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ABSTRACT

This study aims to examine the role of organizational trust on work engagement, with
the moderating influence of work pressure. In order to reach accurate results for this research,
the data is collected by applying questionnaires to employees about their leaders’ attitudes,
trustworthiness of their organizations and colleagues, the employees’ engagement to their
organizations and their level of perceived work pressure. In addition to these; demographic
variables like gender, tenure, age, working in a local or multinational company and education

levels are also taken into consideration.

The sample of the research consists of 412 employees who work in multinational
companies and local firms from different sectors in Istanbul. The analyses are conducted by
using SPSS program (The Statistical Package for Social Sciences) and it is investigated that
organizational trust increases work engagement. In this relationship, work pressure has a
moderating role for only vigor dimension of work engagement. The findings also suggest that
employees working in multinational companies have higher levels of organizational trust
compared to the employees working in local firms; additionally, local firm employees are

more absorbed in their work than multinational company employees.
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Ise adanmishik, kurum icinde giiven, is baskisi

OZET

Bu c¢alisma, kurum icinde giivenin ise adanmislik {izerindeki roliinii, is baskisinin
diizenleyici degisken olarak etkisi ile birlikte arastirmayr amaglamaktadir. Bu ¢alismada,
dogru sonuclara ulasmak amaciyla calisanlara; yoneticilerinin tavirlari, calistiklar1 kurum ve
is arkadaglarimin giivenilirlikleri, kurumlarina olan adanmishk seviyeleri ve algiladiklar is
baskisi ile ilgili sorular igeren anketler uygulanarak veri toplanmigtir. Bunlara ek olarak;
cinsiyet, kidem, yas, ¢ok uluslu ya da yerli bir firmada ¢alisiyor olmak ve egitim seviyesi gibi

demografik degiskenler de goz oniinde bulundurulmustur.

Arastirmanin 6rneklem grubu, Istanbul’da ¢ok uluslu ya da yerli firmalarda calisan,
farkl1 sektorlerden 412 kisiden olusmaktadir. Analizler SPSS programi kullanilarak
gerceklestirilmistir ve kurum i¢inde giivenin ise adanmigligr artirdig1 saptanmistir. Bu iliskide,
is baskisinin sadece ise adanmigligin enerji boyutu i¢in diizenleyici degisken gorevi iistlendigi
tespit edilmistir. Bulgular ayrica; ¢ok uluslu sirket ¢calisanlarinin kurum i¢inde giiven algisinin
yerli firma ¢alisanlarina goére daha yliksek oldugunu ve yerli firma ¢alisanlarinin ¢ok uluslu

sirket calisanlarina gore isleriyle daha cok biitiinlestiklerini gostermistir.
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INTRODUCTION

The effect of trust on work processes has always been an intriguing subject for the
researchers, because it is important for a company to perform well. In the literature, there are
various researches dealing with organizational trust’s influences on work engagement, but
there is not enough research about the effects of work pressure as a moderating variable. In

the current research, this important point is tried to be explored.

The purpose of this study is to investigate the role of organizational trust on an
employee’s engagement to her/his work and to reveal whether work pressure has a

moderating role in this relationship or not.

After collecting data from the employees via questionnaires about their organizations,
leaders, organizational trust and perceived workload levels; these data are analyzed

statistically and the following research questions are addressed:

1. Does organizational trust have a contribution to work engagement?
2. Does employees’ perceived work pressure have an influence on this contribution of

organizational trust to work engagement?

The first section of the study focuses on literature review related to organizational
trust, work engagement, work pressure and their relations with each other. The following
sections include the methodology of the research where the research model, the main
hypotheses, sample, instruments and the procedure are given; results of the statistical
analyses; and the last section consists of discussion and conclusion which include
interpretation of the findings, limitations of the study and some recommendations for further

research.



2. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS OF THE RESEARCH

The relationship between the conditions of workplace and its affects over employees’
well-being has found to be an interesting subject for the researchers. Before 1990s, prevalent
models defining this relationship were mostly interested in the negative outcomes of working
conditions, but after 1990s, also the positive consequences of work conditions are studied
(Metin et al., 2010). One of these positive outcomes was found to be work engagement of
employees, which is handled in this research with its relationship with organizational trust.
Many researchers claimed that work engagement was positively affected by organizational
trust (Chughtai et al., 2009; Lin, 2010; Tan et al., 2000) grounding their opinions to several

theories.

“Attachment theory” (Bowlby, 1969) is recognized as a lifespan developmental theory
relevant for understanding how certain affectional experiences impact emotional and physical
well-being not only during childhood, but also throughout adulthood and during their working
profession as well (Sable, 2008 as cited in Lin, 2010). In his study, Sable (2008) claims that
attachment theory is based on the premise that human beings have a natural inclination to
make and maintain lasting affectional bonds or attachments to familiar, irreplaceable
organizations and once these ties are established in a secure and stable way, they are likely to
lead the individuals’ beliefs and work behavior in the organization, such as work engagement
and organizational trust (As cited in Lin, 2010). Attachment theory helps to explain the self-
fulfilling nature of employees’ expectations on leadership or their organization (Keller et al.,
2001 as cited in Lin, 2010) and therefore employees’ work engagement and organizational

trust are embraced together in this theory.

Attachment theory’s basic proposition is that when attachment needs (an emotional
bond based on care-seeking and care-giving behavior) are sufficiently met, then an

exploration of the environment occurs. In other words for business life, when employees



experience their organization (caregiver) as being responsive to their needs, their work
engagement is likely to be stimulated based on the positive attachment with the organization.
Accordingly, the employees are likely to reciprocate with their strong trust toward the
organization (Lin, 2010) and with ethical responsibility taken by firms by being honest in

their relationship with their own employees (De los Salmones et al., 2005).

In his research based on attachment theory, Lin (2010) stated that “Whereas
organizational trust represents individuals’ confidence and expectations about the actions of
their organizations, work engagement reflects their subsequent involvement with and
enthusiasm about their work assigned by the organization, implying the potential influence of
the former on the latter” (p. 521). In other words, organizational trust positively affects work
engagement and attachment theory can be strongly used to explain these aspects of work

behavior.

In addition to attachment theory, “Attribution Theory” (Calder, 1977) is also used to
explain the relationships in business life, especially in explaining the formation of trust
between people (As cited in Ceri-Booms et al., 2009). This theory provides explanations on
how individuals judge others and find causes for events by analyzing the way they perceive
cause and effect relations (As cited in Kusculuoglu et al., 2008). As an example, when an
employee relates reasons behind the behaviors of his/her superior to either contextual or
personal factors, then s/he is in the process of forming opinion about the superior’s
trustworthiness (Korsgaard et al., 2002 as cited in Kusculuoglu et al., 2008). Korsgard et al.
(2002) claim that, in social or organizational life as individuals form opinions about each
other’s trustworthiness during their relations, they also develop beliefs which cause them to
relate the behaviors of the other party either to internal or external causes (As cited in
Kusculuoglu et al., 2008). For this reason trust formation has been studied as an attributional

process by some researchers like Ferrin et al. (2003, as cited in Kusculuoglu et al., 2008).

Other theory which helps to explain the relationship between the variables of this
research is “affective-events theory” (Weiss et al., 1996) which provides a comprehensive
explanation of the causes, consequences and structure of affective experiences at work (As
cited in Glasg et al., 2011). Weiss and Cropanzano (1996) argue that workplace events trigger

affective responses which after being accumulated over time will influence workplace

3



attitudes, such as job satisfaction and organizational trust (As cited in Glasg et al., 2011).
These attitudes will in turn impact upon workplace behaviors such as absenteeism, turnover,

and work engagement.

In their research which aimed to examine the factors eliciting positive and negative
emotions in the work of customer services representatives and to determine different
consequences of emotions at work, Wegge et al. (2006) based their opinions on Weiss and
Cropanzano’s (1996) affective events theory. They claimed that a high work overload is
linked with experiencing fewer positive emotions at work and employees perceiving low
work overload is not only experience more positive emotions, but also fewer negative
emotions. The researchers found that work overload gives rise to negative emotions, which in
turn even lead to health complaints. In addition to this research, depending on the affective-
events theory, Wegge and Neuhaus (2002) also reported a positive correlation between work
overload and negative emotions among university employees (As cited in Wegge et al., 2006).
Therefore, the affective events theory also supports the anticipated relationships between the

variables of the current study.



2.2. ORGANIZATIONAL TRUST

Trust is a concept which has been researched by many investigators from diverse
disciplines like sociology, psychology, management, anthropology and organizational theory.
These research mainly focus on levels of trust including trust between individuals, groups,
firms or institutions. In this research, trust is handled in organizational level which includes
trust of an employee to her/his supervisor or manager, trust between the employees of an
organization and also trust of an employee to her/his organization. After explaining the trust
concept as a whole by giving several definitions and its antecedents, its dimensions and

consequences are also expounded.

2.2.1. DEFINITION OF ORGANIZATIONAL TRUST

In social sciences literature, there are numerous definitions of trust on both individual
and organizational bases. As cited in Ganesan (1997), trust has been conceptualized as an
expectancy held by an individual or group that the word, promise, verbal or written statement
of another party can be relied on (Rotter, 1971; Moorman, et al.,1992) and, a confidence in
the motives of the other party in conditions involving risk or a belief in the benevolent

intentions of the other party (Deutsch, 1973 as cited in Ganesan, 1997, p. 440).

Robinson (1996) defined trust as "one's expectations, assumptions, or beliefs about the
likelihood that another's future actions will be beneficial, favorable, or at least not detrimental
to one's interest" (as cited in Hopkins et al., 2006 p. 575). Saran et al. (2004) had also defined
the concept of trust as “a feeling of confidence and commitment without the perceptions of
fear, hesitation and doubt, where the person believes that he/she will receive support and
collaboration in resolving problems in times of need without any underlying, ulterior motives

and/or negative thoughts on the part of others” (as cited in Altuntas et al., 2009, p. 187).



Also, organizational trust, which forms the basis of intraorganizational relationships,
has several definitions in the literature. According to Cummings and Bromiley (1995),
organizational trust is “the belief of an individual or a group as a whole that individuals or the
organization will make every effort, whether explicit or implied, in good faith to act in
accordance with commitments; that honesty in relationships will be ensured as a consequence
of commitments; and that involved people will not seek to take advantage of others even if
they have such opportunities” (as cited in Altuntas et al.,2009 p. 187). The term has been
defined by Demircan and Ceylan (2003) as “the way an employee perceives the support
offered by the organization, and his/her confidence in leaders or associates that they are
honest and true to their word” (as cited in Altuntag et al. 2009 p.187). Another definition
provided by Yiicel (2006) is “expectations of individuals, groups or organizations from
individuals, groups or organizations with which they are in mutual interaction that they will
make ethical decisions and will develop behaviors that are based on ethical principles” (As

cited in Altuntas et al., 2009 p.187).

In the literature, Rousseau et al. (1998) reflect the practitioner view in their definition,
“trust is a psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon
positive expectations of the intentions or behavior of another” (As cited in Mayer et al., 1995
p. 712). In their view, risk, interdependence and the willingness to accept vulnerability are

necessary conditions in all formulations of trust (As cited in Morgan et al., 2003 p.58).

As a multidimensional construct (Rousseau et al., 1998), trust is as much an emergent
property of patterned relations as a trait of a discrete entity. Trust emerges in, and from, and is
sustained by the patterned and cumulative enactment of social relations as a collective
property (Lewis et al., 1985; Barber, 1983 as cited in Morgan et al., 2003) and has been
termed 'system trust' (Luhman, 1979). The latter is enhanced when people believe systemic
protection of their position exists. In other words, at the interpersonal level, it is the
assessment of frustworthiness by the tnister of a trustee that can be said to be a psychological
state and “it encompasses an intention to act entailing vulnerability” (Morgan et al., 2003 p.

58).

Different classifications for trust are made in the literature. For instance, Aryee and
colleagues (2002) discussed trust as a combination of cognition-based and affect-based trust

6



(As cited in Hopkins et al., 2006). In a different way, Lewicki and Bunker (1996) classified
trust in three levels as; calculus-based trust, knowledge-based trust and identification-based
trust (As cited in Pirson, 2007). These two different classifications are explained in detail

below:

2.2.1.1. Comparison of Cognition-Based Trust and Affect-Based Trust:

According to the trust classification of Aryee et al. (2002), cognition-based trust is
determined by the evaluation of an individual as to the ability of another party (e.g.. the
organization) to fulfill obligations and, therefore, demonstrate reliability and dependability.
On the other hand, affect-based trust develops from a mutual care and concern between two
parties. The combination of these two kinds of trust reflects "concern for others' interests,
reliability, openness and competence" (Aryee et al. 2002, p. 271 as cited in Hopkins et al.,
2006 p. 484). Cognition-based trust refers to the rational decision to trust or to withhold trust
of another employee (Costigan et al., 2006). In terms of a subordinate employee’s trust in the
supervisor, a cognition-based trust judgement is based on good reasons, such as the
supervisor’s history in performing responsibly and competently, which provides evidence of
this person’s cognition-based trustworthiness (Costigan et al., 1998; Lewis et al., 1985;
McAllister, 1995 as cited in Costigan et al. 2006 p. 275). Affect-based trust, on the other
hand, is more emotional than rational. It evolves over a period of time into a deep workplace
relationship with both parties making an emotional investment to each other (Costigan et al.,
1998; Lewis et al., 1985; McAllister, 1995 as cited in Costigan et al. 2006 p. 275). Care and
concern for each party in the relationship typify this form of trust. Establishing relationships
based on cognition-based judgments, such as competence and reliability, are thought to be
more common in the workplace whereas forming deep, caring relationships based on affect-
based trust are probably less common, especially in the typical employee—supervisor

relationship (Costigan et al., 2006).



2.2.1.2. Comparison of Calculus-Based Trust, Knowledge-Based Trust and
Identification-Based Trust:

A different trust classification is made by Lewicki and Bunker (1996) which is
exlpained in three levels;
e (Calculus-based trust,
o Knowledge-based trust

e Identification-based trust.

Calculus-based trust predominates in a first-time encounter and is based on rational
choice deliberations. Trust emerges when the trustor perceives that the trustee’s intentions and
actions are beneficial (Pirson, 2007). Lewicki and Bunker defined calculus-based trust as
“confidence founded on the understanding that both potent rewards for preserving that
confidence and punishments for violating it are in place” (As cited in McAllister et al., 2006
p.1). The perceived positive intention derives from credible information regarding the
intentions or competence of another (Barber, 1983 as cited in Pirson, 2007). As an example,
credible information about the trustee may be provided by others (reputation) or by
certification (such as a diploma). Such "proof sources" signal that the trustee's claims of
trustworthiness are true (Doney et al., 1998 as cited in Pirson, 2007). This type of trust can be
explained as an act of will that has a strategic purpose. According to Rousseau, Sitkin et al.
(1998) the range of calculus-based trust is often limited to situations where evidence of failure
to perform can be obtained in the short term and exchanges based on calculus-based trust are

likely to be terminated once violation occurs (As cited in Pirson, 2007).

Knowledge-based trust derives from repeated interactions over time between the
trustor and trustee. Information available to the trustor from within the relationship itself
forms the basis of relational trust. Reliability and dependability in previous interactions with

the trustor give rise to positive expectations about the trustee's intentions (Pirson, 2007).

This type of trust requires good information regarding a trustee that comes from the
experience of working together, regular communication and deeper interpersonal familiarity

and understanding that emerges over time with repeated interaction (McAllister et al., 2006).
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In other words, knowledge-based trust relies on information and ability to predict the other’s
behaviour. Trust develops over time as a function of the parties having a history of
interaction. Information contributes to the predictability of the other, which in turn contributes
to trust. The capacity to predict the other’s behaviour makes possible to make plans,
investments or other decisions contingent on the behaviour of the other party (Melikoglu et

al., 2009).

Identification-based trust is defined by Lewicki and Bunker (1995) as confidence
based upon the understanding that full internalization of each other’s desires and intentions
has been achieved—the parties understand each other, agree with what each other wants, and
are prepared to support one another in pursuit of those ends (As cited in McAllister et al.,
2006). This means that the trustor fully internalizes the preferences of the other party, and
identify with him/her on that ground (Melikoglu et al., 2009).

Pirson (2007) mentioned that identification-based trust reflects a mutual respect for
and support of each other’s motivation. In his research, he stated that Lewicki and Bunker
(1995) had considered this type of trust as the highest level of trust. It is intense and highly
moral. Actors are able to anticipate each other’s reactions and know what type of behavior
enables congenial collaboration. Common goals and shared values form the basis for this

relationship (Pirson, 2007).



2.2.2. ANTECEDENTS OF ORGANIZATIONAL TRUST

In order to identify the antecedents and consequences of trust, Mayer, Davis and

Schoorman developed a model in their study called “An Integrative Model of Organizational

Trust” in 1995.

]
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Figure 1. Model of Trust

Source: Mayer et al. (1995). An integrative model of organizational trust. Academy of Management

Review, 20(3), 709-734.
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In this model, according to Mayer et al.;

ABILITY refers to a group of skills, competencies and characteristics that enable a
party to have influence within some specific domain. Zand (1972) state that “as an
individual can be competent in some domain while not in some others, same applies
for trust, as also trustworthiness depends on the competency in specific domains” ( As
cited in Kusculuoglu et al., 2008 p. 41). For instance, a leader might not trust to an
employee to make the first contact with the customer if that employee is competent in

technical field but not so in building relations with others.

BENEVOLENCE refers to the extent to which a trustee is believed to want to do good
to the trustor, aside from the egocentric profit motive. Benevolence is also an

indication of existence of some bonds between the trustor and trustee (Mayer, et.al.,

1995).

INTEGRITY 1is about the perception of the trustor that trustee adheres to a set of
principles that is also accepted by the trustor. Consistency of the trustee’s past actions,
credible comments about the trustee from other parties, belief that trustee has a strong
sense of justice and the extent to which trustee’s actions are in line with his/her words
are the factors that affect the level of integrity perception of the trustor. But in the
evaluation of trustworthiness, it is the perceived level of integrity that is important
rather than the reasons why this perception is formed (Mayer, et.al, 1995, as cited in

Kusculuoglu et al., 2008).

In this model, also, trustworthiness of the trustor takes place as an antecedent of trust

while propensity to trust is in the role of a moderating variable that increase or decrease the

level of trustworthiness perception of the trustor.

In the organizational literature, the broadest research on the antecedents and the ways

in which trust occurs in organizations is done by Mayer and his colleagues (Lapidot et al.,

2007). According to Mayer et al, “trust in leader” is the product of the leader’s behavior

(Joseph et al., 2005). In their model, both trustor and trustee and also the traits of these parties
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are considered in the process of trust (Ceri-Booms et al., 2009). Propensity of trust is defined
as “the likelihood the party will trust and the general willingness of the party to trust others”
(Mayer et al., 1995 p.715). They also claim that people differ from each other in propensity to

trust which can help to explain the variance in trust.

The characteristics and actions of the trustee are also defined as important variables
that build trust in the relationship. Three characteristics appeared in their model are; ability,
benevolence and integrity. Ability is defined as “the group of skills, competencies, and
characteristics that enable a party to have influence within some specific domain” (Mayer et
al., 1995 p.717). According to this view, people’s ability providing trust changes according to
situations. Benevolence is to believe the trustee’s good will. They claim that high benevolence
in a relationship is inversely related to motivation to lie. Integrity refers to “trustor’s
perception that the trustee adheres to a set of principles that the trustor finds acceptable”
(Mayer et al., 1995 p.719). The perception of integrity for the trustor develops based on past
actions and relationships of the trustee, compatibility of his/her words and actions, credible
communications from others about the trustee. In order to develop trust in a relationship, all
these three factors should be present. They, however, warned that trustworthiness should be
thought of as a continuum which changes the degree of these three dimensions necessary for

building trust (As cited in Ceri-Booms et al., 2009 p. 52).

In the literature, it is explained that managers play a very important role in determining
the overall level of trust within the organizations. For instance, managers make reward
systems and control systems that show the base levels of trust or mistrust within the
organization as a whole. In addition to this; managers’ beliefs and actions also influence the

trust in organizations (Creed et al., 1996 as cited in Melikoglu et al., 2009).

Other factors which affect an employee’s trust in an organization are organizational
justice and perceived organizational support (Procedural justice is the degree to which those
affected by allocation decisions perceive that those decisions were made according to fair

methods and guidelines. Distributive justice refers to employee’s perceptions of fairness in the
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allocation of resources and outcomes. Perceived organizational support is the general belief of
employee that the organization values their contributions and cares about their well-being.).
As it is stated in the literature, when the organization treats well to the employees, employees
feel an obligation to treat the organization well in return (Puusa et al., 2006 as cited in

Melikoglu et al., 2009).

According to Borgen (2001), another antecedent of organizational trust is strong
identification. Borgen (2001) claim that, when trust is based on identification with the other’s
desires and intentions, trust exists because the parties effectively understand and appreciate
the other’s wants. They have a mutual understanding and each of them can effectively act for
the other. The other can also be confident that his/her interests will be protected and that no
monitoring of the actor is necessary. Identification-based trust develops when “both knows
and predicts the other’s needs, preferences and choices and also shares some of those same

needs , preferences and choices as one’s own” (as cited in Melikoglu et al., 2009 p.32).
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2.2.3. CONCEPTS RELATED TO TRUST

The difference between trust and reliance is best observed in the outcome of the
phenomena. Compared to reliance; when trust is the concern and the negative outcome is the
disappointment, individuals are more hurt and resented. Also, Lahno (2001) claims that trust
is stronger a emotion than reliance. Bozaykut et al. (2009) conclude that, when trusting

someone, the trustor does not expect that the trustee can behave with bad intentions.

Mistrust Distrust Trust Confidence

Figure 2. Trust Spectrum

Source: Hinnant, L.C. (2007). The Trust Experience from the Trustor’s Perspective: A Theoretical
Discussion and Experiment. Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation. New York: Graduate School of
Syracuse University. (As cited in Bozaykut et al., 2009).

Trust is, also, different from confidence because individuals recognize and accept the
risks in cases of trust (Luhmann, 1979 cited in Mayer et al.,1995). Luhmann (1979) states that
confidence is one step further than trust as there is no need to think alternatives or betrayals in
situations of confidence. To Hinnant (2007), individuals accept being in a vulnerable situation
especially in circumstances unfamiliar to them in cases of trust. Hinnant points out that
confidence also puts people in vulnerable situation but this time based on past “past positive
experiences” (as cited in Bozaykut et al., 2009 p. 15). The person has confidence in another if
they have a positive previous history. In other words, Hinnant explains that “confidence is the
unconscious decision, whereas, trust is the conscious decision to be vulnerable and dependent
on another” (as cited in Bozaykut et al., 2009, p. 15).
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Source: Saunders et al. (2004). Trust and mistrust in organizations: An exploration using an
organizational justice framework. Furopean Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology,13(4),
493-515.

In the literature, both mistrust and distrust are seen as the opposites of trust. In the
Oxford English Dictionary, no distinction is made between the terms ‘‘mistrust’’ and
““distrust’’, both being defined as a “‘lack of trust’’ (as cited in Saunders et al., 2004, p. 495).
On the other hand, the meanings of the prefixes “dis-“ as being “absence of, not” and “mis-*

as “bad, wrong, failure” (Hinnant, 2007 as cited in Bozaykut et al., 2009, p. 17).

Because of this confusion, recently, some researchers have begun to question whether
mistrust is a distinct concept from distrust, despite the symmetry of definitions. To clarify
this, Lewicki et al. (1998) theorized that “trust and mistrust are separate but linked dimensions
with each ranging from low to high, rather than opposite ends of a continuum” (as cited in

Saunders et al., 2004, p. 495). Therefore, it is possible for an employee to experience both
15



trust and mistrust within a given context. In the same study, it is stated that trust reduces
complexity and uncertainty by removing unfavourable expectations and allowing favourable
expectations to be seen as certain. In contrast, “mistrust reduces complexity and uncertainity
by removing favourable expectations and allowing unfavourable expectations to be seen as

certain” (Saunders et al., 2004, p. 495).

On the other hand, “distrust” implies a “pause in the action”, namely, a temporary
hesitation in trusting or mistrusting someone (Hinnant, 2007, as cited in Bozaykut et al., 2009,
p. 17). It has been defined as “a lack of confidence in the other, a concern that the other may
act so as to harm one, that he does not care about one’s welfare or intends to act harmfully, or
is hostile” (Grovier 1994, as cited in Kramer, 1999, p. 587). Bozaykut et al. (2009) state that
the person who distrusts can not make a decision to trust/mistrust for a short period of time

and may delay the choice of trusting or mistrusting.
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2.2.4. DIMENSIONS OF ORGANIZATIONAL TRUST

In this study, organizational trust is handled with its three dimensions; namely, “trust

29 <

in supervisor”, “trust in coworkers” and “trust in organization”.
2.2.4.1. TRUST IN SUPERVISOR

The feeling of trust of an employee to her/his supervisor or manager is a very
important component of organizational trust. In the literature, trust in supervisor refers to
“employee’s faith in supervisor, and to the belief that ultimately the supervisor will act for the
benefit of employees” (Podsakoff et al., 2000; Pillai et al., 1999 as cited in Ertlirk, 2007
p-260).

Whitener et al. (1998), clarified five categories of behaviors that cover the factors

effecting employees* perception of supervisors* trustworthiness:

> Behavioral consistency: The supervisors who have consistent behaviors over time and

across situations are perceived more trustworthy by their subordinates.

> Behavioral integrity: The supervisors who are telling the truth and keeping their

promises are perceived as trustworthy.

> Sharing information and delegation of control

» Communication: Open communication and accurant information share reinforce trust

in supervisor.

» Concern for the welfare of subordinates also impact employees® trust in supervisors.

(As cited in Giizel, 2009 p. 22)

In their study, Gilbert et al. (1998) explain that, trust in supervisor should be seen as a

feeling of confidence and support for a supervisor. Dirks et al. (2002) also stated that “trust in
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supervisor can be examined using two theoretical perspectives: the character-based
perspective and the relationship-based perspective” (as cited in Melikoglu et al., 2009 p.33).
According to the character-based perspective, only when employees believe their supervisors
have ability, benevolence and integrity, and thus can be trusted, they would be willing to
engage in behaviors that put them at risk. According to the relationship-based perspective,
which is based on the principles of social exchange and reciprocity, employees who trust their
supervisor will perceive a high-quality relationship with their supervisor and will feel
obligated to reciprocate with behaviors that will further the supervisor’s goals (Dirks et al.,

2002 as cited in Melikoglu et al., 2009 p.33).

2.2.4.2. TRUST IN CO-WORKERS

The formation of trust in co-workers is dependent on their perception of each other
that they are moral, honest, dependable and competent. The term “co-workers” refers to “the
members of an organization with same level of position and power who are in continuous

interaction at work™ (Tan et al., 2009 p.46 as cited in Bozaykut et al., 2009 p.44).

Like Mayer et al. (1995), in their study “Trust in Coworkers and Trust in
Organizations”, Tan and Lim (2009) also define trust in coworkers as “the willingness of a
person to be vulnerable to the actions of fellow coworkers whose behavior and actions that

person cannot control” (p.46).

Connell et al. (2003) made another definition for coworker trust as; “the confidence
that one’s colleagues are competent and will act in a fair, reliable and ethical manner” (As
cited in Bozaykut et al., 2009, p. 44) . According to Connel et al. (2003), coworkers who trust
one another, support each other and they do not tend to “leave their peers in difficult positions

by withholding information” (As cited in Bozaykut et al., 2009 p. 44).

In their study, Salancik and Pfeffer (1978) state that, the individual employees regard
the attitudes of coworkers as socially acceptable and model their beliefs according to those of
their coworkers (As cited in Tan et al., 2009). Therefore, it is reasonable to suggest that

employees’ trust for their coworkers influences trust in their organization; because employees
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who trust their coworkers are likely to regard their coworkers’ perceptions as relevant and
socially acceptable. In other words, when these trusted coworkers perceive that the
organization’s actions are beneficial, the employees are likely to be influenced by this same
belief and subsequently construct similar perceptions that the organization can be trusted (Tan
et al.,, 2009). In the literature, studies show that, employees who communicate with one
another frequently, share similar interpretations of organizational issues (Schmitz, 1991 as

cited in Tan et al., 2009 p. 50).

2.2.4.3. TRUST IN ORGANIZATION

Finally, “Trust in Organization” refers to the global evaluation of an organization’s
trustworthiness as perceived by the employee (Melikoglu et al., 2009 p. 30). It includes the
expectation of the individuals about organizational relationships and behaviours. When the
employees become a part of the organization, they start to examine and continually observe
the organizational environment when they consider whether or not to trust their organization.
The behavioral styles of workers, the promises that kept are or not by the organization or the
consistency of the application of organizational rules are some examples of the criteria for an
employee to tryst her/his organization. Several additional factors (Cufaude, 1999) are
associated with a culture of trust in an organization include:

e the depth and quality of interpersonal relationships;

e clarity of roles and responsibilities;

e frequency, timeliness, and forthrightness of communication;
e competence to get the job done;

e clarity of shared purpose;

e direction and vision; and

e honoring promises and commitments (as cited in Joseph et al., 2005 p. 8).
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2.2.5. CONSEQUENCES OF ORGANIZATIONAL TRUST

To Tan and Tan (2000), one of the main consequences of organizational trust is
organizational commitment; “the engagement between employee and the organization” (Datft,
2006, p. 626). Especially research findings show that affective type of commitment is strongly
in relationship with trust (Gtizel, 2009). Matthai (1989), specifically evaluated the relationship
of trust and affective commitment and found a strong positive relationship. In addition to this
research, Pascale et al. (1981) also found a positive relation between trust and affective

organizational commitment (As cited in Giizel, 2009).

Tan and Tan (2000) also emphasize that trust in top management results in
“identification with the organization and loyalty to that organization” (p. 247, as cited in
Bozaykut et al., 2009). Many research in the literature suggest that the employees who trust
their organizations are more energetic, more productive, more innovative and more
considerate to self-development (Perry et al., 2007). In addition to this, employees with high
levels of organizational trust are more tend to communicate openly compared to the
employees with lower levels of trust (Baek et al., 2006 as cited in Bozaykut et al., 2009).
They are more likely to share their ideas and emotions without the fear of losing their job if

they have high levels of the organizational trust (Islamoglu et al., 2007).

Organizational trust encourages and increases employee motivation, and increases
employee performance and productivity. Therefore, high levels of organizational trust lead to
job satisfaction, less turnover or absenteeism, therefore, “agreeable organizational citizenship

behaviours” (Demircan et al., 2003, p. 140 as cited in Bozaykut et al., 2009).

In times of crises or changes as mergers and acquisitions, organizational trust
promotes problem solving abilities and renders employees to be more considerate in accepting
the transformation processes, together with “positive and negative consequences” (Demircan
et al., 2003, p. 141). In other words, employees display less resistance to organizational

changes when they trust their organization (Bozaykut et al., 2009).
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High levels of supervisor trust influences subordinate performance. Paul et al. (2004)
state that, as level of trust increases in virtual collaborations, so do the performances of the
members. Collaboration increases in line with trust levels, moreover, increased collaboration
promote “the assertiveness levels of both supervisors and subordinates” (Costigan et al., 1998
as cited in Bozaykut et al., 2009). Subordinates with high levels of trust are more likely to
accept the decisions of their supervisors more easily (Creed et al., 1996) and this leads to
supervisor satisfaction and innovation at work place (Tan et al., 2000 as cited in Bozaykut et

al., 2009).

When leaders are viewed as trustworthy, subordinates are motivated to increase
performance, demonstrate satisfaction and stay with the organization (Wasti et al, 2007).
Many research have found that trust in the leader is critical for charismatic and

transformational leaders (Podsakoff et al., 1990 as cited in Giizel et al.,2009 p. 23).

Another consequence of trust in organizations is that the employees are more
concentrated when working if they trust their coworkers. In addition to this, more
concentration has positive effects on performance (Tan et al., 2009). Trust in coworkers
promotes open communication and information sharing within the organization (Islamoglu et
al., 2007). As an example, if trusted coworkers support the organizations’ activities, the other
employees will be affected by them and will tend to perceive the organization’s activities in
the same way. Therefore, it can be stated that employees’ trust in coworkers also affects on

organizational trust as a whole.

Cook et al. (1980) propose that coworker trust is strongly related to organizational
identification and organizational involvement. Ferres et al. (2004) also claim that high level of
coworker trust promotes organizational support, lower turnover intention and higher affective

commitment (as cited in Bozaykut et al., 2009).

According to some research, trust may become a pathologic term if it is inflexible in
the face of changing circumstances (Deutsch, 1973; Golembiewski et al., 1975 as cited in
Mishra, 1996). In addition to this, Luhmann (1979) claim that, this situation is likely if trust is
violated, then distrust between the parties continued, especially if such violations are viewed
as deliberate rather than due to circumstances beyond the control of violating party. However,
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Mishra (1996) stated that “in a crisis situation, short-term misallocations of resources based
on trust violations could be fatal for an organization” (p. 24). In other words, the vulnerability
aspect of trust is even greater in crisis situations than in non-crisis situations. Therefore, it is
likely that reactions to violations of trust are quicker and more obvious because the stakes are

greater (Mishra, 1996).

Mishra (1996) has also pointed out another negative relationship of trust with the
efficacy of resource allocation and organizational survival “if it leads to feelings of security
among organizational members such that they are less motivated to deal with a crisis” (p. 24).
However, in the research of Aktouf (1992) and Davidow et al. (1992), none of the managers
interviewed discussed trust as having such negative consequences (or for that matter any

negative consequences) (As cited in Mishra, 1996 p. 24).
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2.3. WORK ENGAGEMENT

Work engagement is an important concept in organizational behavior literature which
is related to employees’ well being in many ways. To explain this important issue, Schaufeli
et al. (2002) stated that work engagement is about good health and it positively affects the
work of the individuals (As cited in Giineser et al., 2007).

In another study, Maslach, Schaufeli and Leiter (2001) had argued that values have an
important role in individual motivation and they affect the emotional and cognitive
relationship that individuals develop with their work (As cited in Giineser et al., 2007).
Because of the fact that the harmony between the values of an individual and the values of an
organization is crucial; unless this harmony is present, employees may experience motivation

problems and this causes difficulties in engaging individuals to their work (Giineser, 2007).

2.3.1. DEFINITION OF WORK ENGAGEMENT

Work engagement is an important concept in the management literature and has been
defined by many researchers. The term is most often defined as “emotional and intellectual
commitment to the organization” (Baumruk, 2004; Richman, 2006; Shaw, 2005 as cited in
Saks, 2006 p. 601) or “the amount of discretionary effort exhibited by employees in their
jobs” (Frank et al., 2004 as cited in Saks, 2006 p. 601). Schaufeli et al. (2002) define
engagement “as a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is characterized by vigor,
dedication, and absorption.” (As cited in Bakker et al., 2008 p. 209). They also state that
engagement is not a momentary and specific state, but rather, it is “a more persistent and
pervasive affective-cognitive state that is not focused on any particular object, event,

individual, or behavior” (As cited in Saks, 2006 p. 601).

Burnout researchers define engagement as the opposite or positive antithesis of
burnout which is characterized by exhaustion (draining of mental energy), cynicism (a

negative attitude towards work) and reduced professional efficacy (the belief that one is no
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longer effective in fulfilling one’s job responsibilities) (Maslach et al., 2001 as cited in
Langelaan, 2006). According to Maslach et al. (2001), engagement is characterized by energy,
involvement, and efficacy, the direct opposite of the three burnout dimensions of exhaustion,
cynicism, and inefficacy (As cited in Saks, 2006). Engagement is not an attitude; it is the

degree to which an individual is attentive and absorbed in the performance of their roles.

Many research suggest that burnout and work engagement are independent states that
are negatively, but not perfectly, related (Demerouti et al., 2001; Schaufeli et al., 2004;
Schaufeli et al., 2003). If the dimensions of these two contrary concepts are examined, vigor
and dedication are the direct positive opposites of exhaustion and cynicism, respectively
(Langelaan 2006, 2007). Similarly, other researchers who examine burnout and engagement
has found that the core dimensions of burnout (exhaustion and cynicism) and engagement
(vigor and dedication) are opposites of each other (Gonzalez-Roma et al., 2006 as cited in
Saks, 2006). Schaufeli and Bakker (2001) had also proposed a particular positioning in the
existing two-dimensional model that consists of an activation and a pleasure dimension. They
presume that the activation dimension is spanned by exhaustion and vigor, whereas the
pleasure dimension is likewise spanned by cynicism and dedication. (Langelaan et al., 2006).
The relationship between burnout and engagement is shown in detail in Figure 7 in the

following sections.

Kahn (1990) explained that work engagement has an emotional, cognitive and
physical component (As cited in Erim et. al., 2009). He stated that engagement is employees’
attachment to their work roles. On the other hand, Kahn defined personal disengagement as
distancing oneself from work roles. Disengaged people withdraw and defend themselves
physically, cognitively and emotionally while carrying out their work roles (As cited in Erim
et. al., 2009). They become physically uninvolved in tasks, cognitively unvigilant, and
emotionally disconnected from others (Kahn, 1990). Maslach and Leiter (1997) expanded
Kahn’s (1990) conceptual work (As cited in Kim et al., 2009). In their view, “low ratings on
exhaustion, low scores on cynicism, and high ratings on professional efficacy indicate the

state of engagement” (As cited in Kim et al., 2009 p. 97).

Kahn (1990) claims that people need self expression and self employment in their
work lives. Employing and conveying an individual's self produce behaviors that bring alive
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the relation of self to role and people who are individually engaged keep their selves within a

role, without sacrificing one for the other. He states that “people become involved in their

work physically, become alert cognitively and connect to others empathically” (Kahn, 1990 as

cited in Gilineser et al., 2007 p. 37). According to Kahn (1990), three conditions influence an

individual’s personal engagement: meaningfulness, safety, and availability.

Experienced meaningfulness is “a feeling that one is valued for his or her work. The
degree of meaningfulness experienced is influenced by task interactions, work roles
and work interactions. Jobs are more meaningful if they are challenging, include skill
variety, and facilitate a sense of autonomy (Bal et al., 2008). Additionally, jobs that
offer work roles which fit with how one wants to be viewed will lead to an experience
of meaningfulness (Kahn, 1990). Lastly, jobs that include interpersonal interactions
that promote a sense of dignity and professionalism will lead to greater

meaningfulness (Kahn, 1990 as cited in Bal et al., 2008 p. 17).

Safety is experienced when individuals can openly express themselves in their work
roles. In addition to this, safety is experienced when expressing oneself will not
jeopardize his or her ability to keep his or her job, maintain good reputations, and
continue to feel a sense of self-worth (Kahn, 1990 as cited in Bal 2008, p. 17). The
amount of safety one experiences is influenced by interpersonal and organizational
variables. These variables include:

1) the relationships one has with his or her coworkers, supervisors, and

subordinates,

2) the biases that occur within and between different work groups,

3) the procedures and interactions developed by management,

4) the cultural norms of the organization (Kahn, 1990 as cited in Bal 2008,
p-17).

Availability: In addition to meaningfulness and safety, an individual must feel that he
or she has enough mental, social, emotional, and physical resources available to
engage himself in a work role (Kahn, 1990). This sense of availability might vary at

different times and is influenced by the amount of physical and emotional energy one
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has. In addition, “a sense of availability is influenced by the different work/life

demands with which one must cope” (Kahn, 1990 as cited in Bal, 2008, p. 18).

Some other researchers had different operational definitions for engagement, too.
Roberts and O’Davenport (2002) define work engagement as “a person’s enthusiasm and
highly engaged in their jobs identify personally with the job and are motivated by the work
itself.” (as cited in Erim et al., 2009, p. 140). According to the researchers, engaged people
tend to work harder and more productively than others and are more likely to produce the
results that their customers and organizations want. They show initiative, they are proactive
and they take responsibility for their own professional development and to be committed to

high quality performance standards (Bakker et al., 2008 as cited in Erim et al., 2009).

looks for, and is given,
opportunities to improve
organisational performance
keeps up-to-date
with developments
in his/her field

is positive about
the job and the
organisation

believes in the
organisation

identifies with
the organisation

An
engaged
employee:

sees the bigger picture,
even at personal cost

works actively to
make things better

can be relied upon, and treats others with respect,
goes beyond the and helps colleagues to
requirements of the job perform more effectively

Figure 4.: The Drivers of Employee Engagement

Source: Robinson et al. (2004). The drivers of employee engagement, Institute of Employment Studies,
Report 405.
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Schaufeli et al. (2000) explain engagement as an energetic state in which one is
dedicated to excellent performance of work and confident of one’s effectiveness (As cited in
Oner et al., 2008, p. 29). Similarly, Saks (2006) explains employee engagement as a construct
that consists of cognitive, emotional and behavioral components that are linked to the
individual’s role performance. He states that, although engagement is a distinct and separate
factor, it is similar to other concepts such as organizational commitment, organizational

citizenship behavior and job involvement (Erim et al., 2009).

In the literature, many researchers use ‘“employee engagement” and “work
engagement” concept interchangeably, however they may give different definitions for each.
As an example, Erim et al. (2009) included both of the definitions of employee engagement
and work engagement in the same heading of “Work Engagement” concept. In their research,
employee engagement was defined as “employees’ enthusiasm for their work derived from
job involvement and satisfaction” (Harter et al., 2003) and work engagement was defined as
“an optimistic, rewarding, work-related mind set that is characterized by vigor, dedication and
absorption” (Schaufeli et al., 2002) and both of them are used to define the same variable of
the study (As cited in Erim et al., 2009 p. 141).

There are three approaches which are noteworthy about employee engagement concept
in the literature. The first one is operationalized by ‘‘Gallup-12’’ questionnaire as a set of
motivating resources such as support and recognition from colleagues and supervisors,
performance feedback, opportunities for learning and development, and opportunities for skill
use. A meta-analysis of studies using this measure in almost 8000 business units of 36
companies (Harter et al., 2002), showed that “levels of employee engagement were positively
related to business-unit performance (i.e., customer satisfaction and loyalty, profitability,

(%3

productivity, turnover, and safety)”. The authors claim that engagement is . . related to
meaningful business outcomes at a magnitude that is important to many organizations’’
(Harter et al., 2002, p. 276 as cited in Bakker et al., 2008 p. 151). Secondly, employee
engagement is handled as an extra-role behavior, such as a personal satisfaction and a sense of
inspiration and affirmation they get from work and being a part of the organization. The third
approach defines engagement as a positive, fulfilling, affective-motivational state of work-

related well-being that is the antipode of job burnout (Maslach et al., 2001 as cited in Bakker
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et al., 2008,). Based on this conceptualization, a brief work engagement questionnaire has
been developed that consists of three interrelated dimensions: vigor, dedication, and
absorption (Schaufeli et al., 2006 as cited in Bakker et al., 2008,) which will be explained in

detail in the following sections of the study.

On the other hand, in the literature different classifications for the dimensions of work
engagement can also be found. Rothbard defines engagement as psychological presence and
states that it involves two critical components: attention and absorption. Attention refers to
“cognitive availability and the amount of time one spends thinking about a role” while
absorption means “being engrossed in a role and refers to the intensity of one’s focus on a

role” (Rothbard, 2001 as cited in Yaldiran et al. 2010, p. 48).
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2.3.2. ANTECEDENTS OF WORK ENGAGEMENT

There are various individual and organizational factors that lead to work engagement.
Work engagement tends to be positively related to job resources and social support from co-
workers and from one’s superior, performance feedback, coaching, job control, task variety
and training facilities (Demerouti et al., 2001 as cited in Erim et al., 2009). Sonnentag (2003)
claimed that the level of experienced work engagement was positively associated with the
extent to which employees recovered from their previous working day (As cited in Erim et al.,

2009).

Some research suggests that some relatively stable personality traits can influence job
attitudes. Roberts et al. (2002) claimed that looking at personality traits, however, tends to be
more useful for selection decisions and matching people to jobs than for improving overall
levels of work engagement in organizations. The same researchers also concluded that the
better people feel about their long term career development, the more engaged they will be in
their work today and the more rewarding the day to day work environment, the more engaged
people will be in their work. In this case, performance appraisal, its communication with
employees and also having a strong human resource function are other important factors that

lead to engagement (Erim et al., 2009).
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In his study about antecedents and consequences of employee engagement, Saks

(2006) summarized the factors that lead to engagement as follows:

Antecedents

Job Characteristics

Perceived Organizational
Support

Perceived Supervisor Support
Rewards and Recognition
Procedural Justice

Distributive Justice

Employee Engagement

Figure 5. Antecedents and Consequences of Employee Engagement

Consequences

Job Satisfaction
Organizational Commitment
Intention to Quit

Organizational Citizenship
Behavior

Source: Saks, A.M. (2006). Antecedents and consequences of employee engagement. Journal of
Managerial Psychology, 21(7), 600-619.

On the other hand, in the model of employee engagement of Harter et al. (2003), four

antecedent elements are found to be important for engagement to occur within the workplace

arc.

a) clarity of expectations and basic materials and equipment being provided,

b) feelings of contribution to the organization,

c) feeling a sense of belonging to something beyond oneself,

d) feeling as though there are opportunities to discuss progress and grow (As cited in

Simpson, 2009 p. 1020).

Another antecedent of work engagement is job autonomy, by which individuals tend

to feel more personal responsibility for successes and failures that occur on the job and are

more willing to accept personal responsibility for the outcomes of their work (Bal et al.,

2008).
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Tuna et al. (2009) state that work environment plays a central role in work
engagement. This work environment includes the policies, procedures and human resource
management practices (Richardsen et al, 2006 as cited in Tuna et al., 2009). Supervisors who
provide positive feedback, foster a supportive work environment and encourage them to voice
their concerns, develop new skills, and solve work-related problems enhance employees’
interest in their work. These individuals are likely to feel safer to engage themselves more
fully, try out novel ways of doing things, discuss mistakes and learn from these behaviors
when they are in such supportive environments (Edmondson, 1996 as cited in Bal et al.,

2008).

Similarly, Schaufeli et al. (2006) proposed that “leadership that sets a positive
socioemotional climate and training, career development that builds employee self-efficacy
beliefs offers opportunities for learning while following a career” lead to work engagement

(As cited in Oner et al., 2008, p. 30).

In the literature, both engagement and burnout are comprehensively explained by the
JD-R (Job demands and resources) model. This model assumes two processes (Schaufeli et
al., 2004):

a) a health impairment process in which burnout mediates the relationship between job
demands and poor resources on the one hand, and negative health outcomes on the other
hand;

b) a motivational process in which engagement mediates the relationship between job
resources on the one hand, and positive organizational outcomes—such as organizational

commitment—on the other hand (As cited in Bakker et al., 2008,, p. 151).
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In their study, Bakker and Demerouti (2008) had also modeled work engagement’s

antecedents and consequences; and explained the drivers of engagement as follows:

r----------q

Job Resources

= Autonomy

- Performance Feedback
- Social Support

= Supervisory Coaching
- Ete.

Personal Resources

- Optimism

- Self-efficacy
- Resilience

- Self-esteem
- Ete.

Job Demands

- Work Pressure

- Emotional Demands
- Mental Demands

= Physical Demands

- Etc.

e — —

e

Work Engagement

- Vigor
- Dedication
- Absorption

Performance

- In-role Performance

- Extra-role Performance
- Creativity

- Finanecial Turnover

- Ete,

Figure 6. The Job Demands-Resources Model of Work Engagement

Source: Bakker et al. (2008). Towards a model of work engagement. Career Development
International, 13(3), 209-223.

In this model, very briefly, job resources refer to all aspects (physical, psychological,

social and/or organizational) that reduce job demands, facilitate achievement of work goals,

and/or stimulate individual growth (Demerouti et al., 2001 as cited in Rothmann et al., 2007).
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In other studies (Bakker et al., 2007; Schaufeli et al., 2004) job resources are defined
as physical, social, or organizational aspects of the job that may:
e reduce job demands and the associated physiological and psychological costs;
e be functional in achieving work goals;

e stimulate personal growth, learning, and development (As cited in Bakker et al.,

2008, p. 211).

They include social support (supervisory and colleagual), job enhancement opportunities
in the form of increased control and autonomy, reinforcement contingencies, recognition,
opportunities for advancement, participation in decision making and rewards (Rothmann et
al., 2007). Rewards have a powerful effect on employees’ attitudes towards their jobs and it is
important to distinguish between intrinsic and extrinsic rewards. Intrinsic rewards are those
that “exist in the job itself, such as variety, challenge, and autonomy” and extrinsic rewards,
on the other hand, “comprise elements such as pay and fringe benefits, promotion or
advancement opportunities within the organization, the social climate and physical working
conditions” (Bal, 2008, p. 28). Bakker et al. (2008;,) claim that job resources play either an
intrinsic motivational role because they foster employees’ growth, learning and development;

and an extrinsic motivational role because they are instrumental in achieving work goals.

In accordance with these explanations about the motivational role of job resources, there
are studies which have shown a positive relationship between job resources and work
engagement. For instance, Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) found out that there is a positive
relationship between three job resources (performance feedback, social support, and
supervisory coaching) and work engagement (vigor, dedication and absorption) among four
different samples of Dutch employees (As cited in Bakker et al., 2008;,). The researchers also
had showed that job demands (workload, emotional demands) were positively related to

burnout, but not to engagement.

Personal resources such as optimism, self-efficacy and self-esteem are positive self-
evaluations that are linked to resiliency and refer to individuals’ sense of their ability to
control and impact upon their environment successfully (Hobfoll et al., 2003 as cited in

Bakker et al., 2008y). The research suggests that the higher an individual’s personal resources,
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the more positive the person’s self-regard and the more goal self-concordance is experienced
(Judge et al., 2005 as cited in Bakker et al., 2008;,) and this results in higher performance and

satisfaction.

In addition to these studies, Demerouti et al. (2001) had also reported that high work
demands and high control were associated to higher engagement, as well as Mauno et al.
(2005) who suggested a relationship between high time pressures and higher levels of
engagement which can be evaluated as other antecedents of work engagement (As cited in
Koyuncu et al., 2006). Job Demands-Resources Model will be explained in detail in the

following sections independent from any other variables.
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2.3.3. DIMENSIONS OF WORK ENGAGEMENT

Schaufeli and his colleagues (2002) characterized engagement by three dimensions;

vigor, dedication and absorption.

2.3.3.1. DEDICATION

Dedication refers to “a sense of significance, enthusiasm, inspiration, pride, and
challenge and dedication (high identification) and cynicism (low identification) are opposite

in terms of identification” (Schaufeli et al., 2002 as cited in Kim et al., 2009, p. 97).

In their study, Gilineser et al. (2007) also explain that dedication is related to being
strongly involved in one’s work and feeling a sense of significance, excitement, inspiration,
pride and challenge. However, the researchers state that dedication can be confused by
involvement because involvement is usually defined in terms of psychological identification
with individual’s work and there are differences between the two terms both qualitatively and
quantitatively. In quantitative terms, dedication is related to “strong involvement which is
beyond the usual identification” (Schaufeli et al., 2002, as cited in Giineser et al., 2007 p. 38).
In qualitative terms, “dedication has a broad scope not only related to a specific cognitive or
state, but also affective dimension” (Schaufeli et al., 2002 as cited in Giineser et al., 2007 p.
38).

Dedication dimension of work engagement should be distinguished from job
involvement which is defined in terms of psychological identification with one’s work or
one’s job (Kanungo, 1982; Lawler et al., 1970 as cited in Yaldiran, 2010). However,
dedication goes beyond involvement referring to a stronger involvement that goes one step
further than the usual level of identification. In their research, Yaldiran et al. (2010) also note
that dedication has a wider scope and it is not only a particular cognitive state, it also includes

the affective dimension as well.
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2.3.3.2. VIGOR

According to Schaufeli et al. (2002) vigor refers to “high levels of energy and mental
flexibility while working and willingness to spend effort in one’s work™ (As cited in Glineser
et al., 2007, p.37). It is claimed that, vigor also involves perseverance even when faced with

difficulties and problems (Giineser et al., 2007).

In their study, Schaufeli and his colleagues (2002) state that, vigor (high activation) is
viewed as the opposite concept of exhaustion (low activation) on the pole of activation (As

cited in Kim et al., 2009).

Identification
Dedication
Work Engagement
Deactivation Activation
Exhaustion Vigor
Burnout
Cynicism

Low Identification

Figure 7. The Underlying Dimensions of Burnout and Work Engagement

Source: Langelaan, S. (2007). Burnout and work engagement: Exploring individual and
psychophysiological differences. Utrecht University, Department of Social and Organizational
Psychology, Unpublished doctoral dissertation.
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2.3.3.3. ABSORPTION

Absorption is defined as “being fully concentrated and engrossed in one’s work such
that time passes quickly and one can not detach himself/herself from work™ (Schaufeli et al.,
2003 as cited in Kim et al., 2009, p.97). The researchers also remark that absorption was
discovered during a number of in-depth interviews and not necessarily developed as a
contrasting concept of reduced efficacy (Schaufeli et al., 2002 as cited in Kim et al., 2009
p. 97).

Although vigor and dedication dimensions of work engagement are considered as the
opposites of exhaustion and cynicism dimensions of burnout; absorption is not the antipode of
the last burnout factor of reduced efficacy (Kim et al., 2009). This is because, “the lack of
professional efficacy does not have a distinct and an important role whereas exhaustion and
cynicism are evidenced empirically that they compose the core of burnout concept” and
secondly “interviews and discussions with employees showed that work engagement is
characterized by what is called absorption rather than by efficacy”. Therefore, absorption is a
prominent dimension of work engagement, not a contrary dimension of burnout (Schaufeli et

al., 2003 as cited in Gilineser et al., 2007, p. 38).
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2.3.4. CONSEQUENCES OF WORK ENGAGEMENT

In the organizational behavior literature, there are various consequences of work
engagement such as turnover intention (Schaufeli et al., 2004 as cited in Simpson, 2009),
organizational commitment (Hakenen et al., 2006; Richardsen et al., 2006 as cited in
Simpson, 2009), service climate and customer loyalty (Salanova et al., 2005 as cited in
Simpson, 2009). Other organizational outcomes of engagement range from improving
employee performance and personal well-being to positively impacting the organization’s

financial bottom line (Gill, 2007, as cited in Erim et al., 2009).

Erim et al. (2009) state that there is strong evidence suggesting that higher level of
work engagement lead to outcomes that organizations value. In their multi-sample study,
Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) indicated that; “compared to those who do not feel engaged,
those who feel engaged seem to be more satisfied with their jobs, feel more committed to the
organization and do not intend to leave the organization” (As cited in Erim et al., 2009,
p.144). Also, Harter et al. (2002) claimed that levels of employee engagement were positively
related to business-unit performance (such as customer satisfaction and loyalty, profitability,
productivity, turnover and safety). The researchers concluded that engagement is “related to
meaningful business outcomes at a magnitude that is important to many organizations” (As

cited in Erim et al., 2009, p. 144).

In their study about organizational change, Erim et al. (2009) mentioned that people
who are engaged to their work are more likely to meet the needs of their customers.
According to the researchers, this leads to an improvement in customer loyalty, sales and
profits. In the same study, it is also concluded that people with high work engagement are less
likely to leave the organization. Other researchers also found out that there is a statistically
significant relationship between work engagement, employee turnover intentions and actual

turnover statistics (Roberts et al., as cited in Erim et al., 2009).
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On the other hand, individual outcomes of engagement are summarized by Erim et al.
(2009) as:

(1) positive job-related attitudes and a strong identification with one’s work;

(2) good mental health, including positive emotions and a lower risk of burning out;

(3) good performance;

(4) increased intrinsic motivation;

(5) the acquisition of job resources and personal resources, particularly self-efficacy.

Koyuncu, Burke, and Fiksenbaum (2006) found a negative relationship between job
engagement and intention to quit, and a positive relationship between job engagement and
physical and emotional health in their study which is conducted in a Turkish Bank with a
sample of women managers. Also, Schaufeli et al. (2004) has shown positive outcomes of
engagement; such as job satisfaction, low absenteeism, low turnover, and high organizational

commitment performance, and positive work affect (As cited in Bal et al., 2008).
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2.4. WORK PRESSURE (PERCEIVED WORK OVERLOAD)

As a result of globalization, international pressure on organizations hardens to use
scarce resources and changes psychological contracts between employers and employees.
Employees are expected to give more in terms of time, effort, skills and flexibility (Maslach,

et al., 2001).

In the literature, "job demand" is a poorly defined concept in terms of its components.
Cox et al. (1995, 1996) include various types of job demand within their standard set of
"psychosocial hazards of work", including work overload or underload, time pressures, high
work pace, short work cycle times and high uncertainty (As cited in Macdonald, 2003).
Similarly, commonly used stressor measurement scales include at least one construct
representing job demands at which work is hard, there is not enough time, there are
conflicting demands, intense concentration is required and tasks are interrupted by other tasks.
In the literature this situation is referred by different terms like “work pressure” (Carayon et
al., 1999) or "workload" (Williams et al., 1998) or "job pressure" (Vagg et al., 1998) or
“quantitative job demands" (Hurrell et al., 1988 as cited in Macdonald, 2003). Peeters,
Montgomery, Bakker and Schaufeli (2005) also stated that work overload and work pressure

terms refer to the same concept. In this study, “work pressure” term will be used.

2.4.1. DEFINITION OF WORK PRESSURE:

Work pressure is defined as “the perception of high job demands that never seem to
diminish, that include tight deadlines and that people have a hard time in keeping up with”
(Carayon et al., 1999 p. 33). Work pressure is present in many work environments nowadays
(Andries et al., 1996) and is handled as a critical determinant of worker stress and health

(Carayon, 1995 as cited in Carayon et al., 1999).
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Workload represents a type of threat to resource loss (Hobfoll, 2002 as cited in Shirom
et al., 2010), which concerns time-related demands perceived by employees to characterize
their jobs, such as “the perception of having too many things to do or not having enough time
to do the things one has to do” (van Emmerik et al., 2006; Williams et al., 2007 as cited in
Shirom et al., 2010 p. 543). In their study, Matthews et al. (2000) noted that "workload refers
to people's experiences of cognitive task performance as effortful and fatiguing" (As cited in

Macdonald, 2003, p. 104).

In the literature, "mental workload" concept, also referred to simply as "workload",
and defined as "... the difference between the capacities of the information-processing system
that are required for task performance to satisfy expectations and the capacity available at any
given time" (Gopher et al., 1986 as cited in Macdonald, 2003, p. 104). Also, Jex (1988)

defined the same concept as " ... the operator's evaluation of the attention load margin
(between their motivated capacity and the current task demands) while achieving adequate
task performance ... " (As cited in Macdonald, 2003 p. 104). According to this view, it is “the
size of the margin or gap between the level of task demands and the individual's motivated
capacity — influenced by the degree of effort that they are willing to expend in that situation -

which determines their workload level” (Macdonald, 2003, p. 104).

Another definition was made by Kantowitz (1987) which emphasized the multi-
dimensionality of workload; as "a subjective experience caused by motivation, ability,
expectations, training, timing, stress, fatigue; in addition to the number, type and difficulty of
tasks performed, effort expended and success in meeting requirements" (As cited in

Macdonald, 2003, p. 104).
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2.4.2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND OF WORK PRESSURE:

For the presence of work pressure, several circumstances should exist in the work
place and for working conditions. As an antecedent, Carayon et al. (1999) mentioned that
organizational control was positively related to work pressure. They also stated that having
high organization control means that one (such as manager or director) can influence group
and organization processes and procedures. According to their research, organizational

control appeared to have a positive contribution in predicting work pressure.

Burke et al. (2010) stated that working hard may be conceptualized as comprising a
time component (e.g. hours worked) and an intensity perspective (e.g. how intense is the
effort during the time worked). In their study, the researchers claim that work intensity is
positively and significantly related to the indicators of work demands like perceived

workload.

In order to make a more comprehensive explanation for the theoretical background of

work pressure, researchers had developed several models which will be explained in detail:

2.4.2.1. Karasek’s Initial Model: The Demand- Control Model:

According to Karasek’s “Demand-Control Model”, job demands are typically
operationalized in terms of quantitative aspects, such as workload (Karasek, 1985 as cited in
Hausser et al., 2010). In addition to this, physical and emotional demands are also frequently
analyzed aspects of job demands (Karasek et al., 1998). The second job characteristic, job
control (also termed decision latitude), refers to “the extent to which a person is capable of
controlling their tasks and general work activity” (Hausser et al., 2010 p. 2). In other words,
job control is subdivided into two major aspects which are skill discretion and decision
authority. Skill discretion refers to “a person’s opportunity to use specific job skills in the
working process”; in contrast, decision authority refers to “the extent to which a person is
autonomous in task-related decisions, such as timing and method control” (Hausser et al.,
2010 p.2).
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The demand-control model suggests that; in high-strain jobs—high-demand, low-
control jobs—the high demands create arousal that cannot be transformed into action because
employees lack control on the job (Karasek, 1979 as cited in Yperen et al., 2003). Moreover,
the arousal associated with high job demands is directed internally with deleterious
consequences, including fatigue and exhaustion. In addition, Karasek (1979) suggested that in
active jobs—high-demand, high-control jobs—new behavior patterns develop both on and off
the job. Karasek’s (1979) demand-control model also suggests that autonomy is particularly
important for employees’ intrinsic motivation when they find themselves in highly demanding

jobs (As cited in Yperen et al., 2003).

2.4.2.2. Karasek’s Expanded Model: The Demand- Control-Support Model:

The demand-control model was expanded by Johnson (Johnson, 1986; Johnson et al.,
1988) with the addition of social support as a third dimension (As cited in Karasek et al.,
1998). Johnson (1986) introduced the term “iso-strain” (that is, “isolation strain”), referring to
jobs with high demands, low control, and low job social support, and showed that employees
in high iso-strain jobs reported more heart disease, fatigue, and other health complaints.
Contributing to Johnson’s (1986) dissertation research, Karasek and Theorell (1990) claimed
that job social support may expedite successful coping with high-strain jobs, preventing or
buffering the potentially harmful effects of these kinds of jobs (As cited in Yperen et al.,
2003).

Karasek et al. (1982, 1990) and Johnson and Hall (1988) discussed the differential
impacts of support from coworkers and from supervisors and, within these, the separate
impacts of instrumental and socioemotional support, respectively. Interpersonal hostility is
also included as a measure of social support deficit (As cited in Karasek et al., 1998). To sum
up, the social support addition to the demand-control model acknowledges the need of any
theory of job stress and behavior development to assess social relations at the workplace

(Karasek et al., 1998).
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2.4.2.3. Job Demands-Resources Model:

Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model assumes that employees in different
organizations are confronted with different working environments and the characteristics of
these environments can be classified in two general categories: job demands and job

resources. (Bakker et al., 2003,).

Bakker et al. (2003y) state that “job demands refer to physical, social, or organizational
aspects of the job that require sustained physical and/or psychological (i.e., cognitive or
emotional) effort on the part of the employee and are therefore associated with certain
physiological and/or psychological costs (e.g., exhaustion)” (p. 395). It is also claimed that
although job demands are not necessarily negative, they may turn into job stressors when
meeting those demands requires high effort from which the employee has not adequately
recovered (Meijman et al., 1998 as cited in Bakker et al., 2003) and they may turn into job
stressors when meeting those demands requires high effort and is therefore associated with
high costs that elicit negative responses such as depression, anxiety, or burnout (Schaufeli et
al., 2004). Another definition was made by Jones and Fletcher (1996) as “the degree to which
the environment contains stimuli that peremptorily require attention and response and

demands are the ‘things that have to be done.” >” (As cited in Schaufeli et al., 2004 p. 295).

In their research, Peeters and her colleagues divide job demands into quantitative,
emotional, and mental demands. Quantitative job demands refer to “work overload or work
pressure or too much work to do in too little time.”; emotional job demands refer to “the
affective component of work and the degree to which one’s work puts one in emotionally
stressful situations”; mental job demands refer to “the degree to which work tasks call on a
person to expend sustained mental effort in carrying out his or her duties” (Peeters et al., 2005

p. 45).
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Compared to job demands-resources model, Karasek’s (1979) demands—control
model uses a rather restricted definition of job demands that are mainly quantitative in nature,
such as workload and time pressure. On the other hand, job demands-resources model
expands this view by proposing that several demanding characteristics of the working
environment, including emotional demands, problems with the work equipment (i.e.,

computers) or changes in the task. (Bakker et al., 2003,).

The second set of working conditions which concerns the extent to which the job
offers resources to individual employees, shortly, job resources refer “to physical,
psychological, social, or organizational aspects of the job that either/or:

1) reduce job demands and the associated physiological and psychological costs;

2) are functional in achieving work goals;

3) stimulate personal growth, learning, and development” (Demerouti et al., 2001;

Hacker, 1998 as cited in Bakker et al., 2003y, p. 395).

Job resources can also be defined as “the benefits of work to reduce the job demands,
which are functional to fulfill the tasks and duties in work and reinforce personal
development” (Hakanen, et al., 2008 as cited in Metin et al., 2010, p. 5). Examples of job
resources are time control, performance feedback, a supportive leader, supervisory coaching,
performance feedback, social support, time control and trusting relationships with colleagues

(Bakker et al., 2003p).

Hobfoll (2002) mention that job resources are not only necessary to deal with job
demands and to ‘get things done,” but they also are important in their own right (As cited in
Schaufeli et al., 2004). In their study, Maslach et al. (1986) suggested that the presence of
specific demands (such as work overload and personal conflicts) and the absence of specific
resources (such as control coping, social support, autonomy, and decision involvement)
predicts burnout, which in its turn is expected to lead to various negative outcomes such as
physical illness, turnover, absenteeism, and diminished organizational commitment (As cited

in Schaufeli et al., 2004).
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In conclusion, according to the job demands and resources model, two different sets of
working conditions may evoke two different processes. First, “badly designed jobs or high job
demands (e.g., work overload, emotional demands) may exhaust employees’ mental and
physical resources and may therefore lead to the depletion of energy (such as a state of
exhaustion) and to health problems” (Demerouti et al., 2000, 2001; Lee et al., 1996; Leiter,
1993 as cited in Bakker et al., 2003y, p. 395). Second, “the presence of adequate job resources
reduces job demands, fosters goal accomplishment and stimulates personal growth and

development” (Bakker et al., 2003y, p. 395).
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2.4.3. CONSEQUENCES OF WORK PRESSURE:

Work pressure leads to many counter-productive problems in the workplace, including
worker dissatisfaction (Carayon et al., 1999; Weiss, 1983), fatigue (Macdonald, 2003),
emotional exhaustion (Knudsen et al., 2009), job burnout (Bakker et al., 2004; Maslach, 1982;
Maslach et al., 1981; Maslach et al., 2008) and absenteeism (Schaufeli et al., 2009 as cited in
Wilson et al., 2010).

Outcomes of work pressure may differ for task groups and individual task settings. For
instance Klein (1996 as cited in Wilson et al., 2010) reported that work pressure disrupted
cohesiveness and increased competitiveness within the task groups he studied, contradicting
prior research among individual workers who were found to band together in the face of
pressure (Lott et al., 1965 as cited in Wilson et al., 2010). In the same study of Wilson et al.

(2010), it is also stated that high levels of work pressure is an obstacle to group performance.

Pearson and his colleagues (2006) conducted a research in a hospital in Ontario,
Canada; by which nurses’ “patient/nurse ratios” were examined to address both nurse
outcomes (such as satisfaction and psychological and physical health) and organizational
outcomes (such as absenteeism, intent to quit and burnout). Nurses reporting a high patient—
nurse ratio reported high perceived workloads, more restructuring initiatives within their
hospital and greater future threats to their jobs than those who reported lower patient/nurse
ratios. According to this research, nurses who experienced high workload reported less job
satisfaction and a greater intention to quit; increases in workload was associated with lower
levels of hospital functioning and effectiveness (such as more errors / injuries and lower

quality of care) and nurses with lower workload view work environments more positively.

Another study was carried out by Bakker and Geurts (2004) which had supported that
high work pressure was strongly related to exhaustion, which, in turn, was related to negative
influence from work (As cited in Dikkers et al., 2007). The study suggests that, due to high
workload, negative employee reactions are likely to develop at home domain which causes

work-home interference.
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Additionally, Wilson and his colleagues (2010) claimed that work pressure and related
factors may decrease workers’ performance by reducing output quality and job satisfaction
(Ahituv et al., 1998; Austin, 2001 as cited in Wilson et al., 2010) and increasing exhaustion

and turnover intentions (Guimaraes et al., 1992; Moore, 2000 as cited in Wilson et al., 2010).

From a different point of view, surprisingly, Hallberg et al., (2007) found a positive
association between workload and higher level of work engagement. The job demands-
resources model posits no such relation between job demands and work engagement;
however, the researchers claim that the association is plausible from a theoretical viewpoint.
The quote “in order to burn out, one has first to be ‘on fire’” (Pines, 1993 as cited in Hallberg
et al., 2007 p. 135) implies that burnout occurs among employees that are highly engaged in
their work. An in-depth interview study with highly engaged employees (Schaufeli et al.,
2001) suggested that work engaged employees were assertive and “active agents”, prone to
extra role behavior and to volunteer for additional work tasks (As cited in Hallberg et al.,
2007). On the other hand, the same study also points out that, an increasing workload also
increases the vulnerability for burnout (at least exhaustion), especially if exceeding the
“breaking point” where available resources are no longer sufficient to solve the work tasks at

hand (Hallberg et al., 2007).

Another contrary view was proposed by Dikkers and her colleagues (2007) which
suggests that workload may also elicit positive (rather than negative) outcomes such as energy
mobilization and skill acquisition, as long as demands are manageable (do not exceed

individuals’ coping capacity) and have motivating potential.

Finally, as a correlate of work pressure, Burke et al. (2010) found that work intensity
was significantly related to one of the three work engagement measures which is
“absorption”. They claimed that this relation was negative. In addition to this, older
respondents and respondents working in more “work intense” jobs reported greater workloads

according to this research.
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2.5. THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ORGANIZATIONAL TRUST,
WORK ENGAGEMENT AND WORK PRESSURE

Previous research about work engagement indicates that employees are more likely to
engage in their work when they have developed a high level of organizational trust (Chughtai
et al., 2008 as cited in Lin, 2010). The researchers claimed that, whereas organizational trust
represents individuals’ confidence and expectations about the actions of their organizations,
work engagement reflects their subsequent involvement with and enthusiasm about their work
assigned by the organization, implying the potential influence of the former on the latter. In
other words, organizational trust positively affects work engagement, which includes
dedication, vigor, and absorption, based on three reasons (Lin, 2010). First, employees
dedicate themselves to the organization as long as they “enjoy trusting relationships with the
organization” (Gill, 2008 as cited in Lin, 2010 p. 522). Second, organizational trust represents
“important core values that help to keep employees creative and energetic” (Simmons, 1990
as cited in Lin, 2010 p. 522). Third, organizational trust is the means by which “employees
are absorbed and engaged in the continual improvement of everything the organization does”

(Townsend et al., 2008 as cited in Lin, 2010, p. 522).

In their study about trust in supervisor and trust in organization, Tan et al. (2000)
indicated that organizational trust affects global job wvariables, such as organizational
commitment, work engagement, and turnover intention, which impact the entire organization.
As Lin (2010) reemphasized, when employees trust that competent decisions can be made by
their organization, it increases their sense of a future with the organization (Spreitzer et al.,
2002) and thus enhances their willingness to engage with their work (Chughtai et al., 2009).
The research suggests that organizational trust postulates that the organization will deliver on
its promises and if employees realize that their organization has failed to fulfill its promised
inducements (or policies), then it results in a loss of organizational trust (Robinson, 1996 as

cited in Lin, 2010).
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According to Dalay et al. (2007), the concept of job engagement is related to
organizational trust; because if an employee trusts her/his organization at both organizational
(policies, goals, values) and individual (coworkers) levels, then the employee’s engagement
with her/his job will be facilitated. Mantler et al. (2006) had also found that, the more that
employees believed they were being treated fairly, the more they were engaged in their jobs

(As cited in Dalay et al., 2007).

In the literature, there are also some implications about the relationship between work
pressure and work engagement. As it is mentioned in the previous sections, burnout is the
contrary concept of work engagement and many burnout researchers have studied quantitative
job demands; such as too much work for the available time. The research findings generally
show that burnout is a response to work overload (Rothmann et al., 2007). Maslach et al.
(2001) claimed that heavy workload and time pressure are strongly and consistently related to
burnout, particularly the exhaustion dimension (As cited in Rothmann et al., 2007). Other than
job demands, burnout researchers have also indicated that the absence of job resources such as
lack of social support and lack of supervisory support were strongly correlated to burnout

(Mabher, 1983; Maslach et al., 2001 as cited in Rothmann et al., 2007).

In their multi-sample study, Schaufeli and Bakker (2004) mentioned that job demands
are closely related to psychological and physiological strains, including burnout which is the
contrary of engagement (As cited in Shirom et al., 2010). In their research about perceived
workload, Shirom et al. (2010) had also underlined that job demands and resources theory
could be used to explain a positive link between workload and burnout. In other words,
workload was found to be a major predictor of burnout (Lee et al., 1996 as cited in Shirom et
al., 2010). Also, Demerouti and her colleagues (2001) found that workload was primarily
associated with the physical fatigue component of burnout and was only minimally associated

with other assumed components (As cited in Shirom et al., 2010).
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As explained in the model of Demerouti et al. (2001), job demands are negatively
related to job resources and job resources motivate employees positively, thus they are found
to be related to work engagement. The research suggests that, job demands are related to a
negative consequence, which is exhaustion (Metin, 2010). In the same study, Metin (2010)
also emphasized that exhaustion is a very important negative job strain and is also the core
dimension of burnout (Bakker et al., 2003,) and as it is mentioned in “Dimensions of Work
Engagement” section and in Figure 7, exhaustion is the contrary of vigor dimension of work

engagement.

There are also other theories and models which were developed to explain the effects
of job demands such as work pressure on burnout and engagement. These include the
Conservation of Resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll et al., 1993; Lee et al., 1996 as cited in
Rothmann et al., 2007) and the Comprehensive Burnout and Engagement (COBE) model, an
extension of the Job Demands-Resources model with engagement, health impairment and
organizational withdrawal as additional components (Schaufeli et al., 2004 as cited in
Rothmann et al., 2007). Joubert and Rothmann (2007) underline that these models support the
view that burnout develops in response to excessive job demands and diminished job

resources.

The Comprehensive Burnout and Engagement (COBE) model assumes two job-related
psychological processes, namely an energetic and a motivational process (Jackson et al., 2006
as cited in Rothmann et el., 2007). According to this model, the energetic process links job
demands with health problems via burnout and the motivational process links job resources
with organizational outcomes via work engagement. In other words, high job demands, which
require sustained effort, may exhaust employees’ resources and lead to energy depletion and
health problems (Caplan et al., 1975 as cited in Xanthopoulou et al., 2007,). By contrast,
according to the motivational process, the availability of job resources leads to organizational
commitment and work engagement (Schaufeli et al., 2004 as cited in Xanthopoulou et al.,

2007,).
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On the other hand, the Conservation of Resources (COR) theory of Hobfoll et al.
(1993) suggests that burnout is likely to develop when valued resources are lost or threatened,
or are inadequate to meet the demands (As cited in Rothmann et al., 2007). In the previous
studies, major demands are mentioned as role ambiguity, work pressure and workload and
major resources are mentioned as control, participation in decision-making and job autonomy

(Lee et al., 1996 as cited in Rothmann et al., 2007).

As explained previously in detail, the main proposition of the Job Demands-
Resources model is that the risk of burnout is highest in working environments where job
demands are high and job resources are low (Demerouti et al., 2001 as cited in Xanthopoulou
et al., 2007,). Bakker et al. (2005) mention that, under demanding work conditions,
“employees who have high levels of resources dispose more supplies and, thus, are more
capable of dealing with these demands”, as a result, “they experience lower levels of
exhaustion” (As cited in Xanthopoulou et al., 2007, p. 123). In other words, these employees
are more likely to experience vigor dimension of work engagement which is handled as the

contrary of exhaustion.

Other than these studies, Koyuncu, Burke and Fiksenbaum (2006) made a research
about the work engagement of woman bank managers in Turkey and in the literature review
of this study, it is mentioned that high work demands and high control were associated with
higher engagement (Demerouti et al., 2001) and there is an association of high time pressures

with higher levels of engagement (Mauno et al., 2005).

Another study which handled “Work pressure” and “Work engagement” in the same
research (summarized in Figure 6 in Work Engagement Section) was carried out by Bakker
and Demerouti (2008). In this study, the researchers explained the antecedents and
consequences of work engagement and evaluated “Work pressure” as a moderator between
the relationship between job and personal resources and work engagement. Also Bakker et al.
(2007) emphasized that the presence of job resources fosters work engagement, particularly

under conditions of high job demands like work pressure.
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Similar to the research of Bakker et al. (2007,2008), in the current study work pressure
is handled as the moderating variable which influences the effects of the independent variable

on the dependent variable which is work engagement.
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3. METHODOLOGY

3.1. AIM OF THE STUDY AND THE PROPOSED RESEARCH MODEL

Considering the conceptual framework, this study aims to investigate the
contribution of organizational trust to work engagement and to explain the moderating
role of work pressure on this contribution. As shown in Figure 8, the main research

variables are organizational trust, work engagement and work pressure:

ORGANIZATIONAL - WORK
TRUST ENGAGEMENT
A
Independent Variable Dependent Variable
WORK PRESSURE
Moderating Variable

Figure 8. The Proposed Research Model

By conducting regression analyses, these hypotheses will be tested:
H;: Organizational trust has a contribution to work engagement.

H,: Work pressure moderates the contribution of organizational trust to work engagement.
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3.2. SAMPLE

Sample of the study consists of white-collar, full-time, private sector employees of
multinational companies and local firms in Istanbul. There is not an age limitation for the
sample. There is not researcher interference. Study setting is noncontrived, unit of analysis is
individuals and time horizon of the study is cross-sectional. In total, 412 people filled the

questionnaire.

3.3. INSTRUMENTS

3.3.1. Measurement of Organizational Trust:

Organizational trust was measured by Islamoglu, Birsel and Bérii’s Trust Scale (2007)
which consists of 29 items (for trust in organization 10 items, for trust in supervisor 10 items
and for trust in coworkers 9 items). This scale was chose for the study because of its
appropriateness to Turkish culture. Sample item for trust in organization is “ My company
takes into consideration the needs of its employees.”; sample item for trust in supervisor is “
My supervisor shares her/his knowledge” and sample item for trust in co-workers is “ My

peers are honest and open .”.

3.3.2. Measurement of Work Engagement:

Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) which was developed by Schaufeli,
Salanova, Gonzélez- Roma and Bakker (2002) was used to measure work engagement which
has three dimensions; vigor, dedication and absorption. It consists of 17 items (for vigor 4
items, for dedication 9 items and for absorption 4 items). Sample item for vigor is “I can
continue working for very long periods at a time.”, sample item for dedication is “I find the
work that I do full of meaning and purpose.” and sample item for absorption is “When I am

working, I forget everything else around me.”.
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3.3.3. Measurement of Work Pressure:

The scale developed by Moore (2000) was used to measure the perceived work
overload of the employees. The scale was translated to Turkish by the researcher. An example
of item of this 4-item scale is “I feel that the number of requests, problems, or complaints I

deal with is more than expected.”.

3.4. PROCEDURE

Before applying the questionnaire to the real sample, in order to check the quality,
practicability and reliability of the scales, a pilot study was conducted with forty people and
the comprehension of the items was tested. SPSS 13.0 was used for the analysis of the pilot

study. Factor and reliability analysis results are presented in Table 1 below.

Table 1. : Factor and Reliability Analysis Results for the Pilot Study

Concepts Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Significancy Cronbach a
Test (KMO) (p value)
0.782 0,00 Trust in Organization: 0,942
Organizational Trust in Supervisor: 0,927
Trust

Trust in Coworkers: 0,938

Work 0.884 0,00 Vigor and Absorption: 0,971
Engagement

Dedication: 0,916

Work Pressure 0.718 0,00 0,940

As the pilot study results show, the scales are reliable and none of the items in the
survey was taken out for the main study due to the general positive results of the SPSS

analysis.
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After the positive results obtained from the pilot study, the research is started to be
carried out with the real sample of the study. The questionnaires were distributed to the
employees from different sectors, either directly or via e-mail, during May, June, July, August
months of the year 2011. On the cover of the questionnaire it was emphasized that
respondents’ confidentiality would be strictly kept by the researcher and the data would only
be used for scientific research. Employees completed their questionnaires in their spare times

and they returned their filled questionnaires to the researcher.

3.5. STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 13.0 for Windows (SPSS) was used to
analyze the data collected through questionnaires. The raw data was entered to SPSS and the
following statistical analyses were done after checking for normal distribution on item basis

and eliminating any outliers:

a) Factor analysis was performed in order to evaluate the construct validity of the measures.
In order to understand the internal consistency of the scales, reliability analysis was

performed and cronbach alpha scores were calculated.

b) Descriptive statistics such as mean, standard deviations, reliability coefficient and inter-
correlations were computed to understand the variability and interdependence of the

subscales derived from the factor analyses.

¢) To evaluate explanation power of the model variables on dependent variables, simple

regression and multiple regression analyses were used.

d) Hierarchical multiple regression analysis was used to test the moderating role of work
pressure on the contribution of organizational trust to work engagement. The reason to
use this analysis is the opportunity to test the exploratory effect of different variable
groups on dependent variable in the regression model. In order to test the role of

moderating variable, an interaction term was calculated by multiplying the independent
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and moderator variables after centering them (subtracting the mean value from the

observed values) to overcome multicollinearity problem.

In addition to the analyses carried out for explaining the relationships on the research
model; further analyses were carried out to gather additional inferences about the research
variables. These inferences include the contribution of work pressure to work engagement
and the differences between the study concepts in terms of demographics. Thus, to gather
these inferences, simple regression analyses, independent samples t-tests, One-way

ANOVA tests, Welch and Brown-Forsythe Tests and chi-square tests were conducted.
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4. RESULTS OF THE STUDY

4.1. DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS OF DEMOGRAPHICS

The demographic variables of the study are gender and the age of the employee, education

level, experience in business life and in the company, number of years worked with the same

supervisor, gender of the supervisor and working in a local firm or a multinational company.

Table 2. : Summary of the Descriptive Analysis of the Demographic Variables

VARIABLES FREQUENCY | PERCENT
Gender of The Employee Female 209 50,7
Male 203 49,3
Total 412 100
Age of The Employee 20-29 200 48,5
30-39 149 36,2
40-49 50 12,1
50-59 9 2,2
60 and over 4 1
Total 412 100
Education Level Primary School 1 0,2
High School 18 4.4
Two-year Degree 39 9,5
Licence Degree 248 60,2
Master's Degree 94 22,8
Doctoral Degree and
over 12 2,9
Total 412 100
Experience in Business Life Less than 1 year 35 8,5
1-5 Years 142 34,5
6-10 Years 97 23,5
11-15 Years 72 17,5
16-20 Years 41 10
More than 20 Years 25 6
Total 412 100
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From the table above, it can be concluded that, percentage of female and male

employees participated in the study are approximately the same (50,7% female and 49,3%

male) and most of the employees (60,2 % of the total sample) have licence degree. The table

below also shows that male supervisors are more than twice of female supervisors (67,2%

male and 32,8% female). 23% of the sample consists of first line, 60% of the sample consists

of middle level and 17% of them consists of upper level employees. Employees working in

local firms constitute 62,6% of the total sample and rest of them (37,4%) are employees

working in multinational companies.

Table 3. : Summary of the Descriptive Analysis of the Demographic Variables (cont.’)

VARIABLES FREQUENCY | PERCENT
Tenure in the Company Less than 1 year 95 23
1-5 Years 201 48,8
6-10 Years 70 17
11-15 Years 31 7,5
16-20 Years 9 2,2
More than 20 Years 6 1,5
Total 412 100
Tenure with the Supervisor Less than 1 year 132 32
1-5 Years 200 48,5
6-10 Years 58 14,1
11-15 Years 13 32
16-20 Years 6 1,5
More than 20 Years 3 0,7
Total 412 100
Gender of The Supervisor Female 135 32,8
Male 277 67,2
Total 412 100
Position of The Employee First Line 95 23
Middle Level 247 60
Upper Level 70 17
Total 412 100
Local Firm / Multinational
Company Local Firm 258 62,6
Multinational Company 154 37,4
Total 412 100
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4.2. RESULTS OF THE FACTOR AND RELIABILITY ANALYSES

4.2.1. RESULTS OF FACTOR AND RELIABILITY ANALYSIS OF
ORGANIZATIONAL TRUST

Organizational trust scale has 29 items with the KMO value of 0,956. This value
points out that the scale was suitable for factor analysis. After the application of factor
analysis, it was seen that organizational trust consists of three dimensions; namely trust in
supervisor, trust in coworkers and trust in organization. The statistical analysis was continued
with the reliability analysis and the items which decrease the cronbach alpha value were

extracted from the study.

According to item-total statistics of the reliability analysis for trust in supervisor, 15.
and 16. items of the scale were extracted. The reliability analysis for trust in organization also
required the extraction of item 6 and the factor analysis was repeated accordingly. With the
same reason, item 2 was also extracted and the factor analysis was performed again. The item-

total statistics for trust in organization required the extraction of 10. item and the analysis was

ended.

Finally, as a result of the last factor analysis, 3 factors with 24 items were found. The
final reliability analysis conducted for each factor showed whether there was any factor with
cronbach alpha of reliability coefficient less than 0,70. It was seen that all factors had higher
cronbach alpha of the reliability coefficient. The final KMO result for organizational trust was
0,956 > 0,50 approving the adequacy of the sampling. The Barlett’s test for the variables had
also indicated significant value of 0,000 < 0,50. It is also important to mention that three

factors of the independent varible totally explain 75,56 % of the total variance.

Additionally, the mean values shown in Table 4 indicate that, among the mean values
of the dimensions of organizational trust, trust in coworkers is the highest (Mean: 4,36) and
trust in organization is the lowest (Mean: 3,92). For a detailed description of the
organizational trust scale, the factor loadings of each item, percent of the variance explained
for each factor, cronbach alpha values of the dimensions, mean values and other statistical

resuls can be seen in the factor and reliability analysis report below:
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Table 4. : Organizational Trust - Factor and Reliability Analysis Report

Factor | % Variance
Loading | Explained | Cronbacha| Mean

Item
No. Factor 1: Trust in Supervisor 25,983 0,961 4,277
18. My supervisor has a trustworthy approach. 0,862
1. . supports employees. 0,829
17. ... shares her/his knowledge. 0,827
20. ... empowers her subordinates... 0,822
12. ... 1s honest and fair. 0,808
14. ... creates a positive work environment. 0,778
19. ... 1s competent at her/his work. 0,76
13. ... 1s such a team leader. 0,756

Factor 2: Trust in Coworker 27,321 0,949 4,36
23. My coworkers are honest and clear. 0,864
26. ... are tolerant people. 0,863
28. ... are positive. 0,842
24. .. are compassionate. 0,84
27. .. are responsible people. 0,809
29. .. are not sneaky. 0,768

... want to be successful with their
21. knowledge... 0,768
22. ...improve themselves. 0,727

...do not take advantage of the company
25. rules. 0,706

Factor 3: Trust in Organization 22,256 0,946 3,92

My company conducts performance
8. appraisals... 0,828

...pays attention to the needs of its
9. employees. 0,803
7. ...respects its employees. 0,793
1. ...1s honest and fair. 0,765
5. ...creates commitment among its employees. | 0,752

...puts importance on recruitment and

orientation. 0,75

...has peaceful and fair work environment. 0,744

Kaiser Meyer Olkin = 0,956
Chi-Square Bartlett's Test = 10217,852 75,56 4,204
sd =276
p = 0,000
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4.2.2. RESULTS OF FACTOR AND RELIABILITY ANALYSIS OF WORK
ENGAGEMENT

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin value for work engagement scale was 0,943 which showed that
the factor analysis could be performed for this scale. All of the 17 items of the scale were
entered into factor anaysis and it was found that the variable consisted of three dimensions;

namely dedication, absorption and vigor.

Reliability analyses for each dimension of work engagement were performed which
resulted in the discharge of 46. item because of its decreasing effect of cronbach alpha value.
All of the factors showed high internal consistencies, which were; 0,943 for dedication, 0,93
for absorption and 0,818 for vigor. The items loaded under these three factors had an
explanatory power of 75,132 % and the final KMO value for the work engagement scale was
0,94. Moreover, work engagement dimensions are found to be closer to each other compared
to organizational trust factors, but the highest one is vigor (Mean: 4,289). The detailed results

of the analysis is shown in Table 5.
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Table 5. : Work Engagement - Factor and Reliability Analysis Report

Factor | % Variance
Loading | Explained | Cronbach a Mean

Item
No. |Factor 1: Dedication 32,02 0,943 4,154
38. |l am enthusiastic about my job. 0,817
39, I am proud of the work that I do. 0,786

I find the work that I do full ofmeaning and
40. purpose. 0,782
36. | To me, my job is challenging. 0,781
37. | My job inspires me. 0,776
31. | At my work, I feel bursting with energy. 0,68

When I get up in the morning, I feel like going
30. to work. 0,662
35. | Atmy job, I feel strong and vigorous. 0,657

Factor 2: Absorption 25,684 0,93 4,132
45. |l am immersed in my work. 0,862
43. |1 get carried away when I am working. 0,859
42. | Time flies when I am working. 0,8

When [ am working, I forget everything else
41. around me. 0,79
44. | It is difficult to detach myself from my job. 0,697

Factor 3: Vigor 17,428 0,818 4,289
34. | At my job, I am very resilient, mentally. 0,823

I can continue working for long periods at a
33. |time. 0,745

At my work I always persevere, even things do
32.  |not go well. 0,691

KMO = 0,940

Chi-Square Bartlett's Test = 5762,850 75,132 4,172

sd =120
p = 0,000
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4.2.3. RESULTS

PRESSURE

OF FACTOR AND RELIABILITY ANALYSIS

OF WORK

For the moderating variable which was work pressure, 4-item scale had a KMO value

of 0,802 with the p value of 0,000 < 0,05 for The Barlett’s test. Reliability analysis of work

pressure scale revealed that cronbach alpha value was 0,829 which showed a high

consistancy. None of the items required to be extracted from the study. Among the three

variables of the study, work pressure has the lowest mean (Mean: 3,283). Factor loadings and

other statistical results are mentioned in the table below:

Table 6. : Work Pressure - Factor and Reliability Analysis Report

Factor | % Variance
Loading | Explained | Cronbach o | Mean

Item
No. |Factor 1: Work Pressure 66,13 0,829 3,283

I feel that the amount of work I do interferes
48. | with how well it is done. 0,863
49. |1 feel busy or rushed. 0,829
50. |1 feel pressured. 0,792

I feel that the number of requests, problems or
47. | complaints I deal with is more than expected. 0,766

KMO = 0,802

Chi-Square Bartlett's Test = 599,383 66,13

sd=6
p = 0,000
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4.3. THE REVISED RESEARCH MODEL AND DIMENSIONS

After the application of factor analyses, the dimensions of the research variables are
determined and the model of the research revised accordingly. As it is seen from Figure 9,
factor analysis results of organizational trust revealed that this variable consists of three

dimensions; trust in supervisor, trust in coworkers and trust in organization.

Independent Variable Dependent Variable
ORGANIZATIONAL R WORK
TRUST . ENGAGEMENT
( Trust in Supervisor ) ( Dedication
( Trust in Coworkers ) Absorption
( Trust in Organization ) Vigor
WORK PRESSURE

Moderating Variable

Figure 9. The Revised Research Model

The factor analysis results also showed that, work engagement variable is made up of
three dimensions; namely, dedication, absorption and vigor. After the factor analysis, it is also

seen that work pressure is a one dimensional variable of the study.
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4.4. THE HYPOTHESES TESTING

4.4.1. THE CONTRIBUTION OF ORGANIZATIONAL TRUST TO WORK
ENGAGEMENT

For explaining the contribution of organizational trust on work engagement, simple

and multiple regression analyses are conducted. Before conducting these analyses, it was

checked whether there was a multicollinearity problem among the dimensions of the research

variables or not. As it is seen from Table 7, none of the dimensions were correlated to each

other more than a Pearson Correlation coefficient of 0,70; thus it was concluded that there

was not such a problem for the research.

Table 7. : Correlation Analysis of All Dimensions of The Study

VARIABLE: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1.Trust in Supervisor 1 0,523* | 0,688* 0,565* 0,404* 0,475%* -0,37*
2.Trust in Coworkers 0,523* 1 0,544* 0,411%* 0,289* 0,304* | -0,212*
3.Trust in Organization | 0,688* | 0,544* 1 0,597* 0,384* 0,402 -0,377
4.Dedication 0,565* | 0,411* | 0,597* 1 0,684* 0,67* -0,366*
S.Absorption 0,404* | 0,289* | 0,384* 0,684* 1 0,591* -0,22*
6.Vigor 0,475* | 0,304* | 0,402* 0,67* 0,591* 1 -0,336*
7.Work Pressure -0,37* | -0,212* | -0,377* | -0,366* -0,22%* -0,336* 1

*Correlation is significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed). All the variables are scored on a 1 to
6 point scale. (N: 412)
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Followingly, in order to test “Hypothesis 1: Organizational trust has a contribution to

work engagement.”, simple regression analysis was conducted with total organizational trust

and total work engagement. As the results show, organizational trust explains 35,1% of the
variance in work engagement. In other words, total organizational trust has significant
importance (sig. 0,000 < 0,05) in predicting the total work engagement (in Table 8). When

organizational trust of the employees increases, there is also an increase in work engagement.

Table 8. : Simple Regression Analysis Results For Organizational Trust and Work

Engagement

Dependent Variable: Work Engagement - Total

Independent Variable Beta tvalue p value
Organizational Trust - Total 0,592 14,877 0,000

R=0,592; R*=0,351; F=221,315 p=0,000

When taking the dimensions of organizational trust and work engagement into
consideration, multiple regression analyses were conducted for all dimensions of work
engagement with the three dimensions of organizational trust. The findings revealed that only
the “Trust in Coworkers” dimension of organizational trust had not a statistically significant
influence on the work engagement dimensions. Therefore, the analysis was repeated after the
extraction of this dimension and the multiple regression analyses results are shown below in

Table 9:
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Table 9. : Multiple Regression Analysis Results For Organizational Trust and Work

Engagement

Dependent Variable: Work Engagement - Dedication

Independent Variables Beta t value p value
Trust in Supervisor 0,293 5,553 0,000
Trust in Organization 0,396 7,517 0,000

R=0,634; R*=0402; F=137739; p=0,000

Dependent Variable: Work Engagement - Absorption

Independent Variables Beta tvalue p value
Trust in Supervisor 0,265 4,303 0,000
Trust in Organization 0,202 3,279 0,001

R=0,429; R*=0,184; F=46,198; p=0,000

Dependent Variable: Work Engagement - Vigor

Independent Variables Beta t value p value
Trust in Supervisor 0,377 6,341 0,000
Trust in Organization 0,142 2,387 0,017

R=0,486; R*=0236; F=63,326; p=0,000

The multiple regression analysis results above indicate that; Trust in Supervisor and
Trust in Organization explain 40% of the variance in dedication, 18% of the variance in
absorption and 23% of the variance in vigor dimensions of work engagement. All the p values
are found to be lower than 0,05 which shows that Trust in Supervisor and Trust in

Organization have significant contributions to work engagement dimensions.
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4.4.2. THE MODERATING ROLE OF WORK PRESSURE ON THE
CONTRIBUTION OF ORGANIZATIONAL TRUST TO WORK
ENGAGEMENT

In general terms, a moderator is a qualitative or quantitative variable that affects the
strength or the direction of the relation between the independent and the dependent variable
(Baron et al., 1986). Hierarchical multiple regression analysis enables testing the moderator
by conducting several steps of analysis. First, a new variable should be created which is the
multiplication of the independent and the moderating variables’ centered values (as previously
explained in Methodology-Statistical Analysis section). This multiplied new variable is
mentioned as the interaction term. Followingly, the independent and the moderating variables
are entered into the regression one by one and finally the interaction term is entered as the last

step of the hierarchical regression analysis.

Consequently, the output provides R’s, the changes in R*s and F-statististics which are
produced according to these changes for the three models successively after adding the
moderating variable and the interaction term (Aguinis, 1995). Baron and Kenny (1986)
mentions that the moderating hypothesis is supported if the interaction term is significant in

the last model.

In this research, these stages were followed in order to test “H,: Work pressure

moderates the contribution of organizational trust to work engagement.”. Firstly, the

moderating role between the total organizational trust and the total work engagement was
tested. The findings suggested that, there was not a moderating role of work pressure on the
contribution of overall organizational trust on overall work engagement. However, when the
dimensions of work engagement were taken into consideration, it was investigated that work

pressure was moderating the contribution on vigor dimension of work engagement.
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In order to conduct this hierarchical multiple regression analysis; in the first step, the
independent variable “Organizational Trust” was entered into the analysis. In the second step,
the moderator “Work Pressure” was added to the model. In the last step of the hierarchical
regression, the interaction term was entered which contributed to an increase in R? (from
0,216 to 0,254) for the vigor dimension of work engagement. This change in R? represents the

increase in the explanatory power of the research model (in Table 10).

Table 10. : Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Results: The Moderating Role of

Work Pressure on The Contribution of Organizational Trust to Vigor Dimension of

Work Engagement
Dependent Variable: WORK ENGAGEMENT - VIGOR
Independent Variables R AR? F F Change| P Beta T p

1. Organizational Trust 0,216 0,216 | 112,950 | 112,950 | 0,00 | 0,465 | 10,628 | 0,00

2. Organizational Trust 0,246 0,030 | 66,800 16,406 | 0,00 | 0,394 | 8,509 0,00

Work Pressure -0,188 | -4,050 0,00
3.0rganizational Trust 0,254 0,008 | 46,307 4,258 0,00 | 0,407 | 8,742 0,00

Work Pressure -0,188 | -4,083 0,00

Organizational Trust

x  Work Pressure -0,089 | -2,063 0,04

As a result of statistically significant interaction effects shown above, work pressure
was found to moderate the relationship between organizational trust and vigor dimension of
work engagement. However, this moderating effect was not found for the other dimensions of

work engagement.
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4.5.

ADDITIONAL INFERENCES ABOUT THE STUDY CONCEPTS

After hypothesis testing, some further analyses were conducted due to the special

interest of the researcher. Statistically significant findings were explained in the following

sections.

45.1. THE CONTRIBUTION OF WORK PRESSURE TO WORK
ENGAGEMENT

Simple regression analysis was conducted to examine the contribution of work

pressure to the factors of work engagement. It was seen in Table 11 that, work pressure

explained 13,4% of the variance in dedication, 4% of the variance in absorption and 11,3% of

the variance in vigor factor of work engagement.

Table 11: Simple Regression Analysis Results of Work Pressure and Work Engagement

Dependent Variable: Work Engagement - Dedication

Independent Variables Beta t value p value
Work Pressure -0,366 -7,959 0,000
R=0,366; R*=0,134; F=63,346; p=0,000

Dependent Variable: Work Engagement - Absorption

Independent Variables Beta tvalue p value
Work Pressure -0,22  -4,562 0,000
R=0,220; R*=0,048; F=20,808; p=0,000

Dependent Variable: Work Engagement - Vigor

Independent Variables Beta tvalue p value
Work Pressure -0,336 -7,220 0,000
R=0,336; R*=0,113; F=52,122; p=0,000
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Results indicated that, work pressure has significant contributions to all the
dimensions of work engagement (with the p value of 0,00 < 0,05 for each). As the negative t
values (t value for the relationship with dedication: -7,959, for absorption: -4,562 and for
vigor: -7,220) show that when work pressure of the employees increases work engagement of

the employees decreases.
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4.5.2. THE

RELATIONSHIPS

BETWEEN

THE

VARIABLES AND THE STUDY CONCEPTS

4.5.2.1.

T-Test Results For The Demographic Variables:

DEMOGRAPHIC

To examine the possible significant differences between gender groups and the

employees working in multinational companies and local firms in terms of the variables of the

study, independet samples t-tests were conducted.

Table 12. : Independent Samples T-Test Results: Differences In Terms Of Gender

Work Engagement-
Absorption

Standard
N Mean Deviation t value | p value
Female 209 4,259 1,196
Male 203 4,001 1,215 2,173 0,03

Table 12 shows that, when the grouping variable is gender which was measured on a

nominal scale and the dependent variable is “absorption” dimension of work engagement

which was measured with an interval scale, there waas a significant difference (with the p

value of 0,03 and t value of 2,173) between female and male employees. As the mean values

indicate, female employees’ absorption level was higher than the male employees’ absorption

level (4,259 > 4,001). However, according to the statistical analysis results, it was found that

other study concepts did not differ due to the gender of the employees.

When the dimensions of organizational trust were tested in terms of working in a

multinational company or a local firm, it was found that employees working in multinational

companies had higher levels of trust in their coworkers than the employees working in local

firms (with the significant p value of 0,00, t value of -3,284 and mean values of 4,575 >

4,231).
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Table 13. : Independent Samples T-Test Results: Differences Between Local Firms and
Multinational Companies

Standard
Trust in Coworkers: N Mean Deviation t value | p value
Turk 258 4,231 1,168
Trust in MNC 154 4,575 0,935 -3,284 0,00
Organization:
Turk 258 3,739 1,316
%"m Organizational | /- 154 | 4223 1,289 3,637 0,00
rust:
Turk 258 97,89 25,955
Absorption: MNC 154 105,95 23,089 -3,274 0,00
Turk 258 4,224 1,198
MNC 154 3,977 1,221 2,0023 0,04

On the other hand, mean value of trust in organization of the employees of
multinational companies was 4,223 which was higher than 3,739 (the mean values of trust in
organization of Turkish firms’ employees) with the significant p value of 0,00 and t value of
-3,637. It was also shown that the employees working in multinational companies
significantly (p value: 0,00 < 0,05; t value: -3,274) experienced higher levels of overall
organizational trust, compared to the employees working in local firms (Meanync: 105,95 >

Meanryk: 97,89).

When local firms and multinatioanl companies were compared according to work
engagement dimensions, only absorption dimension was found to be differing significantly
with the p value of 0,04 < 0,05 (t= 2,0023). It was found that local firm employees were more
absorbed in their work than multinational company employees (Meanry: 4,224 > Meanync:

3,977).
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4.5.2.2. One-way ANOVA Results For The Demographic Variables:

One-way ANOVA Test was conducted for investigating the differences in research
concepts between all the suitable demographic variables which have at least three groups; but
only statistically significant results are presented in the current study. In the situations where
homogeneity of variances were not provided, Welch and Brown-Forsythe Test was applied.
After the application of these tests, it was found that, there was differences in terms of
position level of the employees (in Table 14), age groups (in Table 15 and 16), education

levels (in Table 17) and experiences in business life (in Table 18 and 19).

When the participants of the research were compared according to their position
levels, for dedication dimension of work engagement there was a statistically significant
difference between dedication levels of upper level and first line employees with the p value
of 0,003 < 0,05 (F= 6,079). From Table 14, it can be inferred that upper level employees had
higher dedication than first line employees (Meanypper tevel: 4,508 > Meangiw; fine: 3,86).
Research findings showed that, absorption dimension of work engagement also differed for
first line and upper level employees with the significance of 0,003 < 0,05 (F= 6,075). While
first line employees’ mean value for absorption was 3,816, upper level employees’ mean
value for the same dimension was 4,465. Also, vigor was another work engagement
dimension which changed according to position level (p= 0,03 < 0,05; F= 3,554). Statistical
analysis results shown in Table 14 summarize that, upper level employees had higher vigor
levels (Meanypper tevel: 4,609) compared to first line employees (Meangir 1ine: 4,122). When
overall work engagement was calculated for each position level, it was seen that (with the p
value of 0,001 < 0,05 and F= 6,963), like the engagement dimensions, the total engagement
also differed due to position levels. In total, upper level employees had higher work

engagement than first line employees (Meanypper tevel: 72,23 > MeanFics line: 62,34).
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Table 14. : One-way ANOV A Results For Position Level

N Mean F value p value
Work Engagement - First Line 95 3,86 6,079 0,003
Middle
Dedication Dimension Level 247 4,167
Upper Level 70 4,508
Mean Standard
Scheffe Test Results Difference Error p value
First Line Upper Level -0,6484 0,1865 0,003
N Mean F value p value
Work Engagement - First Line 95 3,816 6,075 0,003
Middle
Absorption Dimension Level 247 4,158
Upper Level 70 4,465
Mean Standard
Scheffe Test Results Difference Error p value
First Line Upper Level -0,6488 0,1885 0,003
N Mean F value p value
Work Engagement - First Line 95 4,122 3,554 0,03
Middle
Vigor Dimension Level 247 4,263
Upper Level 70 4,609
Mean Standard
Scheffe Test Results Difference Error p value
First Line Upper Level -0,4867 0,1866 0,034
N Mean F value p value
Total Work Engagement | First Line 95 62,34 6,963 0,001
Middle
Level 247 66,92
Upper Level 70 72,23
Mean Standard
Scheffe Test Results Difference Error p value
First Line Upper Level -9,892 2,656 0,001
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Age group is other demographic variable which was investigated in terms of the levels
of the research variables. As it is shown in Table 15, trust in organization was found to be
differing according to age groups, with the p value of 0,00 < 0,05 (F= 8,983). Scheffe test
results indicated that thare was a statistically significant difference between the levels of trust
in organization of the respondents who are less than 30 years-old and 30-39 years-old (p=
0,017) and who were less than 30 years-old and over 40 years-old (p=0,001). The mean value
of trust in organization of the people who were over 40 years-old is 4,392 which was higher
than 3,663 (the mean of the same dimension for the people less than 30 years-old). Similarly,
the mean of this dimension was higher for the people who are 30-39 years-old than the people

less than 30 years-old (Meanzo-39 years: 4,066 > Meany egs than 30: 3,663).

Although statistical analyses of the other dimensions of organizational trust were not
as significant as trust in organization, it was found that, total organizational trust significantly
differs in terms of age groups (p=0,009; F= 4,753 in Table 15). Scheffe test results show that
this difference occurs between the people below 30 years-old (with the mean of 3,663) and
over 40 years-old (with the mean of 4,392).
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Table 15. : One-way ANOVA Results For and Age Groups

N Mean F value p value
Organizational |Less than 30 years-
Trust - old 200 3,663 8,983 0,000
Trust in
Organization |30-39 years-old 149 4,066
40 and over 63 4,392
Scheffe's Test Mean
Results Difference Standard Error p value
Less than 30 years-
old 30-39 years-old -0,4025 0,1407 0,017
40 years-old and over -0,7287 0,1878 0,001
N Mean F value p value
Less than 30 years-
Total old 200 97,52 4,753 0,009
Organizational |30-39 years-old 149 102,39
Trust 40 and over 63 108,14
Scheffe's Test Mean
Results Difference Standard Error p value
Less than 30 years-
old 40 years-old and over -10,628 3,608 0,014
N Mean F value p value
Work Less than 30 years-
Engagement - |old 200 4,150 4,477 0,012
Vigor 30-39 years-old 149 4,322
40 and over 63 4,656
Scheffe's Test Mean
Results Difference Standard Error p value
Less than 30 years-
old 40 years-old and over -0,5060 0,1708 0,013
N Mean F value p value
Less than 30 years-
Total old 200 64,30 5,730 0,004
Work 30-39 years-old 149 67,76
Engagement 40 and over 63 72,27
Scheffe's Test Mean
Results Difference Standard Error p value
Less than 30 years-
old 40 years-old and over -7,975 2,443 0,005
N Mean F value p value
Less than 30 years-
Work old 200 3,452 5,554 0,004
Pressure 30-39 years-old 149 3,214
40 and over 63 2,908
Scheffe's Test Mean
Results Difference | Standard Error | p value
Less than 30 years-
old 40 years-old and over 0,5437 0,1693 0,006
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When the analysis was continued with the dimensions of work engagement, the results
indicated that all dimensions and therefore overall work engagement were changing according
to different age groups. Firstly, as it is shown it Table 16, it was statistically significant (p=
0,001 < 0,05 and F= 7,160) that, people below 30 years-old had lower dedication levels than
the older people (Meaness than 30: 3,96; Meansosoyears: 4,26; Meanoyer 40 4,519). Secondly,
absorption was differing due to different age groups with the p value of 0,03 < 0,05 obtained
from Welch test (F= 3,572 in Table 16). The analysis concluded that the respondents below
30 years-old experienced lower absorption than the respodents over 40 years-old (Meang ess than
30: 4,032 < Meangyer 40: 4,428). As the last dimension of work engagement, statistical analysis
for vigor (in Table 15) provided the similar results with the p value of 0,012 < 0,05 (F=
4,477). In other words, the subjects below 30 years-old had significantly lower vigor levels

than the subjects over 40 years-old (Meang ess than 30: 4,15 < Meangyer 40: 4,656).
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Table 16. : Welch and Brown-Forsythe Test Results For Age Groups

Welch  Brown-
N Mean Test Forsythe

Work Less than 30
Engagement- |years-old 200 3,96 F value 7,160 7,221
Dedication 30-39 years-old 149 4,26 p value 0,001 0,001

40 years-old

and over 63 4,519
Tamhane's Mean Standard
Test Results Difference | Error p value

Less than 30 40 years-old and

years-old over -0,5592 0,1513 0,001

Welch Brown-
N Mean Test Forsythe

Work Less than 30
Engagement- |years-old 200 4,032 F value 3,572 2,980
Absorption 30-39 years-old 149 4,140 p value 0,030 0,052

40 years-old

and over 63 4,428
Tamhane's Mean Standard
Test Results Difference | Error p value

Less than 30 40 years-old and

years-old over -0,3965 0,1489 0,026

As previously mentioned, like all its dimensions, overall work engagement was found

to be changing according to age groups (p= 0,004 < 0,05; F= 5,730 in Table 15). Scheffe test

results denoted that there was a statistically significant difference between “less than 30 years-

old” age group and “40 years-old and over” age group in terms of total work engagement

(Meany ess than 30: 64,30 < Meanoyer 40: 72,27).

Finally, the moderating variable, work pressure was tested in terms of age groups and

with the p value of 0,004 < 0,05 (F= 5,554), it was found to be differing due to age groups.

Table 15 shows that, the respondents below 30 years-old experienced higher levels of work

pressure than the respodents who were over 40 years-old (Meany ess than 30: 3,452 > Meangyer 40:

2,908).
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Table 17. : One-way ANOVA Results For Education Level

N Mean F value p value
Organizational | Two-year
Trust- degree and less 58 4,357 3,709 0,025
Trust in
Organization Licence degree 248 3,85
Master's degree
and over 106 3,846
Scheffe's Test Mean
Results Difference | Standard Error | p value
Two-year
degree and less | Licence degree 0,5069 0,192 0,032
N Mean F value p value
Work Two-year
Engagement - |degree and less |58 4,545 4,151 0,016
Dedication Licence degree |248 4,048
Master's degree
and over 106 4,188
Scheffe's Test Mean
Results Difference | Standard Error p value
Two-year
degree and less | Licence degree 0,4963 0,1735 0,017

Education level was found to be a significantly determinant factor for only trust in

organization dimension of organizational trust and dedication dimension of work engagement

(in Table 17). Other research variables were not found to be influenced by the education

levels of the respondents. As it can be inferred from the Table 17, trust in organization

observed for the people having two-years degree and less was significantly higher than the

people having licence degree. In brief, with the p value of 0,025 < 0,05 (F= 3,709), trust in

organization was influenced by education level. Education level also influenced dedication

significantly, with the p value of 0,016 < 0,05 (F=4,151). Scheffe test results shown in Table

17 indicate that, subjects having two-year degree and less had higher dedication levels than

the respondents with licence degree (Meantyo-year and less: 4,945 > Meanyicence: 4,048).
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Surprisingly, there was not such a statistically significant difference between the people

having lower degree than licence and having post-graduate degree.

In this research, experience in business life was found to be an important demographic

variable which influenced trust in organization dimension of organizational trust; dedication,

absorption and vigor dimensions of work engagement and therefore overall work engagement;

and finally the moderator, work pressure.

Table 18. Welch and Brown-Forsythe Test Results For Experience in Business Life

Brown-
N Mean Welch Forsythe
Organizational |Less than
Trust- one year 35 3,853 F value 3,879 3,656
Trust in
Organization 1-5 years 142 3,82 p value 0,005 0,006
6-10 years 97 3,664
11-15 years 72 4,085
More than
15 years 66 4,368
Tamhane's Test Mean
Results Difference Standard Error p value
More than
15 years 1-5 years 0,547 0,1779 0,025
6-10 years 0,7037 0,1969 0,005

As it is inferred from the Table 18, trust in organization differed among the people

with different tenure in business life (p= 0,005 < 0,05 and F= 3,879). Tamhane test results

showed that people with experience over 15 years had significantly higher trust in their

organizations than the people with the experience of 1-5 years and 6-10 years (Meanyore than 15

years: 4,368 > Mean_s years: 3,82, Meane.19 years: 3,664).
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Like trust in organization, dedication was also influenced by experience in business
life (p= 0,002 < 0,05 and F= 4,350). People having more than 15 years of work experience
(MeanMore than 15 Years: 4,604) had higher levels of dedication compared to people having less
than one year (Meaniess than 1 year: 3,821) and 1-5 years of work experience (Mean.s years:

3,948).

The statistical analysis conducted for absorption, which is the other dimension of work
engagement provided almost the same results with dedication, with the significance of 0,01 <
0,05 (F=3,362). In Table 19, it is indicated that the respondents who had more than 15 years
of business experience (Meanwore than 15 years: 4,551) had higher absorption levels than the
respondents with less than one year (Meanicss than one year: 3,782) and 1-5 years of work

experience (Mean;_s years: 4,001).

Vigor dimension of work engagement was also found to be significantly influenced by
work experience (p= 0,013 < 0,05 and F= 3,212 in Table 19). The participants of the research
who had over 15 years of work experience had (Meanwmore than 15 years: 4,697) higher vigor levels
than the participants with less than one year experience (Mean; css than 1 year: 3,99) and 1-5 years

of experience (Mean,.s years: 4,131).

By reason of all dimensions of engagement were influenced by work experience;
overall work engagement of the respondents was also found to be changing in terms of
experience in business life (p= 0,001 < 0,05 and F= 4,719 in Table 19). The statistical analysis
results suggested that employees with over 15 years of work experience (Meanwiore than 15 years:
73,68) had higher work engagement than those who had less than one year (Meany e than 1 year:

61,46) and 1-5 years of experience in business life (Mean;_s years: 63,99).
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Table 19. One-way ANOVA Results For Experience in Business Life

N Mean F value p value
Work Engagement
- Less than one year 35 3,821 4,350 0,002
Dedication 1-5 years 142 3,948
6-10 years 97 4,189
11-15 years 72 4,263
More than 15 years 66 4,604
Scheffe's Test Results Mean Diff. Standard Error p value
Less than one year More than 15 years -0,7827 0,2466 0,041
1-5 years More than 15 years -0,6552 0,1757 0,008
N Mean F value p value
Work Engagement
- Less than one year 35 3,782 3,362 0,01
Absorption 1-5 years 142 4,001
6-10 years 97 4,214
11-15 years 72 4,063
More than 15 years 66 4,551
Tukey HSD Test Mean Diff. Standard Error p value
Less than one year More than 15 years -0,7686 0,2504 0,019
1-5 years More than 15 years -0,5501 0,1784 0,019
N Mean F value p value
Work Engagement
- Less than one year 35 3,990 3,212 0,013
Vigor 1-5 years 142 4,131
6-10 years 97 4,336
11-15 years 72 4,310
More than 15 years 66 4,697
Tukey HSD Test Mean Diff. Standard Error p value
Less than one year More than 15 years -0,7064 0,2466 0,035
1-5 years More than 15 years -0,5655 0,1757 0,012
N Mean F value p value
Work Engagement- | Less than one year 35 61,46 4,719 0,001
Total 1-5 years 142 63,99
6-10 years 97 67,60
11-15 years 72 67,36
More than 15 years 66 73,68
Scheffe's Test Results Mean Diff. Standard Error p value
Less than one year More than 15 years -12,225 3,513 0,018
1-5 years More than 15 years -9,689 2,503 0,005
N Mean F value p value
Work Pressure Less than one year 35 3,164 3,592 0,007
1-5 years 142 3,549
6-10 years 97 3,208
11-15 years 72 3,246
More than 15 years 66 2,924
Scheffe's Test Mean Diff. Standard Error p value
| 1-5 years More than 15 years 0,6250 0,1743 0,013
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The final One-way ANOVA analysis was conducted for the moderating variable of the
research which was work pressure and it was found that experience in business life
significantly (p= 0,007 < 0,05 and F= 3,592 in Table 19) influenced work pressure levels of
the employees. The research findings indicated that the mean of work pressure was
significantly lower for the employees working for more than 15 years (Meanwore than 15 years:

2,924) than the ones who had 1-5 years of experience in business life (Mean;_s years: 3,549).
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4.5.2.3.  Chi-Square Test Results For The Demographic Variables:

In order to test the relationships between the demographic variables of the study such

as gender, position level, working in a multinational company or a local firm and education

level; Chi-square test was applied. The test only investigated statistically significant

relationship between gender of the employee and position level, as well as position level and

education level.

Table 20. Chi-Square Test Results For Gender of The Employee and Position Level

Position Level

First Middle Upper
Line Level Level | TOTAL
Gender of The Employee Female 52 135 22 209
Male 43 112 48 203
TOTAL 95 247 70 412
Pearson Chi-Square Asymp.  Sig. (2-sided) : 0,002

In Table 20, it is shown that there was a statistically significant relationship between

gender of the employee and her/his position level (p= 0,002 < 0,05). It is obvious that among

the 70 upper level employees, approximately 70 % of them were male and the rest was female

managers.
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Table 21. Chi-Square Test Results For Position Level and Education Level

Education Level

Two-year Master
degree and Licence |degree and
less degree over TOTAL
Position Level First Line 4 60 31 95
Middle Level 45 145 57 247
Upper Level 9 43 18 70
TOTAL 58 248 106 412
Pearson Chi-Square Asymp. Sig. (2-sided): 0,015

As an expected result, statistical analysis revealed that position level and education

level were interrelated, too (p= 0,015 < 0,05). As it is seen from Table 21, approximately

90% of the upper level employees’ education level was licence degree or over.
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5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this study, the contribution of organizational trust to work engagement was
investigated and the moderating role of work pressure on this contribution was tried to be
explained. The following sections include the interpretation of the research findings with

some recommendations for other researchers and the limitations of the current research.

5.1.  DISCUSSION

For this study, before the application of the questionnaire to the real sample which was
412 employees from different sectors who work in multinational companies or local firms; a
pilot study had been carried out with 40 voluntary participants. This provided the researcher
to check the clarity and practicability of the questionnaire items. Factor and reliability
analysis conducted with this pilot study of 40 people showed that the scales of all the
variables have high Kaiser-Meyer Olkin and Cronbach alpha values, which meant that the
questionnaire was applicable for the sample group with high reliability. Consequently, after
these positive results, the questionnaire was applied to the main sample of the research
without extracting any item. The data collected from 412 employees were analyzed through
SPSS 13.0 and the results are summarized below with some comparisons between the

previous studies in the literature.

The sample of the research was chosen as full-time employees from different sectors
and 412 people were participated in the study. In the literature, there are many researchers
who investigated trust or work engagement and chose employees from different sectors as the
sample. For instance, in his study about antecedents and consequences of work engagement,
Saks (2006) applied a questionnaire to 102 employees from different sectors; in their study
about the relationship between leadership behaviours and work engagement, Tuna et al.

(2009) applied their questionnaire to 163 people working in a variety of jobs and
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organizations and in their research on organizational trust, Melikoglu et al. (2009) preferred
convenience sampling with 196 employees from different sectors in Istanbul. Similarly, the
current study’s sample consists of employees from different sectors, but with a higher number

of participants with 412 people, compared to previous studies on similar subjects.

The statistical analysis of the main data was started with the factor and reliability
analysis, in order to point out the applicability of the scales used for the research. The factor
analysis results revealed that, organizational trust and work engagement variables consisted of
three dimensions. Organizational trust dimensions are found to be trust in supervisor, trust in
coworkers and trust in organization which are similarly termed by many researchers (Mayer et
al., 1995; Ertiirk, 2007; Altuntas et al., 2009). In the factor analysis 4 items of the 29-item
organizational trust scale was extracted and rest of the items explained 75,56 % of the total
variance in organizational trust. The reliability of the scale for each dimension was over 0,90
such as Melikoglu et al. (2009)’s research findings which were provided from the same trust

in supervisor and trust in coworkers scales.

Work engagement dimensions are dedication, absorption and vigor which are
consistent with Schaufeli et al.’s (2003) findings. The original three dimensional model of
Utrecht Work Engagement Scale consists of 17 items. However, in this study, one item of the
scale was excluded and 16 items of the scale loading on three factors showed high internal
consistencies having an explanatory power of 75,132 %. Reliability analysis for work
engagement scale provided similar results with the previous studies that used the same scale
to measure engagement. The cronbach alpha values for all the three dimensions were found to

be over 0,80 in the current research and also in the study of Erim et al. (2009).

Finally, when the factor analysis was carried out for work pressure, it was found that
the four-item scale explains 66,13 % of the total variance in work pressure. Also the reliability
of the scale was found to be high with the Cronbach alpha of 0,829. In the previous studies
which used the same scale, similarly high reliability results were obtained with the Cronbach

alpha of 0,80 (Moore, 2000) and 0,94 (Ahuja et al., 2007).
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Before regression analysis, correlation analysis was carried out with all the dimensions
of the research variables, in order to test whether there was multicollinearity problem for the
study or not. The findings revealed that organizational trust dimensions were correlated to
work engagement dimensions at the moderate level, supporing the findings of Tan et al.
(2000) and Lin (2010) who denoted the relationship between organizational trust and work
engagement of the employees; but there was not a multicollinearity problem. After having

seen this positive result, followingly the regression analyses were applied.

Supporting the findings of Dalay (2007) and Chugtai (2009), while testing the first
hypothesis of the research, it was investigated that the level of organizational trust had a
positive contribution to work engagement. To test this relationship, firstly simple regression
analysis was conducted with the total organizational trust and total work engagement which
suggested a statistically significant positive contribution, in accordance with the previous
studies. When the dimensions of the research variables were taken into consideration,
multiple regression analysis was applied which included trust in supervisor, trust in coworkers
and trust in organization dimensions as the independent variables and each dimension of work
engagement as the dependent variable. The findings suggested that, only “Trust in coworkers”
dimension of organizational trust was not found to be statistically significant in all of these
analyses. After the extraction of this dimension of organizational trust, the multiple regression
analysis was repeated and it was investigated that all the dimensions of work engagement

were influenced by the remaining organizational trust dimensions significantly.

The second hypothesis of the research which aimed to investigate the moderating role
of work pressure on the contribution of organizational trust to work engagement was tested by
carrying out a hierarchical multiple regression analysis. When the analysis was carried out
with the overall organizational trust and overall work engagement, a modderating role of
work pressure was not found. However, when the dimensions of work engagement was taken
into account, the findings suggested that only vigor dimension of work engagement was
moderated by work pressure. According to the results of the analysis, when work pressure is
high, the positive influence of organizational trust on work engagement’s vigor dimension

decreases. As it is mentioned before, this moderating effect was not found for the other
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dimensions of work engagement. In the literature, while considering work pressure as a
moderating variable and work engagement as a dependent variable, Bakker et al. (2008) stated
that, job and personal resources particularly have a positive impact on work engagement when
work pressure is high. Thence, the findings of the current research about work pressure bring
a new perspective to the literature which is contrary to previous studies about the direction of

the relationships for the vigor dimension of work engagement.

With further statistical analyses, some non-hypothesized results worth to mention were
also obtained. When simple regression analyses were conducted with work pressure as the
independent variable and the dimensions of work engagement as the dependent variables; it
was found that work pressure had a significant influence on the engagement levels of the
employees for all of the three dimensions of work engagement. The findings suggested that,
for the reason of obtaining negative t values (t value for the relationship with dedication: -
7,959, for absorption: -4,562 and for vigor: -7,220), when work pressure of the employees
increases work engagement of the employees decreases. However, in the literature some
researchers pointed this relationship in different ways. As cited in Koyuncu et al. (2006),
Demerouti et al. (2001) stated that high work demands and high control were associated with
higher engagement and Mauno et al. (2005) suggested that there was an association of high
time pressures with higher levels of engagement. Surprisingly, in a research carried out in
Turkey, Koyuncu et al. (2006) mentioned that, the women working in banks and having
greater workloads, reported greater absorption dimension of work engagement, contrary to the

findings of the current research.

As it is stated before, independent t-tests were conducted to analyze the differences
between some demographic groups of the participants. The results suggested that, among the
dimensions of the variables of the study, only absorption was found to be higher for female
employees than male employees. Trust in supervisor was not evaluated differently by
subordinate employees in terms of gender, in accordance with the findings of Bozaykut et al.
(2009). Moreover, other dimensions of trust and work pressure were not differing according

to trust, as well.
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When the sample was evaluated in terms of working in a multinational company or a
local firm, it was found that trust in coworkers and trust in organization were significantly
higher for multinational company employees. Thence, the total organizational trust was also
found to be higher for these employees, too. On the other hand, absorption levels were found
to be higher for the employees working in local firms than the multinational company

employees.

The results obtained from One-way ANOVA analysis, in order to see the difference
between different position levels revealed that, upper level employees’ dedication, absorption
and vigor levels were significantly higher than the first line employees, which led to a
difference in total work engagement of these employees. In the literature, Oner et al. (2008)
previously mentioned a similar research result by stating that the employees who had
managerial responsibilities also had higher levels of work engagement. However, such a
difference was not found for the other variables of the current research in terms of position

level.

Contrary to the findings of Koyuncu et al. (2006) and Dalay (2009), age of the
employees was found to be a very important factor in this study, which influences many
dimensions of the research variables. Significant differences were observed between the
people who were less than 30 years-old and over 40 years-old. Employees over 40 years-old
were found to be experiencing higher dedication, absorption, vigor and overall engagement
levels than the ones who were below 30 years-old. This finding is in accordance with the
research results of Oner et al. (2008) who stated that; the older the employees, the more
engaged they feel. Additionally, they had higher trust in their organizations and higher overall
organizational trust. Moreover, a difference between the people below 30 years-old and
between 30-39 years-old was also observed in terms of trust in organization. When the
moderator of the study which is work pressure was taken into account, it was seen that the
employees below 30 years-old perceived higher levels of work pressure than the employees

over 40 years-old.
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Statistical analyses revealed that, among the research variables, only trust in
organization dimension of organizational trust and dedication dimension of work engagement
were found to be differing according to education level. It can be concluded that the
employees having two-year degree and less experienced higher levels of trust in organization
and dedication than the employees who had license degree. Surprisingly, such a difference
was not found between the people having less than two-year degree and master’s degree or
over. Overall engagement levels of the respondents were not found to be differing due to

education level, in line with the study of Koyuncu et al. (2006) and Oner et al. (2008).

Experience in business life was found to be another important demographic variable
which had influences on trust in organization, all the dimensions of work engagement and
work pressure perceived by the employees. Statistical analysis findings indicated that the
people having experience of more than 15 years had higher levels of trust in their
organizations than the ones who had 1-5 years of experience and 6-10 years of experience.
Furthermore, they also experienced higher levels of dedication, absorption, vigor and overall
work engagement compared to the employees working for 1-5 years and less than 1 year.
Oner et al. (2008) also suggested that work engagement was significantly correlated to all the
dimensions of work engagement, which fully supported the findings of the current research.
Besides, these findings were partially supported by Rice (2009), who stated that tenure was
significantly correlated to dedication and absorption, in her research about work engagement
and job satisfaction relationship. In addition to the differences observed for the dependent and
the independent variables, the moderator also differed according to the tenure of the
employees in business life. The employees who had more than 15 years of experience
perceived lower levels of work pressure compared to the employees with the experience of 1-

5 years.

As mentioned in the previous sections, in order to test the relationships between the
demographic variables of the study such as gender, position level, working in a multinational
company or a local firm and education level; Chi-square tests were applied. Significant results
were found only for the cross-tabulations made between position level-education level and
position level-gender of the employees. As an expected result, it is important to mention that,

approximately 90% of the upper level employees were graduates and post-graduates of
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universities. Another important point is that, although the sample consisted of nearly the same
number of females and males, among the managers, approximately 70% of them were males
which pointed out a significant difference between women and men in the upper level
employment statistics. Such a difference between upper level employees in terms of gender
was previously mentioned by many researchers. Smith (1997) stated that, women occupy only
2.4 per cent of the highest ranking corporate positions in Fortune 500 companies and Burke
(1997) also mentioned that, in Canada, under 5 per cent of senior management in the private
sector were women (As cited in Caligiuri et al., 1999). Thus, a glass ceiling appears to persist

according to the literature.

In her research which was carried out in multinational companies in Tailand,
Boonsathorn (2007) suggested that people working in multinational workforce had a much
higher educational level than the average population. However, when Chi-square test
conducted with education level and working in multinational company or local firm, there

was not such a statistically significant result for the current study.
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5.2. CONCLUSION

As the results of this study indicate, organizational trust has a positive contribution to
work engagement which is crucial for an organization to survive. Other important finding of
the research is that, when the employees perceive high work pressure, the positive influence
of organizational trust on work engagement’s vigor dimension decreases. More engaged
employees with high organizational trust levels provide their organizations a competitive
advantage in this rapidly changing, challenging business world in many ways. People who are
engaged in their jobs tend to work harder and be more productive than other employees.
These employees are also more likely to meet the needs of their customers and to improve
customer loyalty which in return increases sales and profits. To sum up, the top management
of the companies should recognize the importance of work engagement and should take some
actions to increase organizational trust of their employees. Organizations which manage to
increase work engagement and organizational trust will meet the financial and other critical

business goals in the long run.
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5.2.1. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

First limitation of this study is its generalizability, due to the geographic boundaries of the
data collected for the study. The inferences drawn from such a sample in Istanbul may not be
fully generalizable to whole country or the employees from other countries in different
cultures.

Another limitation is about the content of the measurement items. The organizational trust
scale was developed for Turkish culture by Turkish academicians; but work engagement and
work pressure scales were developed by scholars from other cultures. Thus, they may not be

as suitable as the organizational trust scale for the sample of the research.

Finally, due to the research scope that focuses on work engagement, this study did not
address other institutional variables, such as firm ownership, workplace cultures, working

hours, organizational sizes, organizational structure and profitability.

5.2.2. SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

In order to make a better explanation of the relationship between the research
variables, a broader geographic region can be chosen with a higher number of participants as
the sample group. This would enable the research findings to be more valid and accredited.
Moreover, to increase the credibility of the study, like the scale used measuring organizational
trust in this research which provides a well-advised design of measurement of organizational
trust; also for the other variables, the new scales developed for Turkish culture should be

used.

Another suggestion for other researchers is the application of another questionnaire to
supervisors about their subordinates. In this way, in addition to the perceptions of the
relatively lower level employees, also the opinions of their supervisors and managers can be

acquainted.
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Besides organizational trust, there are many other factors which have an impact on
work engagement; such as perceived organizational support, procedural justice, rewards and
recognition. In further research, these important variables can also be included to embrace the
subject in a broader way. Furthermore, additional variables like working hours, organization

size and performance can also be taken into account.
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APPENDIX-II : The Questionnaire Items in English

1. ORGANIZATIONAL TRUST (islamoglu, Birsel and Borii’s Trust Scale, 2007)

Trust in Organization:

My company...
. Is honest and fair.
. Has positive image in society.
. Has peaceful and fair work environment.

. Puts importance on recruitment and orientation.

1
2
3
4
5. Creates commitment among its employees.
6. Has financial strength.

7. Respects its employees.

8. Conducts performance appraisal in objective way.
9. Pays attention to the needs of its employees.

10.Provides long term employment.

Trust in Supervisor:

My supervisor ...

11. Supports employees.

12. Is honest and fair.

13. Is such a team leader.

14. Creates a positive work environment.
15. Has self-confidence.

16. Does not create the tension.

17. Shares his/her knowledge.

18. Has a trustworthy approach.

19. Is competent at his/her work.

20. Empowers his/her subordinates and pays attention to them.
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Trust in Co-workers:

My co-workers ...

21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.

Want to be successful with their knowledge and effort.
Develop themselves.

Are honest and clear.

Are compassionate.

Do not take advantage of the company rules.

Are tolerant people.

Are responsible people.

Are positive.

Are not sneaky.
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2. WORK ENGAGEMENT (Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonzilez- Roma and Bakker’s
Engagement Scale, 2002)

. When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work.
. At my work, I feel bursting with energy.

. At my job I feel strong and vigorous.

. To me, my job is challenging.

. My job inspires me.

. I am enthusiastic about my job.

. I am proud on the work that I do.

. I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose.

. I feel happy when I am working intensely.

. At my work I always persevere, even when things do not go well.
. I can continue working for very long periods at a time.

. At my job, I am very resilient, mentally.

. It is difficult to detach myself from my job.

. When I am working, I forget everything else around me.

. Time flies when I am working.

. I get carried away when I am working.

. I am immersed in my work.
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3. WORK PRESSURE SCALE (Moore’s Perceived Work Overload Scale, 2000)

1. T feel that the number of requests, problems, or complaints I deal with is more than

expected.

2.1 feel that the amount of work I do interferes with how well it is done.

3. I feel busy or rushed.

4. 1 feel pressured.

117



