagement (Hakanen et al., 2006). Moreover, amagmment of trust within teams
leads to the formation of high quality relationshipswhich team members express
care and concern for each other (Jones and Gedb®§8, Costa, 2003). In such a
situation researchers are more likely to feel pathe team, which in turn can fulfil
their need to belong and consequently increase wWwk engagement (Schuafeli and
Bakker, 2004; Schaufeli and Salanova, 2007).

In line with hypothesis 1d, trust propensity alsoeeged as a significant
predictor of researchers’ work engagement. Peojtle avdispositional tendency to
trust others are more likely to engage in coopesatind pro-social behaviours
(Colquitt et al., 2007; Van Dyne et al., 2000).addition, they are less likely to lie,
cheat or steal and they are more likely to resfiextrights of others (Rotter, 1980).
Because of these positive attributes, it is exgedhat high trustors are likely to
develop more positive and meaningful relationshviif their peers and supervisors,
which may enable them to receive valued performaealeged resources such as,
information, constructive feedback and instrumemsigbport that are necessary for
bolstering their engagement levels. This findingassistent with previous research,
which indicates that positive personality traits lsugs, extraversion, emotional
stability and conscientiousness can increase erapidyengagement with their work
(Langelaan et al., 2006; Mosert and Rothman, 2K06;et al., 2009).
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12.3.2 The Mediating Role of Organizational Identification, Affective Commitment to

the Supervisor and Team Psychological Safety

An important contribution of the present studyhattit highlights three unique
mechanisms by which positive trust in top managepgirect supervisor and team
members can affect work engagement. In the custematy it was argued that trust in
top management, trust in direct supervisor andt tmusteam members are three
distinct constructs each having different outconaesl implications (Dirks and
Skarlicki, 2004). Dirks and Skarlicki (2004) sugg#sat trust in top management is
likely to be a stronger predictor of organizati@hewant outcomes; trust in direct
supervisor is likely to be more predictive of supsor focussed outcomes; and trust
in team members is likely to exert a stronger inflteeon team level outcomes. This
is also in line with Ajzen and Fishbein’s (1977)ngipal of compatibility, which
states that a given attitude is likely to be arggey predictor of a particular behaviour

if the attitude and the behaviour have the samie foc

Thus, it was anticipated that each type of trudt affect work engagement
through a distinct mechanism. More specifically,was hypothesised that: (1)
organizational identification, an organization x&let outcome, will mediate the
relationship between trust in top management andk veogagement; (2) affective
commitment to the supervisor, which is a supervsmecific outcome will mediate
the effects of trust in direct supervisor on workgagement; and (3) team
psychological safety, a team relevant outcome, mébdiate the relationship between

trust in team members and work engagement.

The findings of this study indicate that althouglst in top management did
not exercise a direct impact on work engagemeimgditectly affected this construct
through organizational identification. This ressidiggests that positive trust in the top
management strengthens researchers’ psychologiaehment with the organization.
For instance, researchers’ belief that the polieied procedures enacted by the top
management are fair and directed towards their-lngig is likely to signal that the
research centre respects them and values theiritagian. This sense of being
valued by the research centre might bolster reseestfeelings of self-worth and
self-esteem and as a consequence may stimulateizaganal identification (Sluss,

Klimchak and Holmes, 2008). Previous research sippbe link between trust and
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organizational identification (Cremer et al., 2008)strong identification, in turn, is
expected to augment researchers’ engagement widir ttvork. Increased
identification can engender a “psychological onshesth the research centre, which
might lead the researchers’ to view the centreseaech related goals as their own.
This may inspire the researchers to dedicate great®unts of their mental and
physical energies towards the attainment of thes¢sgwhich subsequently can lead
to greater work engagement. Moreover, Pratt (1988ntends that social
identification with the organization can satisfy thasic human need to belong.
According to the self determination theory (Ryanl &eci, 2000) the fulfilment of
the basic human need to belong can increase imtnnstivation — a concept that is
closely aligned to the construct of work engageng8aohaufeli and Salanova, 2007).
To the best of my knowledge, no previous study érapirically established a link

between organizational identification and work eyegaent.

Furthermore, the results of this investigation eded that affective
commitment to the supervisor fully mediated theatiehship between trust in
supervisor and work engagement. This suggestgrilngttin supervisor affects work
engagement indirectly by strengthening researcipsigthological bonding with their
supervisor. It is argued that positive trust in sugpervisor is likely to lead the
researchers to suspend their personal interestsiatides and internalise the research
related goals specified by the supervisor (Dirksd a8karlicki, 2004). The
internalisation of the supervisor’'s goals and dlfyes by the researchers, in turn, is
expected to enhance their commitment to the supmryBecker et al., 1996). When
researchers experience elevated levels of commitioetiteir supervisor, they may
get access to important resources such as morérecinge feedback, social support
and personal coaching, which subsequently canandle their level of engagement
with their work (Siders et al., 2001). This contentis in line with the LMX literature,
which contends that when employees become commitieitheir supervisors and
consequently develop high quality relationshipshwtitem, they are likely to reap
substantial benefits in the form of formal and mfial rewards, favour doing, ample
access to supervisors and increased communicad@mig, Kacmar and Witt, 2005).
Again | am unaware of any previous study, which baamined the relationship

between affective commitment to the supervisoraark engagement.
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Additionally, the results disclosed that team psyobical safety fully
mediated the effects of trust in team members orkvemgagement. This finding
implies that trust in team members also influenaeak engagement indirectly by
cultivating a climate of psychological safety irates. When researchers trust their
fellow team members and perceive them as consejemeliable and honest they are
more likely to experience a sense of psychologeétty (Edmondson, 2004; May et
al., 2004). In a psychologically safe environmemisearchers are more liable to
innovate, try new ways of doing things and expréssr true selves without fear
because they feel confident that they will notideculed or penalised for doing so. In
such a situation it is realistic to assume thatrdsearchers will be more engaged in
their work (May et al., 2004).

12.3.3 The Direct Effects of Work Engagement on Organizational Outcomes

The results of this study further revealed thatknamgagement was positively
and significantly associated with all the five angaational outcomes: (1) in-role job
performance (hypothesis 3a); (2) innovative workawour (hypothesis 3b); (3)
feedback seeking (hypothesis 3c); (4) error compatitn (hypothesis 3d); and (5)
organizational commitment (hypothesis 3e).

In line with the previous research, the resultshid study showed that work
engagement was positively associated with in-rokegerformance (Schaufeli et al.,
2006; Xanthopolou et al., 2008). Past empiricaleaesh suggests that engaged
employees are likely to show initiative (Hakaneeri®niemi and Toppinen-Tanner,
2008), learning motivation (Sonnentag, 2003) arahgtive behaviour (Salanova and
Schaufeli, 2008) while working on their jobs. Additally, engaged employees have
been reported to enjoy good health and well bentgch allows them to put greater
energy and effort into their work (Bakker et alQ08). Finally, prior research
indicates that engaged workers are more commiteedheir organization and
generally have a lower tendency to turnover (Sakla@ind Salanova, 2007). The
confluence of these factors can manifest in bétteole job performance.

Furthermore, the findings of the present study stbtihat work engagement
can promote innovative work behaviours. The evideat an association between
work engagement and innovative behaviours is an itapo finding because

researchers’ inclination to engage in these belbavi@an manifest in important
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outcomes for the science research centres sucteategresearch publications, more
patents, creation of new products and enhancedandseunding (Santoro and

Saparito, 2003). In the current paper it is suggethat positive affect in the form of

work engagement, might broaden researchers’ mometitaught-action repertoires

(Fredrickson, 2000) and as a result may induce tteedabble in creative activities.

Previous studies have also established a link ltweork engagement and
innovative work behaviour (Schaufeli et al., 20B@kanen et al., 2008).

Additionally, the findings of this study revealeldat work engagement can
facilitate learning behaviour within the context thie university research centres.
More specifically, the results of this researcheaded that work engagement was
positively and significantly related to both feedba@eeking and error communication.
This finding is important from the perspective tietuniversity research centres
because past research demonstrates that empldgedsncy to engage in learning
behaviour can manifest in enhanced individual, teawh organizational learning and
performance (Edmondson, 1999). However, in spitethef potential advantages,
employees are often reluctant to seek feedbaclemort errors because of the high
risks associated with these behaviours.

The findings from the present study suggest thabged researchers might
focus more on the value and less on the costs iatstowvith seeking diagnostic
feedback and reporting errors, which may prompinth@ engage in these behaviours.
Prior research indicates that engaged employeedeatieated to performing at high
standards (Schaufeli and Salanova, 2007) and possestrong desire to learn
(Sonnentag, 2003). Thus, it may be reasonableggesti that the engaged researchers
are likely to perceive the process of seeking mftron for self improvement and
discussing mistakes as an opportunity to correair thperformance-related
deficiencies and satisfy their penchant for leagnihhis desire for self improvement
and learning, in turn, might encourage the engagmentists to proactively seek
feedback and report errors. This relationship betw&ork engagement and learning
behaviour has not been examined before.

Finally, the findings from this study showed thabriv engagement was a
significant predictor of organizational commitmewtyich corroborates the findings
from previous studies (Saks, 2006; Hakanen et28l06; Hakanen, Schaufeli and
Ahola, 2008). However, the existence of a positagsociation between work

engagement and organizational commitment withincthrggext of university research
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centres is interesting because past research g¢adbasscientists are generally more
committed to their scientific field or professionpéer community than to their
organization (Keller, 1997). Furthermore, GoswaMathew and Chadha (2007)
contend that it is plausible that the scientisbfpssional values may conflict with
organizational expectations, which, in turn, migieduce their loyalty to the
organization. In this connection, Halbesleben arntie®er (2008) report that highly
engaged employees may find it difficult to leaveithob because of the enormous
amounts of energies they have invested in thaaj@bbecause they strongly identify
with the work they do. Moreover, since work hasvilled so many resources to the
employee such as, autonomy and work-related skillsgcomes difficult for him or
her to quit the job and seek employment elsewhBseswitching jobs “the employee
may need to start again, which may be a risky itmrest of resources that he or she is
not willing to make” (Halbesleben and Wheeler, 2008246). These reasons might
explain why the engaged scientists in the presdntys demonstrated high

commitment to their respective research centres.

12.3.4 The Mediating Role of Learning Goal Orientation on the Work Engagement-

Organizational Outcome Relationship

While, past empirical research has provided amyildeace that high levels of
work engagement can manifest in several positiveoones for the organizations, it
has remained silent on the underlying processesigirwhich engagement can affect
these outcomes. One novel feature of this studghas it illuminated the role of
learning goal orientation in explaining the linkdgetween engagement and the five
organizational outcomes. The results of this stwipwed that learning goal
orientation partially mediated the effects of woekgagement on in-role job
performance, innovative work behaviour, feedba@ks®y and error communication.
This finding implies that work engagement can dfteese outcomes directly and as
well as indirectly by strengthening researchergirieng orientation. However,
contrary to expectations, learning goal orientatitith not mediate the relationship
between engagement and organizational commitment.

Although, learning goal orientation is a relatywedtable individual
difference variable it is not insensitive to sitoaal cues (VandeWalle, 2001, 2003).

The results from the present study showed thattipesaffect in the form of work

306



engagement induced researchers’ to approach theik with a learning goal
orientation. This is because, in line with priosearch, engaged researchers are
expected to possess a strong desire to excel inrdsearch work (Schaufeli and
Salanova, 2007), which subsequently can stimulemtto develop their competence
through the acquisition of new skills and knowledigeaddition, engaged researchers
because of their high degree of involvement inrtlmesearch work are likely to
possess a strong understanding of the requirenoéntiseir research related work
(Harter, Schmidt and Keyes, 2003). This, in turightfacilitate them to identify the
precise research specific skills and knowledge ciwldan enable them to perform
their research work more effectively. When reseanstare clear about which skills
and abilities are important for them, they may bw@eriiable to devote their time and
energies to devise strategies to acquire thosés,skihich subsequently might raise
their learning orientation (Kohli et al., 1998).eRious research provides supportive
empirical evidence that engaged workers exhibitatgre learning motivation
(Sonnentag, 2003).

A strong learning orientation, in turn, might encge the researchers’ to
engage in self-regulation tactics (e.g. goal settpignning and effort), boost their
sense of self efficacy, increase their willingnésdry out new work methods and
make them more resilient in the wake of tough sibna ( Porath and Bateman, 2006;
Hirst, Van Knippenberg and Zhou, 2009). The congerog of these factors can
eventually manifest in greater innovativeness amgkesor in-role job performance
(Janssen and Yperen, 2004). Furthermore, learnifented researchers are more
likely to seek diagnostic feedback because thewiden it as critical to their goal of
improving their competence (Janssen and Prins, 2P@rk, Schmidt, Scheu and
DeShon, 2007). In addition, since individuals wholdha strong learning goal
orientation are not overly concerned about makingfakes and consider errors and
failures as part of the learning process (SujanifzMd Kumar, 1994), they are also
more likely to communicate errors and mistakes.

Consistent with past research, work engagemenalggnificant direct effect
on organizational commitment; however, this relaiip was not mediated by
learning goal orientation. Quite interestingly, tberrelation analysis showed that
learning goal orientation was positively associatéth organizational commitment (r
= 0.22, p<0.01) but when it was included in theresgion model together with work

engagement, its effect became insignificant. Iiytiat was rationalized that learning
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oriented researchers might perceive more learnimth developmental opportunities
within their centre, which in turn, may increaseithorganizational commitment
(D’Amato and Herzfeldt, 2008). However, the findsnfyjom this study suggest that
researchers’ commitment to their research centretiased on their perception of
learning opportunities available in the centre, father is a direct response to strong

work engagement.

12.3.5 Work Engagement and Demographic Variables

Finally, the results of this study showed that agender and tenure were
unrelated to work engagement. These findings alieenwith past empirical research,
which shows that demographic variables are gewnevatlakly correlated with work
engagement (Schaufeli and Bakker, 2003; Schaufedi 8alanova, 2007). For
instance, some studies have found a weak posglagonship between age and work
engagement, thereby suggesting that older empldgeéslightly more engaged than
younger employees (e.g. Schaufeli and Bakker, 2@®&)aufeli and Salanova (2007)
attribute this finding to the ‘healthy worker effeovhich implies that “only those
who are healthy survive and remain in their joblseseas, unhealthy (i.e. not engaged)
employees drop out” (p. 148). In a related veinyreghis some evidence that men
exhibit somewhat higher levels of work engageméanttheir female counterparts
(Schaufeli and Bakker, 2003). However, these effece so small that they “hardly
bear any practical significance” (Schaufeli anda8aVa, 2007; p. 148).

Nevertheless, one important finding which camagbtlin this study was the
significant impact of nationality on researchersvdls of work engagement. The
results showed that non-Irish scientists were nemgaged to their work than their
Irish counterparts. Previous research also proviedence that nationality can
influence work engagement. For instance, XanthapgulBakker, Kantas and
Demerouti (in press) conducted a study with a sanopl206 Greek and 162 Dutch
employees and found that Greek employees reporigtieh levels of work
engagement than the Dutch employees.

Nationality and cultural differences have also befund to effect
organizational behaviour in other contexts. Fomeple, Al-Enezi, Chowdhury, Shah
and Al-Otabi (2009) conducted a study among a wculttiral sample of nurses in

Kuwait and found that Indian nurses were relativalyre satisfied than their Filipino
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counterparts. Al-Enezi et al. (2009) attributedsthdifference in the levels of
satisfaction to the fact that Indian nurses canmenfrmore conservative cultural
backgrounds and therefore, found it easier to awegbite local environment.

Similarly, Huff and Kelley (2003) undertook a study seven countries to
ascertain the impact of cultural differences onimials’ propensity to trust the in-
group and out-group. The results from this studywstb that individuals from
collectivist cultures had a stronger in-group biaghich manifested in lower
individual propensities to trust and organizatiortalist for external partners.

Furthermore, Bonache (2005) sought to compardethads of job satisfaction
among expatriates, repatriates and domestic engdoyeorking in a Spanish
multinational corporation. The results of this stughowed that expatriates reported
higher levels of satisfaction with various job dweristics (task variety, autonomy,
opportunities for learning) and their careers ththe repatriates and domestic
employees. Bonache (2005) argues that expatriagggded foreign assignments as
an opportunity for personal and professional develm and believed that
international experience will be instrumental invadcing their careers. The
confluence of these factors might have contributedards their higher job
satisfaction.

Finally, Casimir and Waldman (2007) contend thatwal background can
affect the perceived significance of various travith regard to effective leadership.
They found empirical support for this contentiontireir study conducted among
Australian and Chinese white collar employees. Bipalty, Casimir and Waldman
(2007) found that since the Australian culture lagportance on egalitarianism, the
Australian employees regarded leader traits (emgneunicative, friendly, humours,
participative and respectful) which mitigated povdgstance as more important. In
contrast, the Chinese culture is characterisedebpgact for authority and collectivism
and as a result the Chinese employees expressatergmeference for leadership
traits such as, integrating and modesty.

The preceding discussion provides some evidence differences in
nationality and culture can have a profound impattemployees’ behaviours and
attitudes, thus explaining the results for the entr'sample.

In the absence of qualitative data, one can onlcwdpte upon the exact
reasons as to why nationality affected scientistsik engagement in the present

study. One possible explanation for this findingildobe that in the current study a
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high proportion of foreign scientists working inethhesearch centres surveyed came
from less developed countries, which do not posessiecessary infrastructure and
facilities for scientific research. Thus, when #heforeign scientists get the
opportunity to work with world class academics ayet access to state of the art
facilities, they are stimulated to approach thearkwvith greater energy, enthusiasm
and involvement. On the contrary, the Irish scestare used to working in such a
positive work environment and therefore, theselifes may not have a very
profound impact on their levels of work engagement.

Another reason for this finding could be that fgrenationals may regard the
experience of working abroad as an opportunity personal and professional
development and expect it to play a pivotal rolgurthering their careers (Daily,
Trevis and Dalton, 2000; Stahl, Miller and Tungp2pBonache, 2005). This, in turn,
might increase their career satisfaction (Bona@@)5) and subsequently work
engagement.

Finally, it is suggested that the -cultural valuef individualism and
collectivism may have accounted for the differenoethe engagement levels of Irish
and non-lrish scientists. Of Hofstede’s (1980) falimensions, individualism and
collectivism are without doubt the most researctdtural values (Wasti, 2003). The
main difference between individualism and collestiv stems from the fact that in
collectivist societies, personal and in-group gaaie closely aligned; whereas in
individualistic societies personal goals take pdecee over in-group goals.
Furthermore, while people from collectivist cultsireend to be people oriented in
organizational settings, individualists tend torbere task oriented (Hofstede, 1980).
In a related vein, Boyacigiller and Adler (1991ted in Wasti, 2003) contend that
employees from collectivist cultures commit to th@iganization because of their ties
with colleagues; whereas individualists may be maiteacted to the job content or
promotion policies.

A high percentage of non-Irish researchers in tingeat study came from
collectivist cultures, which may have enabled th&mform closer ties with their
supervisors and colleagues. This, in turn, couldehtacilitated them to acquire
important resources such as, information, suppwt @ersonalised coaching, which
consequently might have boosted their engagemesmtsleIn contrast, the Irish
scientists belong to an individualistic society aamla result it is possible that for

them, extrinsic rewards such as, pay raises antgiron opportunities might prove
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more important for raising their work engagemenbwdver, within the context of
research centres such extrinsic rewards might letbacome by, which consequently

may have had a downward effect on Irish researtlesals of work engagement.

12.4 Organizational and Managerial Implications

This study provides evidence that high trust in the management, direct
supervisor and team members can raise researategsigement with their work.
Furthermore, the results from the present study sHatlvat positive trust in the top
management can enhance organizational identificaltioaddition, findings from this
study revealed that high trust in supervisor camifeat in increased commitment to
the supervisor; whereas, trust in team membersEate an environment, in which
researchers’ feel psychologically safe to exprbsg true selves without the fear of
being punished or ridiculed.

So, the obvious question is that how might the aede centre managers
cultivate a climate of trust at each level of tlmgamizational hierarchy? For instance,
previous empirical research on trust indicates tbeganizational leaders (top
managers and supervisors) can develop trust in fibl@wers through the exhibition
of transformational leadership behaviours (Dirksl dferrin, 2002; Gillespie and
Mann, 2004; Bartam and Casimir, 2007; Burke, Sitregzara and Salas, 2007).
Under this leadership style, the leaders help slibates to solve complex problems
and at the same time strive to develop their skild competencies so that they can
effectively deal with future problems (Burke et, @007). Transformational leaders
show concern for their followers and provide thegopartunities for growth, coaching
and mentoring (individualised consideration); trencourage followers to come up
with creative and novel solutions to problems (letdual stimulation); set
challenging but attainable goals and inspire tf@iowers to accomplish these goals
(inspirational motivation); and articulate a contipgl vision for the followers
(idealised influence) (Bass and Steidimeier, 1998l)these behaviours are likely to
be viewed by the followers as signs of leader'selvetence and are therefore,
expected to engender trust (Burke et al., 200ml&ily, Gillespie and Mann (2004)
showed that consultative leadership (i.e. consultegm members on important
decisions and valuing their inputs) was an impdrfactor, which promoted team

members’ trust in the team leader.
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Furthermore, the perceptions of organizationaigadtave also been shown to
influence employees’ trust in their leaders (Didksd Ferrin, 2002; Saunders and
Thornhill, 2003; Burke et al., 2007). Organizatibmastice has been further sub-
divided into three areas: procedural, distribuawel interaction justice (Saunders and
Thornhill, 2003; Burke et al., 2007). Procedurastice refers to fairness of the
policies and procedures enacted by leaders; distréd justice focuses on the fair
allocation of outcomes such as, rewards and pramsitiand interactional justice
refers to employees’ perceptions about the fairoé#ise interpersonal treatment they
receive from their leaders (Saunders and Thorrk@lQ3). Thus, employees’ trust in
their leaders is likely to be enhanced when thelfebe that the policies and
procedures implemented by their leaders are ir thest interests, they are fairly
rewarded for their efforts and are treated with eachmunicated with respect (Dirks
and Ferrin, 2002; Saunders and Thornhill, 2003kBwt al., 2007).

In addition, Thomas, Zolin and Hartman (2009) dest@ted that open
communication by reducing uncertainty and ambigtotyemployees is likely to play
a critical role in promoting trust in organizatior&pecifically, the results from their
study revealed that quality of information (timebgcurate and relevant) was more
predictive of trust in supervisor; whereas adequaEapformation was more strongly
aligned with trust in top management. On the bakithese findings Thomas et al.
(2009) conclude that “while employees count on nignagement to set the strategy
and determine criteria for organizational succtss), supervisors must be trusted to
show workers the connections between employees’ golol organization’s goals and
to provide the more specific, high quality informoat needed to perform their jobs
well” (p. 303).

In view of these prescriptions, it is suggested ti@ university research
centres should strive to make the centre leadeseanf the importance of treating
their subordinates in a respectful, fair, and befest manner. Additionally, the
centres may also focus on further improving the momication skills of leaders so
that they can communicate both the organizatiomad sesearch related goals
effectively to their researchers. Moreover, througiunselling the leaders can be
encouraged to engage in trust building behaviouch |s, allowing subordinates to
voice their concerns, delegating responsibility anolviding them opportunities for
personal and professional development (Whitenat.£1998; May et al., 2004).
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Put differently, the relevant centre personnel gae the results of this study
and also evidence from previous research to makéfhenanagers and supervisors
realise that an environment of trust can yield tafitgal benefits for both the science
researchers and the research centres. For indivskiantists, positive trust in
leadership might manifest in greater motivatiorghleir satisfaction and improved
well-being; while for research centres, greatesttin multiple levels of management
may lead to more extra-role behaviours, lower tuencand absenteeism rates and
higher levels of innovation and performance. Thetres can also make their leaders
conscious about the fact that trust destroying Weles on the contrary, can have
adverse consequences for centres because theikealyetd result in dysfunctional
outcomes such as, deliberate withholding of infdroma reluctance to engage in
citizenship behaviours and lower morale and comemimThis may inspire the top
managers and supervisors to develop a supportivé ewvironment through the
implementation of fair policies and procedures, ieition of transformational
leadership behaviours and by embedding a climatepeih communication. Such
positive measures on part of the centre leadersiap subsequently enable them to
garner greater trust from their subordinates.

However, it is noteworthy that while some of theti@ts and policies
discussed in the preceding paragraphs might hghpaimote trust, it is quite plausible
that they may also manifest in negative consequerte® instance, the literature on
social support contends that instrumental supgasioak can sometimes translate into
undesirable consequences especially, when recethizigsupport impinges on the
freedom of choice of the recipient (Deelstra, Psetgchaufeli, Stroebe, Doornen and
Zijlstra, 2003). Deelstra et al. (2003) argue tiag situation is particularly likely to
occur in the workplace when instrumental suppontigosed on the employee by his
or her superior.

Additionally, Eisenberg and Witten (1987) contehdttopen communication
may sometimes manifest in dysfunctional outcomes.ikstance, they suggest that
open communication “may be harmful to organizatidosing a crisis” because it
might have an adverse impact on employees’ moradlecammitment. Furthermore,
they assert that open communication may also halerse consequences for
employees. Specifically, Eisenberg and Witten (198rjue that “although the

interests of the organization often are best sewbdn employees reveal all they
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know about problems and opportunities, revealinghsaoformation can be damaging
to the individual’s job security and career aspora” (p. 422).

Finally, research evidence indicates that transédional leadership can also
have a dark side. Bass and Steidlmeier (1999)tads® transformational leaders
might use their charisma and influence to furtheirt own self-interests and seek
power and position even at the expense of theilov@rs’ welfare. Bass and
Steidimeier (1999) term such leaders as “pseudwtoamational”. They further
contend that such leaders “profess strong attachmeetheir organization and its
people but privately are ready to sacrifice them” 187). Thus, the managers of
research centres need to be aware of these pdwantigers while implementing these
polices to promote trust.

Likewise, the centre managers can take a seristep$ to enhance trust at the
horizontal level of the organizational hierarchyor Fnstance, previous research
suggests that co-workers’ tendency to support edior in the wake of adversity at
work, their willingness to show mutual respectdoe another and their inclination to
openly acknowledge the value of each others’ coution can reinforce trust between
them (May et al., 2004; Greenberg, Greenberg anariwci, 2007). In addition,
Gillespie (2003) and Costa et al. (2009) posit tig@m members’ willingness to
engage in trust enhancing behaviours like shariegsqgnal and work related
information can heighten trust amongst them. Tthesmanagers of research centres
may consider employing team building exercises rtooarage scientists to openly
share information and ideas with fellow team memperalue each other’s
contributions and work collaboratively to solve lplems (Greenberg et al., 2007).
Such actions might facilitate researchers to btilgting relationships with their
peers, which subsequently can strengthen their engagement.

In a similar vein, Prichard and Ashleigh (2007) émoplly demonstrated that
teams that received team-skills training (planntimge management, task monitoring,
role allocation and work group effectiveness) shabWwigher levels of trust than those
that did not. They argued that team-skills trainemgbled team members to develop
better interpersonal relationships with each otaed improved coordination and
communication, which consequently increased trasvrayst them. In light of this
finding, the managers of university research centan consider implementing such

team-skills training programmes to promote trusieen team members.
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Furthermore, recent work by Lau and Liden (2008hdestrates that leaders’
“trust nominations” can play a vital role in engendg trust between co-workers.
Using the framework of balance theory (Heider, 195&d in Lau and Liden, 2008),
they argue that employees might find it imperatteetrust co-workers, who are
trusted by the leader. Lau and Liden (2008) agkatt“not trusting a co-worker with
whom the leader has formed a trusting relationstiuld create imbalance in the
focal individual's relationship with the leader” (A135). Thus, to avoid this
imbalance, employees may start to trust co-worlkdrs are trusted by the leader. In
view of this evidence, the centre personnel can lesslership training and
development programmes to create awareness amorigptheanagement team and
supervisors about the deep effect that their péiaepof group members is likely to
have on members’ perceptions of each others’ trrgihimess (Lau and Liden, 2008).
This might encourage the organizational leadeferige trust based relationships with
their subordinates, which subsequently may increéasé among these subordinates.

In a recent study, Webber (2008) demonstrated fdmailiarity with team
members can play an important role in promotingtthetween team members. Thus,
through team building activities and by arrangiagular social gatherings, the centre
managers can increase interaction between team emsmbhis might facilitate the
development of close relationships between memdmsisconsequently may enhance
trust between them (Webber, 2008). Moreover, Shagheppard and Cheraskin
(1992) contend that when team members are clogeatdd within an office building,
they are more likely to form friendships with eamther. They further argue that this
may also result in improved communication betweesmipers. The confluence of
these factors can subsequently enable team merttbdosge trust based relations
with each other. Shapiro et al. (1992) concludda teamething as simple as the
strategic location of the coffee machine can vastlgrove trust between otherwise
separate groups” (p. 373). In light of this evidgnihe centre managers can consider
re-designing their labs and workspace so as to alfmiv researchers to work more
closely with each other.

Furthermore, previous research shows that cooperati helping behaviours
such as, willingly helping each other with workateld problems, can promote trust
among peers (Ferrin, Dirks and Shah, 2006; Lauladen, 2008; Webber, 2008).
Again through team building exercises and coungglihe centre managers can make

their researchers aware of the importance and i&nef engaging in these
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behaviours. In order to encourage helping behasiand emphasise their importance,
the centre personnel can also consider includingtiaetment of these behaviours as
one of the evaluation criterion in researchersfqrerance reviews.

Finally, Ferrin and Dirks (2003) and Greenberg let(2007) contend that
competitive versus cooperative reward structures e an important bearing on
trust in team members. Competitive rewards baseumenation on individual
performance; whereas, cooperative rewards base eration on overall team
performance (Greenberg et al., 2007). Ferrin an#tsD{2003) found that generally
competitive rewards tend to undermine trust by miimg dysfunctional behaviours
such as, reluctance to share information and hgldegative views regarding team
performance; while, cooperative rewards enhancest toy facilitating information
sharing and other positive behaviours. Thus, tédiduist and encourage cooperative
behaviour, the centre managers might consider imghéing a reward structure,
which is based on team outcomes as opposed toidodivoutcomes (Collins and
Smith, 2006).

Furthermore, the results of this study showed thadt propensity was a
significant predictor of work engagement. This teswggests that when selecting
researchers, the centre managers might try toifgdantividuals who are liable to
trust others (Mooradian et al., 2006). Such indigldican not only play a key role in
creating a climate of trust at each level of thgaoizational hierarchy but as the
results of this study suggest, may also play acatirole in the process of building
work engagement.

An important issue, however is that is excessiusttalways good? Are there
situations in which too much trust can prove tadb&imental for the individuals and
organizations? In this regard, several authors ltcautioned that high levels of trust
can generate a ‘blindness’ that can lead to théo#gapon and mistreatment of the
trustor (Kramer, 1996; Wicks, Berman and Jones9)19urthermore, Erdem (2003)
argues that extreme trust can entail significasksrifor teams because it can result in
groupthink phenomenon. He argues that too much imuke team leader or in each
other can result in a blind acceptance of the stqtio, which consequently can lead
to a less dynamic team. Likewise, Langfred (20@4jgests that too much trust in the
context of self managing teams can have deletegonsequences because high trust
can lead to a reluctance to peer monitor, whichnand@mbined with high individual

autonomy, can have a negative impact on team pesioce.
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Therefore, it is plausible that existence of toochlmurust may smother
creativity and initiative, through for example, tbeeation of groupthink phenomena
(Erdem, 2003), which subsequently can reduce ereply levels of vigour,
dedication and absorption. Thus, it is suggestatttte research centres should aim to
maintain an optimal level of trust, which refled@sbalance between excess and
deficiency (Wicks et al., 1999).

In this regard, it is interesting to note that sal/studies have highlighted the
performance benefits of monitoring. For instancendgfred (2004) and Costa,
Bijlsma-Frankema and De Jong (2009) argue that toong can manifest in better
team performance by improving coordination andgating process losses. Similarly,
it is suggested that that monitoring can resultsuperior team performance by
restraining free riding and social loafing and thiirecting team members to channel
their effort and energies towards accomplishingugrgoals instead of individual
goals (Bijlsma-Frankema et al., 2008; Costa e28al09).

It is interesting to note that traditionally moniteg has been considered to
reflect a lack of trust and as a consequence iscéaghdo be negatively associated
with this construct (Costa et al.,, 2001, Costa, 30MHowever, the relationship
between monitoring and trust is not straightforwandl there are contradicting view
points regarding how these two constructs intei@e{@osta and Bijlsma-Frankema,
2007; Costa et al., 2009). More specifically, thare two competing approaches,
which underscore the relationship between trustraoditoring: (1) the substitution
perspective; and (2) the complementary perspeciivee substitution perspective
contends that trust and monitoring are inverselsitee because trust manifests in
higher levels of cooperation, greater flow of imf@tion and ideas and reduction in
uncertainty, which reduces the need for monitorargother control mechanisms
(Costa et al., 2009). In fact, Costa et al. (2003 Webber (2008) in their respective
studies showed that trust was inversely relatedh wibnitoring; thereby indicating
that trust can act as a substitute for control.

Other researchers have found support for the comgaleary approach and
therefore, argue that trust and monitoring arenegiatively related but can prove to
be mutually reinforcing (Bijlsma and Van de Bunt020 Bijlsma-Frankema et al.,
2008). For instance, Bijlsma-Frankema et al. (20@8yert that monitoring is
considered as an essential part of supervisorsk“td gathering information, taking

action to redirect team processes and securingefssi’ (p. 27). Since, monitoring is
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considered as an essential vehicle for securingdss; it is likely to have a positive
impact on trust. Thus, Bijlsma and Van de Bunt @0fbnclude that monitoring and
trust are not necessarily negatively related butteats should be seen as
complementing each other. Several studies havedfampirical support for the
complementary perspective (Bijlsma and Van de B2003; Bijlsma-Frankema et al.,
2008; Costa et al., 2009). In light of this diséossit is reasonable to suggest that
trust alone may not be sufficient to achieve begerformance and efficiency; it
needs to be complemented with an adequate levataoifitoring to attain optimal
results.

Additionally, the results of this study showed thHagh levels of work
engagement can promote learning, innovation, padoce and commitment within
the unique environment of the university researehtres. Thus, any method that
might foster work engagement among employees cara heseful strategy for
increasing the innovativeness and productivity hedf tesearch centres. The present
study highlights the role of trust in furtheringsearchers’ engagement with their
research work. However, the management team oamgseentres can also advance
work engagement of researchers by providing themdaguate supply of resources at
the level of the task (e.g. skill variety, job catand feedback), interpersonal and
social relations (e.g. social support), organizatainwork (e.g. participation in
decision making) and at the level of the organtratat large (e.g. pay raises,
promotion opportunities) (Schaufeli and Bakker,£20Bakker and Demerouti, 2007).

Moreover, researchers’ levels of work engagemeny i@ enhanced by
strengthening their sense of self-efficacy throagpropriate training methods such as
guided experiences, coaching and mentoring andwmobelling (Llorens et al., 2007).

Although, there is ample evidence that high lewélwork engagement can be
beneficial for both the individual and the orgatiiaa, but like trust, the question is
that is excessive engagement always good. Fomicstan his recent review Bakker
(2009) argues that “over engagement” can depletedavidual’s mental and physical
resources and as a consequence may eventuallyddadnout. Thus, there may be
an “optimal level” of engagement; a departure frtns level may have harmful
effects for the concerned employee. These argunsegigest that the research centres
need to manage the engagement levels of theirrok®a by ensuring that they get
adequate time to recover from their rigorous andgneapping scientific work. As

Sonnentag et al. (2008) very aptly remark thatakamce between high engagement at
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work and high disengagement from work during nomkatome is highly relevant for
protecting employees’ well-being” (p. 270).

Finally, one important finding from the view poiot the research centres was
that non-Irish researchers showed higher levelwark engagement than their Irish
colleagues. Additionally, the results showed tham-hish researchers were more
innovative, exhibited stronger organizational comnment and had a greater
inclination to seek feedback for self-improvementhese findings suggest that the
Irish research centres can benefit by recruititentad scientists from abroad. Thus, it
is recommended that the centre managers shouldisetiengthen their recruitment
and selection procedures so that they can ideatify recruit talented researchers

from abroad.

12.5 Public Policy Implications

The present research also has important implicatidar the Irish
Government’s policy to improve economic performaniceough the creation of a
“Smart Economy”. A central feature of the Smart Emon is to build the innovation
or ‘ideas’ component of the economy through theaive utilization of peoples’
knowledge, skills and abilities. Furthermore, anotimportant objective of this
economy is to convert innovative ideas into valegirocesses, products and services.
More particularly, a Smart Economy strives to haméhe skills and creativity of
people to stimulate research, innovation and corialéesation. It has, at its core, the
creation of “an exemplary research, innovation ancthmercialisation ecosystem”
and “to make Ireland an innovation and commera@sdb® hub in Europe”
(Government of Ireland, 2008, p. 8).

The university research centres are one such aag#onal form that can help
the Irish Government to develop a Smart Economyséhcentres bring researchers
from several fields of science and technology togeto tackle a specific research
problem and have been instrumental in promotingvation and national economic
growth by facilitating the flow of technology froomiversities to the private sector.
University research centres are now playing a kg m enhancing the economic
performance of the Irish economy by conducting d@athss research in areas such as,
biotechnology, computer sciences and medical tedgyol The results from the

present study showed that the growth and developmikethe university research
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centres might be enhanced by building an engageshreh team. The findings of this
research further showed that the research centgdmable to achieve this objective
by embedding a climate of trust at both the vertiaad lateral level of the
organization. Thus, it is hoped that the findinggho$ study would inspire the Irish
policy makers to provide more funding and incerdiv@ the research centres so that
they can become more efficient and productive aondsequently enable the
government to create “The Innovation Island” (Gowveent of Ireland, 2008).
Furthermore, as noted in chapter 8, the universigarch centres have strong
links with the government, industry and internaéibbodies. Thus, the researchers
who are entrusted with the responsibility of mangghese research organizations are
confronted with numerous management challengesusedhey not only have to lead
the scientists from multiple disciplines but alswvé to manage multiple stakeholders,
all with different requirements and expectationgllék, EImquist, Norrgren, 2009).
The leaders therefore, need effective management l@adership capabilities to
successfully manage boundary-spanning researchiaeg@ns such as, the university
research centres. Unfortunately, many scientists agsume the leadership of these
new organizational forms lack the necessary skilisl abilities to manage such
complex organizations (Adler et al., 2009). Thisbecause the universities usually
promote their best professors to management positimsed on their professional
competence rather than their leadership skills.sTiuorder to enhance the research
productivity of university research centres andrease the competitiveness of the
Irish economy, it is imperative that the leaders$kpls of centre managers should be
improved through appropriate management developm@grammes. Alternatively,
the university research centres can also consiierducing separate career paths for
researchers engaged in leadership and manageral aod researchers involved in
the more conventional academic activities of teaghand research (Adler et al.,
2009). Adler et al. (2009) conclude that “such atem could contribute to raising
both the external funding for universities, develskills in interacting with the
external environment, provide an increased seledbiase for recruiting deans and
presidents and contribute to more balanced untyensatrix with more constructive

conflicts and less internal politics” (p. 1148).
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12.6 Contributions of the Study

This section highlights some of the ways in whibis tstudy extends the
growing engagement literature. As mentioned earlesrk engagement has been
mainly expressed as an outcome of job and persesalirces (Bakker et al., 2008;
Bakker and Demerouti, 2008). The present study, evew diverged from this
established line of enquiry and analysed work eagemt within the framework of
state and trait trust. The finding that the threenfs of state trust, namely, trust in top
management, trust in direct supervisor and trusteam members can fuel work
engagement, provides ample testimony to the fattgsychological variables such as
trust can play a key role in building work engagatmdédditionally, this study also
illuminates the processes through which the thoee$ of state trust can affect work
engagement. More specifically, the results shoviradl trust in top management can
affect work engagement by augmenting organizatidehetification; trust in direct
supervisor may influence work engagement by inangaaffective commitment to
the supervisor; and trust in team members can pmark engagement by
cultivating a climate of psychological safety. e other hand, the finding that trust
propensity can positively affect employees’ engag@mvith their work reaffirms the
importance of positive personality traits as impott determinants of work
engagement.

Furthermore, the results of this study showed fttmet three mediating
variables, that is, organizational identificatiaffective commitment to the supervisor
and team psychological safety exercised significanique effects on work
engagement. To the best of my knowledge the implactganizational identification
and affective commitment to the supervisor on werigagement has not been
analysed before, while only one study to-date hapircally established a link
between work engagement and psychological safetgy(kt al., 2004). Thus, in
addition to trust, this investigation also illumiasa three other potential antecedents of
work engagement.

The investigation of the relationship between wenigagement and a variety
of important work outcomes provides further insighto the effects of work
engagement. Consistent with previous research, vemgagement was found to
contribute to stronger organizational commitmenghér innovation and superior

levels of performance. However, one important gbation of this study was that it
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empirically established a link between engagemeadttao learning behaviours, that
is, feedback seeking and error communication. Treigtionship has not been
examined in any published study before. The fadtwhtak engagement can facilitate
learning behaviour in research centres furtherfoetes the notion that an engaged
workforce can prove to be a vital source of conpetiadvantage for the concerned
organization.

One important contribution of this study is thatestablished the role of
learning goal orientation as an intervening vaeahbl the engagement-organizational
outcome relationship. However, learning goal oaénoh only partially accounted for
the impact of engagement on in-role job performamweovative work behaviour,
feedback seeking and error communication, whilailéd to account for the effects of
work engagement on organizational commitment. Ti@sult implies that the
engagement-outcome relationship may not be asgstréorward as it seems and
therefore, raises the need for additional rese@ardietter understand this mechanism.

Finally, using a sample of research scientistavdrdrom six university
science research centres provides some criticaghtss into the management of
knowledge workers. There is now widespread agreenaemong scholars and
researchers that knowledge is the key driver ofonat and regional innovation
(Etzkowitz and Leydesdroff, 2000; Plewa and Ques@d06). The growing
importance of knowledge in stimulating innovatiomdaeconomic development has
increased the importance of knowledge workers\al the globe. These workers are
now considered a critical source of competitive aadage for many firms. Thus,
enhancing the motivation and productivity of theserkers can be crucial for
accelerating the pace of economic development efktiowledge-based economies.
The present study, therefore, makes a contributidhe literature by highlighting the
role of trust in enhancing scientists engagemettt thieir research work in an under

researched context.

12.7 Limitations of the Study

Although this study makes an important contributitan the engagement
literature, it is not without limitations. First, @afor this study were collected from
Six university research centres in a single gedgcalpcation. Thus, it is possible that

the findings and implications of this study may generalise well to research centres
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located in other countries or to other occupatiogr@ups, which may reduce the
external validity of the study. However, resultsnir the pilot study conducted among
Pakistani school teachers showed that trust pesitiand significantly influenced
work engagement in an environment, which is cullyrpolitically and economically
quite different from lIreland or for that matter anther western country. These
findings tend to enhance the external validityha present study.

This study had a cross sectional research desiga.fact that all data were
collected at one point in time in each researchregmiohibits us from making any
definite conclusions about causality. Thus, the ahlisks specified in the present
study need to be viewed cautiously. Longitudinadsts, by temporally separating
the measurements of the dependent, mediating aegp@mdent variables, can provide
a more robust test of causality (Bijlsma-Frankentaale, 2008). However, the
longitudinal research design also has its weaksedsest, “although longitudinal
design allows time interval among hypothesised ipters and outcomes, strictly
speaking, it does not allow conclusions about daysgXanthopoulou, Bakker,
Demerouti and Schaufeli, 2009). Second, Podsakbfale (2003) argue that a
longitudinal research design by measuring the iaddpnt and dependent variables at
different points in time allows contaminating fastoto intervene between the
measurements of these variables. Finally, this atethlaces high demands on
respondents’ time and energies and its use mightpisenthe confidentiality of
respondents (Podsakoff et,&003. Nonetheless, on balance, this method permits a
researcher to make more confident inferences abausal links than the cross
sectional research design (Kiffin-Petersen and &gyrd2003).

A third limitation of this study was that all datere acquired through self-
report questionnaires, which may create problemsoaimon method variance. The
main problem with common method bias is that it naaificially magnify the
relationship between the study variables (Podsadio#l, 2003. Moreover, Spector
(1994) argues that collecting data exclusively frmsingle source can be problematic
because it “leaves many alternative explanation®lserved correlations other than
that the intended traits are related” (p. 390). Heev, several authors contend that the
common method variance problem is over stated aggerated (Spector, 1987,
2006). In fact, Spector (2006) labels this probkesnan “urban legend” in the sense
“that it reflects something that is based on triit has been distorted and

exaggerated as it is passed from person to persen tome” (p. 222). After
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reviewing a series of studies Spector (2006) cateduhat it is plausible that in some
combinations of variables common method variancg prave problematic but it is
in no way a universal inflator of correlations beem variables.

Podsakoff et al. (2003) suggest that the problemoaimon method variance
can be overcome through: (1) the design of they&yatrocedures; and (2) statistical
controls. The most effective procedural remedyisdllect data on the dependent and
independent variables from different sources ocdlbect data on these variables at
two different points in time. However, the main gshoming of these remedies is that
since data come from different sources or is ctak@t different points in time, it
must be linked together. This necessitates theofis@ identifying variable such as,
respondents’ names, which could compromise the yanity of the respondents and
as a result may make them hesitant to participatba survey or may induce them to
distort their responses. Additionally, this reméslgumbersome and time consuming
both for the researcher and the participants. €search centres participating in this
survey were completely unwilling to comprise thefidentiality of their researchers
and hence, it was not possible to collect data faifferent sources.

However, some other procedural remedies advocat&bbsakoff et al. (2003)
were followed in this study. For instance, the oegjents were specially instructed
not to write their names or the names of their oizgtions on the questionnaire. This
procedure can diminish “people’s evaluation appnsle and make them less likely
to edit their responses to be more socially deldrakenient, acquiescent and
consistent with how they think the researcher wamesn to respond” (Podsakoff et
al., 2003, p. 888). Additionally, in order to mdig response consistencies, the
measure of the dependent variable (i.e. work engagg was placed before the
measures of the independent variables (i.e. orgaoiml identification, affective
commitment to the supervisor, team psychologictdtgaand the trust variables) in
the questionnaire (Harrison et al., 1996). Morepasirecommended by (Podsakoff et
al., 2003), all the study variables were measungediablished scales, which have
demonstrated high reliabilities and validity in yims studies. The use of validated
scales can also play a critical role in alleviatitg problem of common method
variance (Spector, 1987, 1994).

Furthermore, the Harman'’s single-factor test waslue ascertain whether or
not common method variance was a problem in theeptestudy (Podsakoff et al.,

2003). According to this tesif a substantial amount of common method variance
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exists; one general factor that accounts for mbshe variance is likely to emerge
from a factor analysis of all the measurement itefiise results from the factor
analysis revealed 24 factors with eigen-valuestgrednan 1.0 that accounted for
80.1% of the total variance. The first factor agted for only 30.7% of the variance.
These results suggested that common method vaneaseot a serious issue in this
study.

This study was also limited by the fact that soméhef study variables were
negatively skewed. This problem was particularlgnmunced for some of the trust
variables (trust in supervisor, trust in team mersband trust propensity),
psychological safety, in-role job performance, feskb seeking and error
communication. Since, the trust and the team pspgmdl| safety scales asked
respondents to report sensitive information ablogitr tsupervisors and team members,
it is plausible that responses to these questiomg mave been influenced by social
desirability, which refers to the “tendency on paft the individuals to present
themselves in a favourable light, regardless oir thhae feelings about an issue or
topic” (Podsakoff et al., 2003; p. 881). This temche might have contributed to the
problem of negative skew in these variables. Ogihedies have also found the trust
(Gillespie and Mann, 2004) and psychological saf@tgmbhard and Edmondson,
2006) variables to be negatively skewed. Moreolenning, Johnson, Ehrlinger and
Kruger (2003) argue that people base their peraeptdf performance, in part, on
their preconceived notions about their skills, vhimay lead them to “hold
overinflated views of their skills that cannot bastjfied by their objective
performance” (p. 86). Thus, these preconceivedonstiof skill may have led the
respondents to over-rate their in-role job perfaroea and as result might have
contributed towards the negative skew in this \dea

In order to correct the problem of negative skewge tlogarithmic
transformation was applied to the skewed variabbtethis regard, Vandenberg (2009,
personal communication) recommends that one shauidthe regression models
twice — once without transformations and the sedond with it to see if there are
any differences in the proposed relationships.dwolg this recommendation, all the
regression models were run both with and withcarig¢formations and it were found
that the results were identical with one exceptitmust propensity did not emerge as
a significant predictor of work engagement when régression model was run with

original variables. Dunlap, Burke and Greer (19880 Norris and Aoian (2004)
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contend that transformations can have the effeatft#ting the correlations between

the concerned variables. For instance, using adiahdata set Dunlap et al. (1995)
found that transformation increased correlationsnwtie original correlations were

low to moderate (range of r = 0.10 to 0.32) andgkew ranged from 0.32 to 21.77.
In the present study it was found that after tramafng the trust propensity variable,
its correlation with work engagement increased @28 to 0.31. This appears to be
the possible reason why the relationship betweesetltwo variables came out as
significant when the regression model was run wn#msformed variables. Thus, in

view of this fact, the significant relationship Ween work engagement and trust
propensity needs to be viewed with caution.

Additionally, although in the present study trust team members was
measured, the researcher was unable to collectmaton relating to individual
teams such as their size, work content, and lohge®ecause of these limitations, the
data could not be aggregated to the team level.

Another shortcoming of this study pertained to tieem psychological safety
scale. The results of the exploratory factor analgesvealed the existence of a reverse
coding method factor defined by the three negatiwgbrded items in the team
psychological safety scale (Magazine et al., 199&gatively worded items have
been found to result in inconsistent dimensionadityd reverse coding factors in
several previous studies (Cordery and Sevastos3;1Bfgazine et al., 1996).
Moreover, these negatively worded items attaindawareliability of 0.54. Thus, in
the current study, the three negatively worded stémsluded in Edmondson’s (1999)
team psychological safety scale had to be droppddaa a result team psychological
safety was measured with the four positively wordeths included this scale. This
shortened scale attained a reliability of 0.67, awhivas marginally lower than
Nunnally and Bernstein’s (1994) criteria of 0.70th&dugh, the value of the Cronbach
alpha for this shortened scale fell slightly shoirtthe criteria of 0.70 specified by
Nunnally and Bernstein’s (1994), it was still quitlose to the reliabilities of the
shortened psychological safety scales used by Newtzmal Edmondsoru(= 0.73)
(2006) and Tucker, Nembhard and Edmondson (.74) (2007).

In addition, the average inter-item correlationtfus four item scale was 0.36,
which exceeded the criteria of 0.30 proposed byif&am, Shaver and Wrightsman
(1991). Furthermore, results showed that the ctedeitem to total correlations for
this scale ranged from 0.40 to 0.54 with an averaig®.46. These item to total
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correlations were well within the recommended raafy®.20-0.80 specified by Cox
and Ferguson (1994). Moreover, the correlation betwwork engagement and
psychological safety attained in the current stfdy= 0.39, p<0.01) was fairly
consistent with the correlation between the twoaldes (r = 0.35, p<0.01) reported
by May et al. (2004). Finally, numerous publishéddges have used scales, which
exhibited alphas lower than 0.70. For instance,ftlur item trust measure used by
Mayer and Davis demonstrated a reliability of 05 0.60 in two waves of data,
while the four item feedback scale used by Salaramh Schaufeli (2008) attained a
reliability of 0.65. Thus, in light of this evideadt can be concluded that the four item
measure of psychological safety used in the prestmty was a reasonably valid
measure of this construct.

Finally, the mediation analysis revealed some sswéh regards to the
mediating effects of organizational identification the trust in top management-work
engagement relationship. More specifically, no aisgmn was found between trust in
top management and work engagement and as a cemeeqthe first condition of
mediation (i.e. significant association between ihdependent and dependent
variable) specified by Baron and Kenny (1986) was$ satisfied. However, the
second and third conditions of mediation, which mo# considered more important
for establishing mediation (Kenny et al., 1998)revhilfilled. Furthermore, the result
of the Sobel test was significant, which furthertlsupport to the fact that trust in top
management had an indirect effect on work engagemvem organizational
identification. Nevertheless, this finding needsh® confirmed in future studies

before any firm conclusions can be drawn.

12.8 Future Research Directions

This research also enumerates some future reseaections that can provide
further insights into the concept of work engagenasmt overcome the limitations of
current research. First, this study provides ewideon how a climate of trust can
affect the engagement levels of scientists workiithin the context of the Irish
university research centres. However, the resez@ntres are a very specific form of
organization, which have been designed to increthge research vitality of

universities. Moreover, the researchers workinghese centres are high powered
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knowledge workers who are conducting cutting edgsearch in the areas of
biotechnology, sensor research and information t&olyy.

This raises the question whether the findings of ghiidy are specific only to
this context and therefore, whether they can beergdised to other contexts or to
other occupational groups. In order to establighrbustness of the results reported
here and increase the external validity of the ystfature studies should empirically
test the research model developed in this resemrctiverse geographical and
occupational settings. For instance, the pilot gitmhducted before this research was
undertaken, examined the relationship between &mdtwork engagement within the
context of the Pakistani school system. The redudta this study broadly supported
the relationship between trust and work engagentbeteby raising the external
validity of the current study. Future research sthaim to test the present model
outside the academic sector, such as the constnuictdustry, banking and financial
sector and the software and telecom industry. Tloek venvironments of these
contexts are quite different from the environmerdvpfent in research centres and
therefore, it would be interesting to see if theutts attained in this study can be
replicated in these unique contexts.

Owing to the limitations associated with the cregstional nature of this
study, it is recommended that future studies shdekt the conceptual model
developed in this study through a longitudinal aesk design. Longitudinal studies
“allows for more confident conclusions about caus#dtions, which are difficult with
cross sectional designs, regardless of measuremethiod” (Spector, 1994, p. 387).
Moreover, a longitudinal research design can alg@ate the problem of common
method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2003).

An additional advantage of a longitudinal reseatehign is that it can enable
researchers to ascertain how changes in the le¥disist over time can influence
work engagement. Previous research indicates thsit is dynamic and can change
over time (Wilson Straus and McEvily, 2006; Webl#608; Costa et al., 2009). For
instance, Costa et al. (2009) in their study orjgatoresearch teams found that for
both the low and high prior social capital teamsstiievels exhibited a sharp decline
from Time 1 to Time 2 and then slightly increaseonf Time 2 to Time 3. They
attributed this dynamic pattern to the stage omtekevelopment (forming, storming
and performing stage). Likewise, Wilson et al. (2086owed that initially trust

started at relatively low levels in computer meeliateams but over time increased to
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a level comparable with face-to-face teams. Moreovwe a longitudinal study
undertaken among student project teams, Webber J2208onstrated that at Time 2
only one dimension of trust emerged. However, gmults further revealed that at
Time 3 affective and cognitive trust emerged agjp®hdent albeit related dimensions.
These findings implied that teams in the early etagf team formation may never
have the time to differentiate between the twottdisiensions. Thus, future studies
can extend the present research model by expltwing changes in trust over time
can affect work engagement by employing a longitadresearch design.

Additionally, previous research indicates that wenigagement has reciprocal
relationships with job resources (Hakanen et alQ820and personal resources
(Llorens et al., 2007; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009aYhis respect, an interesting area,
which future research might consider exploring tis, test if there is a similar
reciprocal relationship between trust and work gegaent. For instance, previous
research reports that engaged employees may peroeire resources in their work
environment or may view the existing resources muausitively (Hakanen et al.,
2008). Thus, it is possible that engaged employeeght perceive their work
environment more favourably and as result may ethilgher levels of trust in the
organizational leadership and their colleagues thamon- engaged workers.

Past research suggests that experience of posito@ds and emotions is
likely to develop more favourable attitudes towaadiser individuals which in turn
may positively affect their willingness to trushet people (Jones and George, 1998;
Williams, 2001).Thus, it is speculated that when employees expegien positive
state of mind in form of work engagement, ‘they mdgvelop more positive
perceptions of others and see the world througle ‘oodoured glasses’, resulting in a
heightened experience of trust in another persiori¢s and George, 1998, p. 534). In
fact, Dunn and Shcweitzer (2005) in their study eiglly demonstrate that
emotions with positive valence such as happinessgaatitude can increase trust.
Hence, it is possible that relationship betweenttarsl engagement is mutually
reinforcing and might lead to an upward spiral effelhat is, high trust promotes
work engagement, which in turn boosts trust andoso By investigating the
reciprocal relationship between trust and work gegaent, future research studies
can reinforce the notion that work engagement terliocked in a complex and

mutually reinforcing relationship with its antecatke In addition, this would also
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extend the current research model by providing & perspective on the trust-
engagement relationship.

Furthermore, all data in this study data were aeguihrough self reports. In
this connection, researchers suggest that selftiepomvide the most appropriate way
to investigate relationships among perceptual &g like trust and work
engagement (Spector, 1994; Jones, 2009). Howevemassible to obtain data on in-
role job performance, innovative work behaviour &ellback seeking from different
sources. Future studies can therefore, analyzprésent research modg} collecting
data pertaining to these constructs from othercgsusuch as, employees’ supervisors
or team members.

In this study it was hypothesized and empiricallported that positive trust
can lead to high work engagement. However, as s earlier, excessive trust can
have negative consequences such as, the creatigmowqb think phenomena, which
can stifle creativity and initiative. Thus, it isgsible that there may be a curvilinear
relationship between trust and work engagementt idjabeyond a certain point
increases in trust might start having negativeotdfen employees’ engagement with
their work. Future studies can investigate thesssipdities by estimating the

following model:

Work Engagement =t by (Trust in Supervisor) +4§Trust in Supervisod) (2)

If the coefficient of the square term is negativel asignificant, it can be
concluded that the relationship between trust jpestsor and work engagement is
curvilinear. This analysis can also be performadast in top management and trust
in team members.

Another interesting area, which researchers migiisicler exploring is the
impact of social networks on trust and work engagr@mAlthough, previous research
has examined the effects of network ties on trustifi and Cross, 2004; Chua,
Ingram and Morris, 2008), no previous study to-daés explored the relationship
between network ties and work engagement. Giverfabiethat employees rely on
networks of relations for information, resourced anpport to achieve career success,
this can be a fruitful area for future researchr Emample, Chua et al. (2008)
examined the impact of four types of network tigswhich managers tend to be

connected in their professional networks on cognitand affect-based trust: (1)
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friendship ties; (2) task advice ties; (3) econonegource ties and (4) career guidance
ties. The results showed that these ties wererdiifally related to the two types of
trust. Specifically, friendship ties were more petigle of affect based trust; whereas
task advice ties and economic assistance ties mere strongly associated with
cognition-based trust. However, career guidance iiere positively related to both
cognition and affect-based trust. Likewise, Levimd &ross (2004) demonstrated that
strong ties were important predictors of knowledgaring and trust.

Future studies can examine the impact of thesehesmployees’ engagement
with their work. For instance, it is plausible thamployees who have strong
friendship ties might enjoy greater mutual care aadial comfort, which may fulfil
their need to belong and consequently enhance kaedls of work engagement.
Although an important area, social networks coult b®incorporated in the model
developed for the current study because of its rshemplexity. Nevertheless, as
mentioned above, this remains an attractive avéueture research.

Additionally, the findings of this study showed thearning goal orientation
partially mediated the effects of work engagementimmole job performance,
innovative work behaviour, feedback seeking andrecommunication, while it did
not mediate the relationship between engagementcanamnitment. This finding
suggests that work engagement can affect theserpenhice outcomes through other
mechanisms as well. For instance, Bakker and Dertid2108) in their recent paper
suggest that work engagement might positively arilte performance outcomes by
facilitating self-regulation. Thus, future researcan identify other potential
intervening variables, which might explain the kgle between engagement and
organizational outcomes.

Another interesting finding from the current studlates to the impact of
nationality on work engagement. The results of ttisdy showed that non-Irish
researchers were more engaged to their researdh tivan their Irish counterparts.
This finding implies that differences in geograpliontexts can impact work
engagement. Although several researchers have ctmitdaross-national studies in
the area of work engagement (Schaufeli et al., 208aanova and Schaufeli, 2008),
no previous study to-date has examined how empol@els of vigour, dedication
and absorption can be affected when they work patdaates in foreign countries.
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Research evidence indicates that working abroagkpatriates can have both
positive and negative effects for the concernedviddal. For instance, in a study
conducted among German expatriates, Stahl et @2§2found that majority of the
expatriates considered their international assignsn@s a great opportunity for
enhancing their personal and professional developnhé&ewise, Daily et al. (2000)
report that international experience acquired thihofayeign assignments “provides
firms’ executives with a competitive advantage; engcial for their advancement to
the chief executive suite” (p. 515). These factas positively impact on employees’
satisfaction and engagement.

On the contrary, Bonache (2005) argues that cordpdme domestic
employees, expatriates “experience greater job tet, greater external pressure
and greater pressure from the visibility of thein.j Moreover, their functions are not
always completely specified; so they may experiemndegher degree of uncertainty
and role ambiguity” (p. 112). Similarly, Shafferakison and Gilley (1998) contend
that non-work factors such as, higher levels otgeed cultural novelty (i.e. distance
between the host and home cultures) and probleswiased with spouse / family
adjustment (i.e. psychological comfort experienbgcchildren) can have a negative
bearing on expatriate adjustment. The convergdmesetfactors can have deleterious
effects on expatriates’ levels of energy, enthusiaad involvement.

Thus, future research studies can aim to fill tap and seek to investigate
how employees’ levels of work engagement can bectdtl when they relocate to
another country. These studies can also comparerdhie engagement of expatriates
and domestic employees and identify the factorschwvlaccount for any differences in
their levels of work engagement.

Finally, as mentioned in the preceding paragraplesearch on work
engagement has thus far only investigated theipesffects of this construct. There
is evidence which suggests that work engagementtnailgo have a dark side. For
instance, Bakker (2009) contends that “over engag¢€hctan manifest in burnout and
as a result can have adverse effects on emplopeatth and well-being. Moreover,
in a study on army rangers, Britt (2003) found ihgtediments to high performance,
such as work load had negative effects on the mamad satisfaction of rangers.
However, these effects were more pronounced fontbst highly engaged soldiers.
In a related vein, Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Kantas Branerouti (in press) contend

that when “highly passionate, idealistic and demidgprofessionals” are unable to do
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their work because of job-related obstacles, thieylikely to burn out. These findings
suggest that in some situations high levels of wertgagement can lead to negative
consequences. Future research studies in thiscareanvestigate these important

issues.

12.9 Conclusion

This research presents one of the first attemptsideelop and test an
integrated model, which links work engagement testtr The results of this study
provide substantial evidence that the existencea aflimate of trust within the
university research centers can play a pivotal imlenhancing researchers’ levels of
engagement with their work. Moreover, this studsttfar enhances the importance
and utility of the concept of work engagement bypgroally linking it to a variety of
important outcomes such as, in-role job performamzeovative work behaviour,
feedback seeking, error communication and orgapoizalt commitment. In addition,
this study highlights one possible mechanism infthe of learning goal orientation
through which work engagement may influence theaue variables.

Furthermore, the results of this study have impdrgolicy implications for
directors of the research centres and Science Fdiondf Ireland (SFI). Specifically,
the findings from this study indicate that in orderouild an engaged research team,
the centre directors need to formulate policies sindtegies, which could embed a
climate of trust in their respective research centBy using appropriate management
development programmes, the top mangers and sspesvcan be motivated to
develop a supportive work environment through thelementation of fair policies
and procedures, exhibition of transformational é&ratdip behaviours and by creating
a climate of open communication. Such trust bugdmmeasures on part of the centre
leadership may subsequently enable them to eliedtgr trust from their subordinates.
Moreover, trust between team members can be irenledsough redesigning the
work place and jobs in a way that facilitates iat¢ion between memberBhis might
lead to the development of closer relationshipsvbeh researchers and consequently
may augment trust between them (Webber, 2008). thaaily, the centre directors
can consider implementing a reward structure, wiscbased on team outcomes as

opposed to individual outcomes. Such a strategy pnagnote cooperative behaviour
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between researchers and as a result might leadetalévelopment of trust based
relationships at the lateral level of the organarat

This research also has implications for the lead& mangers of SFI. As
mentioned in chapter 8, the university researclresrare expected to play a key role
in promoting innovativeness and economic growth teé Irish economy by
facilitating the transfer of technology from highetucation institutes into the market
place. Moreover, these science research centreactively engaged in generating
new knowledge, leading edge technologies and cativgeénterprises in the fields of
science and engineering within Ireland. Thus, itniperative that the SFI leaders
provide more funding and incentives to the reseastires in order to strengthen
their IP / commercialisation functions and to erdeartheir research productivity.
Such measures can enable the SFI to achieve imyishich envisages that by the
year 2013, Ireland will become “internationally o@med for the excellence of its
research, and will be to the forefront in genegtand using new knowledge for
economic and social progress, within an innovatiwiven culture” (Strategy for
Science, Technology and Innovation, 2006 to 2018)p

Although findings from this study as well as fromsp empirical research
provide compelling evidence that work engagement ba a critical driver of
organizational success, its negative effects shootde ignored. Recent studies have
started to suggest that “over engagement” can dawemental effects both for the
individual and the concerned organization. Howeiregpite of the possible negative
outcomes, it can be safely concluded that orgapizstin general and research
centres in particular are likely to reap substarienefits if they have an engaged

workforce.
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APPENDIX A

Original Questionnaire

DCU

Dublin City University Business School
Dublin 9, Ireland

Dear Sir / Madam,

You are being requested to participate in a studwork engagement. The purpose of this study extmine
the role of trust in fostering work engagement aghagsearch scientists working in the universityeagsh
centres in Ireland.

You are part of a selected sample of employees avbaequested to complete the enclosed questiennair
know how valuable your time is and | appreciateryefforts in filling out this questionnaire. Thenapletion
of the questionnaire should, however, take youamgér than 15 minutes. Your input will provide \aibile
insights into the understanding of work engagemsétfiin the context of the Irish university reseaoemntres.

| assure you that your identity and your organisgs identity would remain undisclosed; data cdbecfrom
you will be used only to aggregate the responsd®aly the aggregate results will be made public.

Please do not put your name on this questionnaire.
Thank you for your help and participation.

Yours sincerely,

Aamir Ali Chughtai

Research Scholar

Dublin City University Business School
Glasnevin

Dublin 9

iNe Stienen An tUdarks um Ard-Oideachas

oipeatn
AGAE EOLAIGE T




Section 1

Instructions: The following 17 statements are about how you f#elvork. Please read each statement
carefully and decide if you ever feel this way abgour job. If you have never had this feeligigcle the
number ‘0’ (zero). If you have had this feelingdicate how often you feel it bsircling the number (from 1

to 6) that best describes how frequently you feat tvay.

Almost never Rarely Sometimes Often Very often Ahays
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Never A fewtimes ayear Once a month or A few times a Once a Afewtimesa Every
or less less month week week day
1. At my work, | feel bursting with energy 01 2 3 5 6
2.  Atmy job, | feel strong and vigorous 01 2 3 8 6
3.  When | get up in the morning, | feel like goitagwork 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
4. | can continue working for very long periodsaatme 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
5. Atmy job, | am very resilient mentally 01 2 3 5 6
6. At mywork | always persevere, even when thilgsiotgowell 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
7. Ifind the work that | do full of meaning andrpase 0 1 2 3 45 6
8. | am enthusiastic about my job 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
9. My job inspires me 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
10. | am proud of the work that | do 01 2 3 45 6
11. To me, my job is challenging 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
12. Time flies when I'm working 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
13. When | am working, | forget everything elseuard me 01 2 3 45 6
14. | feel happy when | am working intensely 012 4 5 6
15. | amimmersed in my work 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
16. | get carried away when I'm working 01 2 3 46
17. ltis difficult to detach myself from my job 00 2 3 4 5 6

9]

ection 2

Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agredsargdee with each of the following statements
by circling a number from 1 to 7.

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither agree  Slightly Moderately Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Agree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. When someone criticizes the centre, it feels #ipersonal insult 1 2 3 45 6 7

2. When | talk about the centre, | usually say ‘wagher than ‘they’ 1 2 3 45 6 7

3. | am very interested in what others think alibatcentre 1 2 3 45 6 7

4. |view the centre’'s successes as my successes 2183 45 6 7

5.  When someone praises the centre, it feels ljgersonal compliment 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

6. |If a story in the media criticized the centreyduld feel embarrassed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

7. | generally have faith in humanity 1 2 3 45 6 7

8. | feel that people are generally reliable 1 285 6 7

9. | generally trust other people unless they ginea reason not to 1 2 3 45 6 7
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Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agredsargdee with each of the following statements
by circling a number from 1to 7.

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither agree  Slightly Moderately Strongly

Disagree Disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Agree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 I would be very happy to spend the rest of my caneeking withmycurrent 1 2 3 4 5 67
" direct supervisor
2. | enjoy discussing my direct supervisor with gleautside the centre 1 2 3 45 8
3. Ireally feel as if my direct supervisor’s prefrls are my own 1 2 3 4 5 o
4 Working with my direct supervisor has a great déadersonal meaningfor 1 2 3 4 5 67
me
5. | feel emotionally attached to my direct supgovi 1 2 3 45 67
6 If someone in our research team makes a mistalsepften held againsthim 1 2 3 4 5 67
" orher
7. Members of our research team are able to bpngroblems and toughissues 1 2 3 4 5 76
8. People in our research team sometimes rejeetofbr being different 1 2 3 4 5 6
9. Itis safe to take a risk in our research team 213 4 5 67
10. Itis difficult to ask other members of ourgasch team for help 1 2 3 45 @
11 No one in our research team would deliberatelyraatway that undermines 1 2 3 4 5 67
" others’ efforts
12. People in our research team value each otheitglie skills and talents 1 2 3 45 @

Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agredasaigdee with each of the following statements
by circling a number from 1to 7.

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither agree  Slightly Moderately Strongly

Disagree Disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Agree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| believe that:
1. The top management team is straightforward aiitiployees 1 2 3 4 5 67
2. The top management team communicates honestiyewiployees 1 2 3 4 5 6/
The top management team does not mislead emplayéesir 1 2 3 45 67
communications
4 The top management team does not withhold impoméotmation from 1 2 3 45 67
" employees
5. The top management team does not try to getfdts commitments 1 2 3 4 5 67
6. The top management team behaves consistently 1324 5 6 7
7. The top management team is reliable 1 2 3 4 576
8. The top management team can be counted on 1 2435 6 7
9. The top management team is competent and kngeddote 1 2 3 4 5 67
10. The top management team can contribute to thteet® success 1 2 3 45 @&

11. The top management team can help the centrivswuring the nextdecade 1 2 3 4 5 B
12 The top management team can help solve importabtgms faced by the 1 2 3 45 67

centre
13. The top management team does not take advaoitageployees 1 2 3 4 5 67
14. The top management team does not exploit eraptoy 1 2 3 4 5 67
15. The top management team cares about the beststs of employees 1 2 3 45 8
16. The top management team is concerned for emedoyvelfare 1 2 3 4 5 67
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Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agredsargdee with each of the following statements
by circling a number from 1to 7.

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither agree  Slightly Moderately Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Agree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| believe that:

1. My direct supervisor is straightforward with me 1 2 3 45 6 7
2. My direct supervisor communicates honestly with 1 2 3 45 6 7
3. My direct supervisor does not mislead me inohiser communications 1 2 3 45 6 7
4. My direct supervisor does not withhold importarfibrmation from me 1 2 3 45 6 7
5. My direct supervisor does not try to get ouhisfor her commitments 1 2 3 45 6 7
6. My direct supervisor behaves consistently 1 2435 6 7
7. My direct supervisor is reliable 1 2 3 45 6 7
8. My direct supervisor can be counted on 1 2 3 4657
9. My direct supervisor is competent and knowletiga 1 2 3 45 6 7
10. My direct supervisor can contribute to the mEatsuccess 1 2 3 45 6 7
11. My direct supervisor can help the centre sarduring the next decade 1 2 3 45 6 7
12. My direct supervisor can help solve importanatolems faced by thecentre 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. My direct supervisor does not take advantageef 1 2 3 45 6 7
14. My direct supervisor does not exploit me 1 285 6 7
15. My direct supervisor cares about my best istsre 1 2 3 45 6 7
16. My direct supervisor is concerned for my wedfar 1 2 3 45 6 7

Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agredsargdee with each of the following statements
by circling a number from 1to 7.

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither agree  Slightly Moderately Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Agree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| believe that:
1. My team members are straightforward with me 1324 5 67
2. My team members communicate honestly with me 1324 5 67
3. My team members do not mislead me in their comoations 1 2 3 4 5 67
4. My team members do not withhold important infation from me 1 2 3 4 5 67
5. My team members do not try to get out of themootments 1 2 3 4 5 67
6. My team members behave consistently 1 2 3 4 576
7. My team members are reliable 1 2 3 45706
8. My team members can be counted on 1 2 3 4 576
9. My team members are competent and knowledgeable 1 2 3 45 67
10. My team members can contribute to the centnietsess 1 2 3 4 5 67
11. My team members can help the centre surviviagltihe next decade 1 2 3 45 @
12. My team members can help solve important probliaced by thecentre 1 2 3 4 5 B
13. My team members do not take advantage of me 1324 5 6 7
14. My team members do not exploit me 1 2 3 4 576
15. My team members care about my best interests 213 4 5 67
16. My team members are concerned for my welfare 213 4 5 67
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Instructions: Individuals have different views about how theymrgach work. Please read each statement
below and select the response that reflects howhrgao agree or disagree with the statementilsling a
number from 1to 7.

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither agree  Slightly Moderately Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Agree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. The opportunity to do challenging work is imjamit to me 12 3 4 5 6 7
2 When | fail to complete a difficult task, | plamtry harderthenext 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
" time lwork on it
3. | prefer to work on tasks that force me toreaew things 12 3 4 5 6 7
4. The opportunity to learn new things is impottanme 12 3 45 6 7
5. |1 do my best when | am working on a fairly aiéfit task 12 3 45 6 7
6. | try hard to improve on my past performance 23 45 6 7
7. The opportunity to extend the range of my &édiis importanttome 12 3 4 5 6 7
8 When | have difficulty solving a problem, | enjoying 1 2 3 45 6 7

different approaches to see which one will work

Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agredasaigdee with each of the following statements
by circling a number from 1to 7.

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither agree  Slightly Moderately Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Agree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. lwould be very happy to spend the rest of nrg@awiththecentre 1 2 3 4 5 &
2. lreally feel as if the centre’s problems are omn 1 2 3 45 67
3. I donot feel a strong sense of ‘belonging’te tentre 1 2 3 4 5 67
4. 1do not feel ‘emotionally attached’ to the aent 1 2 3 45 67
5 Il do not feel like ‘part of the family’ at the miee 1 2 3 45 67
6 The centre has a great deal of personal meaoingd 1 2 3 4 5 67
7. | always complete the duties specified in mydelscription 1 2 3 4 5 67
8. | meet all the formal performance requiremeithe job 1 2 3 45 67
9. | fulfill all responsibilities required by my ko 1 2 3 45 67
10. | never neglect aspects of the job that | aligated to perform 1 2 3 4 5 67
11. | often fail to perform essential duties 1 2 85 617
| ask for feedback:
12. To learn how | can master tasks 1 2 3 4 576
13. Tolearn how | can improve performing my work 2 3 45 67
14. To get information about how | can solve praide 1 2 3 45 67
15. To improve my knowledge and capabilities 1 285 67
16. To set more appropriate goals for myself 1 2435 6 7
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Instructions: With what frequency do you engage in the behasidisted below? Please indicate this by
circling a number from 1 to 7.

Never Almost never Rarely Sometimes Often Very ofte Always

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Creating new ideas for difficult issues 1 2 386 7

2. Mobilizing support for innovative ideas 1 2 3 85 6 7

3. Searching out new work methods, techniquesstriments 1 2 3 45 6 7
4. Acquiring approval for innovative ideas 1 2 3 8 6 7

5. Transforming innovative ideas into useful apgiicns 1 2 3 45 6 7
6. Generating original solutions for problems 1 285 6 7

7. Introducing innovative ideas into the work epmiment in a systematicway 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8. Making important organizational members enttaigidor innovativeideas 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9. Evaluating the utility of innovative ideas 1 2 35 6 7

Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agredasaigdee with each of the following statements
by circling a number from 1to 7.

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither agree  Slightly Moderately Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Agree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

When | make a mistake at work, | tell others alipo that they donotmakel 2 3 4 5 67

L the same mistake

2. If I cannot rectify an error by myself, | turm iy team members for help 1 2 3 45 B
3. When | have done something wrong, | ask othews I'should do it better 1 2 3 4 5 o
4. | am not likely to obtain a much higher jobdith the centre 1 2 3 4 5 6
5. | expect to advance to a higher level in theregn the near future 1 2 3 45 «@
6. My opportunities for upward movement are limitedhe centre 1 2 3 4 5 67
7 | have made plans to leave the centre once | lrevskills and experienceto 1 2 3 4 5 67

move on
8. | have made plans to leave the centre if inoanffer me arewardingcareer 1 2 3 4 5 %
9. | have made sure that | get credit for the watk 1 2 3 4 5 67
10. | have made my direct supervisor aware of mpraptishments 1 2 3 4 5 67
11 My research team frequently comes up with ideasfiprovement in the 1 2 3 45 67
" scientific methodology
12 In my research team we have generated many impe@vsnon the traditional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

way of doing things

Instructions: With what frequency do you engage in the behasidisted below? Please indicate this by
circling a number from 1 to 7.

Never Almost never Rarely Sometimes Often Very ofte Always
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Directly ask your direct supervisor for informatiooncerning your 1 2 3 45 67
performance
Directly ask your direct supervisor for infornagdpraisals of your work

1 2 3 45 &
Directly ask your direct supervisor how well yane performing on the job 1 2 3 45 @

wn
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Instructions: Please indicate how certain or uncertain are ywoutyour future in the research centre by
circling a number from 1 to 5.

P b P

Very Certain Certain Neutral Uncertain Very Uncertain
1 2 3 4 5

How certain are you about what your future capéeture looks like in the centre? 1 2 3 8
How certain are you of the opportunities for promotand advancement whichwill 1 2 3 4 5
exist in the next few years?

How certain are you about your job security? 1345
How certain are you about what your responsidiwill be six months from now? 1 2 3 4

Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agredasaigdee with each of the following statements
by circling a number from 1 to 7.

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither agree  Slightly Moderately Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Agree Agree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

People in our research team share their specialledge and expertisewith 1 2 3 4 5 67

L one another
If someone in our research team has some spedull&dge about how to 1 2 3 45 67
2. perform the team task, he or she is not likelyetbthe other team members
about it
3 There is virtually no exchange of information, kedge or sharingofskils 1 2 3 4 5 67
" among team members
4 More knowledgeable team members freely provideratt@mbers withhardto 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
* find knowledge or specialized skills
5. People in our research team help one anothdmieloping relevant strategies 1 2 3 4575
6. People in our research team share a lot ofrirdiion with one another 1 2 3 45 @
7. People in our research team offer lots of suggesto each other 1 2 3 45 @
Instructions: Please answer the following questionchygling a number from 1to 7.
Low Average High
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. How would you characterise your own performanaecent months? 1 2 3 45 &

How would you characterise the performance of yesearch teaminrecent 1 2 3 4 5 67
months?
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Instructions: The following questions seek information about y®@lease answer these questionsitsling
the appropriate word or Hijling in the blank spaces.

1. Your Gender:
(1) Male (2) Female

2. What is your age as of your last birthday? Years

3. What is the total number of years that you have bemking with THE CENTRE?
Years

4. What is your current job title

5. Highest degree attained:

(1) Bachelors (2) Masters (3) PhD

6. What is your nationality?

(1) Irish (2) EU (excluding Ireid) (3) Other

7. What type of Employment Contract do you hold?

(1) Permanent (2) penary

8. Have you had a performance review?

(1) Yes (2) No

Thank you for your cooperation
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APPENDIX B

Annotated Questionnaire

DCU

Dublin City University Business School
Dublin 9, Ireland

Dear Sir / Madam,

You are being requested to participate in a studwork engagement. The purpose of this study extmine
the role of trust in fostering work engagement aghagsearch scientists working in the universityeagsh
centres in Ireland.

You are part of a selected sample of employees avbaequested to complete the enclosed questiennair
know how valuable your time is and | appreciateryefforts in filling out this questionnaire. Thenapletion
of the questionnaire should, however, take youamgér than 15 minutes. Your input will provide \aibile
insights into the understanding of work engagemsétfiin the context of the Irish university reseaoemntres.

| assure you that your identity and your organisgs identity would remain undisclosed; data cdbecfrom
you will be used only to aggregate the responsd®aly the aggregate results will be made public.

Please do not put your name on this questionnaire.
Thank you for your help and participation.

Yours sincerely,

Aamir Ali Chughtai

Research Scholar

Dublin City University Business School
Glasnevin

Dublin 9

iNe Stienen An tUdarks um Ard-Oideachas

oipeatn
AGAE EOLAIGE T




Section 1

The Utrecht Work Engagement Scale

Instructions: The following 17 statements are about how you felvork. Please read each statement
carefully and decide if you ever feel this way abgour job. If you have never had this feeligigcle the
number ‘0’ (zero). If you have had this feelingdicate how often you feel it bsircling the number (from 1

to 6) that best describes how frequently you feat tvay.

Almost never Rarely Sometimes Often Very often Ahays
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Never A fewtimes ayear Once a month or A few times a Once a Afewtimesa Every
or less less month week week day
1. At my work, | feel bursting with energy 01 2 3 5 6
2.  Atmy job, | feel strong and vigorous 01 2 3 8 6
3.  When | get up in the morning, | feel like goitagwork 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
4. | can continue working for very long periodsatme 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
5. Atmy job, | am very resilient mentally 01 2 3 5 6
6. At mywork | always persevere, even when thidgsiotgowell 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
7. Ifind the work that | do full of meaning andrpase 0 1 2 3 45 6
8. | am enthusiastic about my job 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
9. My job inspires me 01 2 3 45 6

10. | am proud of the work that | do 0 1 2 3 45 6
11. To me, my job is challenging 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
12. Time flies when I'm working 01 2 3 4 5 6
13. When | am working, | forget everything elseusrd me 0 1 2 3 45 6
14. | feel happy when | am working intensely 01 2 4 5 6
15. lamimmersed in my work 01 2 3 45 6
16. | get carried away when I'm working 01 2 3 406

17. ltis difficult to detach myself from my job 00 2 3 4 5 6

Section 2

Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agredsargdee with each of the following statements
by circling a number from 1 to Note: Questions 1 to 6 = Organizational Identificabn; Questions 7 to 9
= Trust Propensity

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither agree  Slightly Moderately Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Agree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. When someone criticizes the centre, it feels #ipersonal insult 1 2 3 45 6 7

2. When | talk about the centre, | usually say ‘wagher than ‘they’ 1 2 3 45 6 7

3. lam very interested in what others think alitbhatcentre 1 2 3 45 6 7

4. |view the centre’'s successes as my successes 2183 45 6 7

5.  When someone praises the centre, it feels ljgersonal compliment 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

6. If a story in the media criticized the centreyduld feel embarrassed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

7. | generally have faith in humanity 1 2 3 456 7

8. | feel that people are generally reliable 1 285 6 7

9. | generally trust other people unless they givea reason not to 1 2 3 456 7
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Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agredsargdee with each of the following statements
by circling a number from 1 to Mote: Questions 1 to 5 = Affective Commitment to th Supervisor;
Questions 6-12 = Team Psychological Safety

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither agree  Slightly Moderately Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Agree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

| would be very happy to spend the rest of my qaneeking withmycurrent 1 2 3 4 5 67

L direct supervisor

2. | enjoy discussing my direct supervisor with gleautside the centre 1 2 3 45 8

3. Ireally feel as if my direct supervisor’s pretvis are my own 1 2 3 45 &

4 Working with my direct supervisor has a great d#alersonal meaningfor 1 2 3 4 5 67

me

5. | feel emotionally attached to my direct supsovi 1 2 3 45 67

6 If someone in our research team makes a mistalsepften held againsthim 1 2 3 4 5 67
" orher

7. Members of our research team are able to bgpngroblems and toughissues 1 2 3 4 5 76

8. People in our research team sometimes rejeetofbr being different 1 2 3 4 5 6

9. Itis safe to take a risk in our research team 213 4 5 67

10. Itis difficult to ask other members of ourgasch team for help 1 2 3 45 @

11 No one in our research team would deliberatelyraatway that undermines 1 2 3 4 5 67
" others’ efforts

12. People in our research team value each otheitglie skills and talents 1 2 3 45 @

Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agredsargdee with each of the following statements
by circling a number from 1 to {Trust in Top Management Team)

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither agree  Slightly Moderately Strongly

Disagree Disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Agree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| believe that:
1. The top management team is straightforward ®iitiployees 1 2 3 4 5 67
The top management team communicates honeshyewiployees 1 2 3 4 5 6/
3 The top management team does not mislead emplayéesir 1 2 3 45 67
" communications
4 The top management team does not withhold impoméotmation from 1 2 3 45 67
" employees
5. The top management team does not try to getfdts commitments 1 2 3 4 5 67
6. The top management team behaves consistently 1324 5 6 7
7. The top management team is reliable 1 2 3 4 576
8. The top management team can be counted on 1 2435 6 7
9. The top management team is competent and kngeddote 1 2 3 4 5 67
10. The top management team can contribute to thteet® success 1 2 3 45 @&

11. The top management team can help the centrivswturing the nextdecade 1 2 3 4 5 B
12 The top management team can help solve importabtgms faced by the 1 2 3 45 67
" centre

13. The top management team does not take advamitegeployees 1 2 3 4 5 67
14. The top management team does not exploit eraptoy 1 2 3 4 5 67
15. The top management team cares about the bessts of employees 1 2 3 45 8
16. The top management team is concerned for emedoyvelfare 1 2 3 4 5 67
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Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agredsargdee with each of the following statements
by circling a number from 1 to {Trust in direct supervisor)

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither agree  Slightly Moderately Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Agree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| believe that:

1. My direct supervisor is straightforward with me 1 2 3 45 6 7
2. My direct supervisor communicates honestly with 1 2 3 45 6 7
3. My direct supervisor does not mislead me inohiser communications 1 2 3 45 6 7
4. My direct supervisor does not withhold importarfibrmation from me 1 2 3 45 6 7
5. My direct supervisor does not try to get ouhisfor her commitments 1 2 3 45 6 7
6. My direct supervisor behaves consistently 1 2435 6 7
7. My direct supervisor is reliable 1 2 3 45 6 7
8. My direct supervisor can be counted on 1 2 3 4657
9. My direct supervisor is competent and knowletiga 1 2 3 45 6 7
10. My direct supervisor can contribute to the mEatsuccess 1 2 3 45 6 7
11. My direct supervisor can help the centre sarduring the next decade 1 2 3 45 6 7
12. My direct supervisor can help solve importanatolems faced by thecentre 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. My direct supervisor does not take advantageef 1 2 3 45 6 7
14. My direct supervisor does not exploit me 1 285 6 7
15. My direct supervisor cares about my best istsre 1 2 3 45 6 7
16. My direct supervisor is concerned for my wedfar 1 2 3 45 6 7

Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agredsargdee with each of the following statements
by circling a number from 1 to {Trust in Team Members)

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither agree  Slightly Moderately Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Agree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
| believe that:
1. My team members are straightforward with me 134 5 67
2. My team members communicate honestly with me 1324 5 67
3. My team members do not mislead me in their conications 1 2 3 4 5 67
4. My team members do not withhold important infation from me 1 2 3 4 5 67
5. My team members do not try to get out of themuootments 1 2 3 4 5 67
6. My team members behave consistently 1 2 3 4 576
7. My team members are reliable 1 2 3 45706
8. My team members can be counted on 1 2 3 4 576
9. My team members are competent and knowledgeable 1 2 3 45 67
10. My team members can contribute to the centnietsess 1 2 3 4 5 67
11. My team members can help the centre surviviagltihe next decade 1 2 3 45 @
12. My team members can help solve important probliaced by thecentre 1 2 3 4 5 B
13. My team members do not take advantage of me 1324 5 6 7
14. My team members do not exploit me 1 2 3 4 576
15. My team members care about my best interests 213 4 5 67
16. My team members are concerned for my welfare 213 4 5 67
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Instructions: Individuals have different views about how theymgach work. Please read each statement
below and select the response that reflects howhrgaa agree or disagree with the statementikpling a
number from 1 to A(Learning Goal Orientation)

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither agree  Slightly Moderately Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Agree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. The opportunity to do challenging work is imjamit to me 12 3 4 5 6 7
> When | fail to complete a difficult task, | plamtry harderthenext 1 2 3 5 6 7
" time Il work on it
3. | prefer to work on tasks that force me toreaew things 12 3 4 5 6 7
4. The opportunity to learn new things is importanme 12 3 45 6 7
5. |1 do my best when | am working on a fairly aiéfit task 12 3 45 6 7
6. | try hard to improve on my past performance 223 45 6 7
7. The opportunity to extend the range of my &édiis importanttome 12 3 4 5 6 7
8 When | have difficulty solving a problem, | enjoying 1 2 3 45 6 7

different approaches to see which one will work

Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agredsargdee with each of the following statements
by circling a number from 1 to 7Note: Questions 1 to 6 = Affective Organizational @mmitment;
Questions 7-11 = In-role Job Performance; Questiornk2-16 = Feedback Seeking for Self Improvement

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither agree  Slightly Moderately Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Agree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. lwould be very happy to spend the rest of nrg@awiththecentre 1 2 3 4 5 &
2. lreally feel as if the centre’s problems are omn 1 2 3 45 67
3. | do not feel a strong sense of ‘belonging'te tentre 1 2 3 4 5 67
4. 1do not feel ‘emotionally attached’ to the aent 1 2 3 45 67
5 I do not feel like ‘part of the family’ at the miee 1 2 3 45 67
6 The centre has a great deal of personal meaoingd 1 2 3 4 5 67
7. | always complete the duties specified in mydelscription 1 2 3 4 5 67
8. | meet all the formal performance requiremeithe job 1 2 3 45 67
9. | fulfill all responsibilities required by my ko 1 2 3 45 67
10. | never neglect aspects of the job that | aligated to perform 1 2 3 4 5 67
11. | often fail to perform essential duties 1 2 85 67
| ask for feedback:
12. To learn how | can master tasks 1 2 3 4 576
13. Tolearn how | can improve performing my work 2 3 45 67
14. To get information about how | can solve praide 1 2 3 45 67
15. To improve my knowledge and capabilities 1 285 67
16. To set more appropriate goals for myself 1 2435 6 7

377



Instructions: With what frequency do you engage in the behasidisted below? Please indicate this by
circling a number from 1 to {Innovative Work Behaviour)

Never Almost never Rarely Sometimes Often Very ofte Always

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Creating new ideas for difficult issues 1 2 386 7

2. Mobilizing support for innovative ideas 1 2 3 85 6 7

3. Searching out new work methods, techniquesstriments 1 2 3 45 6 7
4. Acquiring approval for innovative ideas 1 2 3 8 6 7

5. Transforming innovative ideas into useful apgiicns 1 2 3 45 6 7
6. Generating original solutions for problems 1 285 6 7

7. Introducing innovative ideas into the work epmiment in a systematicway 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
8. Making important organizational members enttaigidor innovativeideas 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
9. Evaluating the utility of innovative ideas 1 2 35 6 7

Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agredasaigdee with each of the following statements
by circling a number from 1 to Note: Questions 1 to 3 = Error Communication

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither agree  Slightly Moderately Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Agree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

When | make a mistake at work, | tell others alipo that they donotmakel 2 3 4 5 67

L the same mistake

2. If I cannot rectify an error by myself, | turm iy team members for help 1 2 3 45 B
3. When | have done something wrong, | ask othews I'should do it better 1 2 3 4 5 o
4. | am not likely to obtain a much higher jobdith the centre 1 2 3 4 5 6
5. | expect to advance to a higher level in theregn the near future 1 2 3 45 «@
6. My opportunities for upward movement are limitedhe centre 1 2 3 4 5 67
7 | have made plans to leave the centre once | lrevskills and experienceto 1 2 3 4 5 67

move on
8. | have made plans to leave the centre if inoanffer me arewardingcareer 1 2 3 4 5 %
9. | have made sure that | get credit for the watk 1 2 3 4 5 67
10. | have made my direct supervisor aware of ntp@plishments 1 2 3 4 5 67
11 My research team frequently comes up with ideasfiprovement in the 1 2 3 45 67
" scientific methodology
12 In my research team we have generated many impe@vsnon the traditional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

way of doing things

Instructions: With what frequency do you engage in the behasidisted below? Please indicate this by
circling a number from 1 to 7.

Never Almost never Rarely Sometimes Often Very ofte Always
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Directly ask your direct supervisor for informatiooncerning your 1 2 3 45 67
performance
Directly ask your direct supervisor for infornagdpraisals of your work

1 2 3 45 &
Directly ask your direct supervisor how well yane performing on the job 1 2 3 45 @

wn
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Instructions: Please indicate how certain or uncertain are ywoutyour future in the research centre by

circling a number from 1 to 5.

Very Certain  Certain Neutral Uncertain Very Uncertain
1 2 3 4 5
1. How certain are you about what your future capésture looks like in the centre? 1 2 3 8
2 How certain are you of the opportunities for proimotand advancement whichwill 1 2 3 4 5
" exist in the next few years?
3. How certain are you about your job security? 145
4. How certain are you about what your responsisliwill be six months from now? 1 2 3 4

Instructions: Please indicate the extent to which you agredsargdee with each of the following statements

by circling a number from 1to 7.

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither agree  Slightly Moderately Strongly
Disagree Disagree Disagree nor disagree Agree Agree Agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 People in our research team share their specialledge and expertisewith 1 2 3 4 5 67
" one another
If someone in our research team has some spedull&dge about how to 1 2 3 45 67
2. perform the team task, he or she is not likelyetbthe other team members
about it
3 There is virtually no exchange of information, kreelge or sharingof skills 1 2 3 4 5 67
" among team members
4 More knowledgeable team members freely provideratt@mbers withhardto 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
find knowledge or specialized skills
5. People in our research team help one anothdmieloping relevant strategies 1 2 3 4575
6. People in our research team share a lot ofrimdiion with one another 1 2 3 45 @
7. People in our research team offer lots of suggesto each other 1 2 3 45 @

Instructions: Please answer the following questionchygling a number from 1to 7.

Low Average High
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. How would you characterise your own performanaecent months?
How would you characterise the performance of yesearch team in recent
months?
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Instructions: The following questions seek information about y@lease answer these questionsitsling
the appropriate word or Hijling in the blank spaces.

1. Your Gender{(Control Variable)
(1) Male (2) Female

2. What is your age as of your last birthday? Year(€ontrol Variable)

3. What is the total number of years that you have bemking with THE CENTRE?
YedBontrol Variable)

4. What is your current job title

5. Highest degree attained:

(1) Bachelors (2) Masters (3) PhD

6. What is your nationality®Control Variable)

(2) Irish (2) EU (excluding Ireid) (3) Other

7. What type of Employment Contract do you hold?

(1) Permanent (2) penary

8. Have you had a performance review?

(1) Yes (2) No

Thank you for your cooperation
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APPENDIX C

TABLE Al

Results of the Principal Components Analysis of th&rust Scales

Factors

2

Trust in Top Management

The top management is straightforward with empleyee

.769

The top management communicates honestly with grepko

.831

The top management does not mislead employeesimn th
communications

.849

The top management does not withhold importantin&tion from
employees

.705

The top management does not try to get out obitsrsitments

.825

The top management behaves consistently

.840

The top management is straightforward with empleyee

.865

The top management communicates honestly with grepio

.924

The top management does not mislead employeesim th
communications

.901

The top management does not withhold importantin&tion from
employees

.895

The top management does not try to get out obitsrsitments

.871

The top management behaves consistently

.551

The top management is straightforward with empleyee

.624

The top management communicates honestly with grepi

719

Trust in Direct Supervisor

My direct supervisor is straightforward with me

.849

My direct supervisor communicates honestly with me

.870

My direct supervisor does not mislead me in hise@rcommunications

.837

My direct supervisor does not withhold importarfbrmation from me

.865

My direct supervisor does not try to get out oftridher commitments

.823

My direct supervisor behaves consistently

.680

My direct supervisor is reliable

.868

My direct supervisor can be counted on

.897

My direct supervisor can contribute to our orgati#s success

.618

My direct supervisor can help our organization agduring the next
decade

.616

My direct supervisor can help solve important peotd faced by our
organization

.540

My direct supervisor does not take advantage of me

.736

My direct supervisor does not exploit me

.784

My direct supervisor cares about my best interests

.883

My direct supervisor is concerned for my welfare

.730

Trust in Team Members

My team members are straightforward with me

.876

My team members do not mislead me in their comnatitins

.829

My team members do not withhold important inforraatfrom me

.803

My team members do not try to get out of their cotmants

.784

My team members behave consistently

734
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Factors

1 2 3

My team members are reliable .857

My team members are competent and knowledgeable .756

My team members can contribute to our organizagisoccess .765

My team members can help our organization surviéngd the next 796
decade '

My team members can help solve important problerosd by our 646
organization '

My team members do not take advantage of me .755

My team members do not exploit me 727

My team members care about my best interests .780

My team members are concerned for my welfare 672

Eigen Values 15.89| 6.63| 5.43
Percent of Variance Explained 36.96| 15.43| 12.63
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APPENDIX D

TABLE A2
Results of the Principal Components Analysis of th&tudy Variables

Factors

5

6

10

Trust Propensity

| generally have faith in humanity

877

| feel that people are generally reliable

.809

| generally trust other people unless they giveameason not to

.864

Organizational Identification

When someone criticizes my organization, it feids & personal insult

.702

When | talk about my organization, | usually say*wather than ‘they’

.597

| am very interested in what others think aboutarganization

741

| view my organization’s successes as my successes

.651

When someone praises my organization, it feelsdipersonal
compliment

.695

If a story in the media criticized my organizatidmyould feel
embarrassed

717

Affective Commitment to the Supervisor

| would be very happy to spend the rest of my aaneeking with my
current direct supervisor

.650

| enjoy discussing my direct supervisor with pecqléside my
organization

.526

| really feel as if my direct supervisor’s problear® my own

.636

Working with my direct supervisor has a great ddglersonal meaning
for me

741

| feel emotionally attached to my direct supervisor

.765

Team Psychological Safety

Members of our research team are able to bringoiplggms and tough
issues

.616

It is safe to take a risk in our research team

.597

No one in our research team would deliberatelyraatway that
undermines others’ efforts

737

People in our research team value each other’siargkills and talents

.612

Learning Goal Orientation

The opportunity to do challenging work is importémime

.629

When | fail to complete a difficult task, | plantiy harder the next
time | work on it

.618

| prefer to work on tasks that force me to learw tieings

792

The opportunity to learn new things is importantrte

.805

I do my best when | am working on a fairly difficthsk

.758

| try hard to improve on my past performance

721

The opportunity to extend the range of my abilitesnportant to me

.834

When | have difficulty solving a problem, | enjaying
different approaches to see which one will work

767
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Factors

5 6

10

Organizational Commitment

| would be very happy to spend the rest of my cangth this organization

451

| really feel as if this organization’s problemg amy own

0.38

I do not feel a strong sense of ‘belonging’ to thiganization

.685

I do not feel ‘emotionally attached’ to this orgaation

g71

I do not feel like ‘part of the family’ at this oagization

739

This organization has a great deal of personal mgdar me

.545

In-Role Job Performance

| always complete the duties specified in my jobaligption

.705

I meet all the formal performance requirementsefjbb

77

| fulfil all responsibilities required by my job

757

I never neglect aspects of the job that | am obdigido perform

.705

| often fail to perform essential duties

453

Feedback Seeking

1 ask for feedback:

To learn how | can master tasks

.898

To learn how | can improve performing my work

.955

To get information about how | can solve problems

.942

To improve my knowledge and capabilities

931

To set more appropriate goals for myself

.803

Innovative Work Behaviour

Creating new ideas for difficult issues

.623

Mobilizing support for innovative ideas

775

Searching out new work methods, techniques orunstnts

.638

Acquiring approval for innovative ideas

.847

Transforming innovative ideas into useful applicas

.876

Generating original solutions for problems

.726

Introducing innovative ideas into the work enviramwhin a systematic
way

.899

Making important organizational members enthusidsti innovative
ideas

.891

Evaluating the utility of innovative ideas

.852

Error Communication

When | make a mistake at work, | tell others abpo that they do not
make the same mistake

.583

If I cannot rectify an error by myself, | turn toyream members for help

.842

When | have done something wrong, | ask others lhglwould do it better

.789

Eigen Value

14.96

5.82

414

3.12

2.28| 1.95

1.85

1.58

1.32

1.26

Percentage of Variance Explained

27.7

10.78

7.67

5.77

4.23| 3.61

3.42

2.93

2.45

2.33
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APPENDIX E

TABLE A3

Results of the Principal Components Analysis for ta Engagement and
Organizational Commitment Scales

Factor | Factor | Factor | Factor
Variables 1 2 3 4
Work Engagement
At my work, | feel bursting with energiv1) .642 144
At my job, | feel strong and vigoro¥2) .637 .148
z/\\//g()en | get up in the morning, | feel like goingwork 611 185
I(\(/:Zl)n continue working for very long periods ainag 797 057
At my job, | am very resilient mental(¥/5) .665 146
At my work | always persevere, even when things d 598 107
not go well(V6)
| find the work that | do full of meaning and puggo
(D1) 729
I am enthusiastic about my j¢b?2) .788
My job inspires mgD3) .803
I am proud of the work that | d®4) .832
To me, my job is challengin@5) .758
Time flies when I'm workingd AB1) 407
When | am working, | forget everything else around 803
me(AB2) '
| feel happy when | am working intens€iB3) .553
I am immersed in my wor{AB4) 467
| get carried away when I'm workin@B5) 778
It is difficult to detach myself from my jofAB6) 742
Affective Organizational Commitment
I would be very happy to spend the rest of my gares
with this organization 465
I do not fgel a strong sense of ‘belonging’ to this 860
organization '
I do not feel ‘emotionally attached’ to this orgzation .900
I do not feel like ‘part of the family’ at this 875
organization '
This organization has a great deal of personal mga 691
for me )
Eigen Value 8.95 2.77 1.62 1.16
Percentage of variance explained 40.69 | 12.57 7.37 5.25
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