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Abstract 

This study investigated the impact of organizational justice and job security on 

organizational commitment through the mediating effect of trust in top management. On 

the basis of theoretical linkages among the constructs, a conceptual model and 

hypotheses were established. The sample consisted of 337 Korean employees who were 

drawn from six Korean firms.  

After reliability testing, two dimensions of trust in top management were found 

not to be reliable in the Korean context. In addition, three items of quantitative job 

security were not appropriate because of non-linearity. Finally, the factor structure of 

four measurement models was examined by an overall confirmatory factor analysis 

(CFA). All items showed an appropriate range of factor loadings. After examining the 

measurement models, the hypothesized structural model was tested and revised based 

on modification indices. As a result, the model fit was improved in terms of theoretical 

relevance and parsimony. 

The results suggest that both organizational justice and long term job security 

affected trust in top management and organizational commitment significantly. All 

hypotheses were supported; however, the mediating effect via trust in top management 

was not strong enough to link two predictors with organizational commitment.  

The result of this study suggests that organizations should take care of 

employees’ personal and social needs in order to increase their trust and commitment 

toward the organization. Especially, social needs (organizational justice) should be 

maintained, as well as personal and economic needs of employees (job security). 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Today, turbulent change in the business arena has required organizations to 

transform continuously. Global organizations are laying off employees in a search for 

financial benefits through restructuring and downsizing. One of the most radical 

changes in the workplace in recent years has been the transformation of traditionally 

secure jobs into insecure ones. In the 1980s in the United States, a combination of 

acquisitions, mergers, and technological changes rendered many jobs superfluous, while 

economic pressures led other firms to cut staffs drastically (Roskies & Louis-Guerin, 

1990). 

From 1997 to 2000, Korea, along with most of Asia, underwent a severe 

economic period called the International Monetary Fund (IMF) period. For Korean 

workers, IMF was the end of lifetime employment and the beginning of job insecurity. 

The IMF required numerous organizations to restructure and downsize. After this IMF 

period, business practices changed in Korea (Kim, 2001). One change was to base pay 

not on seniority but, rather, on performance. While talented people move from one 

organization to another searching for better pay and promotion, less talented people 

move from job to job without guarantee that they will get better pay and promotion over 

time.  

As organizations no longer guaranteed lifetime employment, the job security of 

ordinary workers became more and more endangered. Currently, part-time work is 

increasing as a result of a decrease in the number of full-time jobs (Booth, Francesconi, 

& Frank, 2002; Segal & Sullivan, 1997). Because of the logic that mass production by 
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workers with part-time jobs is cost-effective compared with the cost of hiring full-time 

employees, jobs have become increasingly insecure, simultaneously intensifying 

competitiveness in the market. 

Recently, a survey conducted in Korea investigated changes in national 

consciousness ten years after IMF. When asked to answer questions about the 

considerations used in selecting jobs, people selected job security (55.7%) as the most 

important consideration among all factors. Pay level (14%) and aptitude and interest in 

job (12.5%) followed (Dong-A Newspaper, 11/11/2007). This result shows that job 

security was the most important job consideration in Korea because the status of jobs 

has fallen into the most insecure state since the IMF crisis.  

According to Ashford, Lee, and Bobko (1989), job insecurity leads to attitudinal 

reactions, such as intention to quit, reduced commitment, and reduced satisfaction. As a 

result of current changes in the job market to pursue competitiveness, Korean 

organizations are losing the organizational commitment and trust of their employees 

that had existed before IMF.  

Workers in the 1950s may have sold their soul to the corporation, but the 

recompense for self-denial was lifetime employment and a guaranteed standard of 

living (Roskies & Louis-Guerin, 1990). Steers (1977) showed that individuals who 

perceived their organizations to be undependable in carrying out their commitments to 

employees were, in turn, less committed to their organizations.  

Ashford et al. (1989) proposed that job insecurity would be negatively related to 

both employees’ commitment and their trust in a firm. These relationships occur 

primarily because insecure employees lose faith in the dependability of their 
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organizations, and their attachment to these firms may diminish accordingly. Yousef 

(1998) found that satisfaction with job security affects commitment to the organization 

in his study of expatriates. Organizations might exchange short-term performance of 

their employees at the expense of losing trust and organizational commitment if it then 

leads to the long-term success of the organization (Mayer & Davis, 1999; Tyler, 2003). 

Trust is based on the positive expectation that the other party will not act 

opportunistically (Robbins, 2003; Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998). Therefore, 

under the perception that organizations in this situation are acting in opportunistic ways, 

employees find it difficult to be committed to the organization. In addition, trust is 

based on the social exchange theory that one person does another a favor with an 

expectation of some future return (Aryee, Budchwar, & Chen, 2002). Such mutuality of 

benefit may not be perceived when organizations move to part-time employment, 

downsizing, and outsourcing. 

Based on Aryee et al. (2002), trust is posited in the social exchange model. Blau 

(1964) described social exchange as “the voluntary actions of individuals that are 

motivated by the returns they are expected to bring and typically do in fact bring from 

others” (p. 84). Therefore, given that there is no longer a guarantee that a job is secure, 

it is natural that employees will not easily form and maintain trust in an organization 

that will not guarantee their future, and so they withhold organizational citizenship 

behavior and organizational commitment. Yamagishi (1998) stated that, in forming a 

commitment with a particular partner, one obtains security (i.e., a reduction in social 

uncertainty) in exchange for lost opportunities. 



   4 

 

Trust in an organization brings about innumerable benefits that are invisible. 

Toyota is an example of where the combination of trust in top management and job 

security for its employees has historically led to desired results. Most studies have dealt 

with trust in the direct leader or trust in organizational leadership (Dietz & Hartog, 

2006; Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Ellis & Shockley-Zalabak, 2001). Dirks and Ferrin (2002) 

indicated that there has been little research directed at understanding distinctions of 

different leadership referents of trust. Although research has not presented empirical 

reasons for focusing on trust in the direct leader or management, it is intuitive that trust 

in leadership is more significantly related to organizational outcomes, such as 

organizational justice and commitment, than trust in the rest of the organization’s 

members (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Tan & Tan, 2000). Tan and Tan (2000) found that trust 

in top management is more related to global variables, such as organizational justice 

and perceived organizational support, while trust in supervisor is more related to 

proximal variables, such as satisfaction with supervisor and innovative behaviors.  

In this study, I limited the referent of trust to trust in top management as 

organizational justice and organizational commitment appear to be more related to trust 

in top management, while trust in supervisor or peer is more related to job satisfaction 

(Ellis & Shockley-Zalabak, 2001; Tan & Tan, 2000). Further, trust in top management 

actually represents trust in the organization (Allen & Meyer, 1997). In addition to job 

security, trust is built on the employee’s perception of organizational justice, which 

includes distributive justice, procedural justice, and interactive justice (Aryee et al., 

2002; Brockner & Siegel, 1996; Colquitt, Greenberg, & Zapata-Phelan, 2005; Dirks & 

Ferrin, 2002; Folger & Cropanzano, 1998). Based on the perception of organizational 
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justice, trust in an organization is positively related to work outcomes, such as job 

satisfaction, job performance, and organizational commitment (Hopkins & Weathington, 

2006; Pillai, Schriesheim, & Williams, 1999).  

In this study, one dimension of organizational justice, interactional justice, was 

not considered as it is related to trust in supervisor. Supervisors interact with employees 

directly, while trust in top management is indirect. In addition, the consequences of 

interactional justice are different from those of distributive and procedural justice 

(Hopkins & Weathington, 2006). Because interactional justice is mainly associated with 

personal outcomes, it would not be appropriate to associate it with organizational 

commitment, the target of this study.  

In this regard, one dimension of organizational commitment, continuance 

commitment, was not considered as it is related mainly to personal interest rather than 

organizational interest (Allen & Meyer, 1996; Foster, 2007; van Dijk, 2004). Van Dijk 

(2004) found that continuance commitment was weakly related with psychological 

contracts, while affective and normative commitment showed a significant relationship 

to psychological contracts. Foster (2007) found that continuance commitment was 

negatively related to organizational justice, while the other two were positively related 

to organizational justice. For this reason, interactional justice and continuance 

commitment were not considered in this study. 

Compared with the relationships among organizational justice, trust, and 

organizational commitment (Hopkins & Weathington, 2006; Pillai et al., 1999; 

Saunders & Thornhill, 2002), the connection between job security and these variables 

does not appear to have been widely researched. Yet, job security guaranteed by top 
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management could lead to increased trust, which could result in increased 

organizational commitment, because job security is a basic condition for employees to 

commit themselves to the organization (Yamagishi, 1998; Yousef, 2003). 

Problem Statement 

Numerous research studies have been conducted to determine the antecedents of 

trust focusing on personal factors (Mayer et al., 1995; McAllister, 1995). Ability, 

benevolence, and integrity of trustee have been identified as representative indicators of 

personal level antecedents of trust (Dietz & Hartog, 2006; Mayer et al., 1995). In 

addition to trustworthiness of the trustee, Mayer et al. (1995) included trustor’s 

propensity to trust as one important antecedent of trust.  

In regard to consequences of trust, risk-taking in the relationship has been 

regarded as the most important factor because risk-taking behavior distinguishes trust 

from other similar constructs, such as cooperation, confidence, and assurance (Dietz & 

Hartog, 2006; Mayer et al., 1995; Rousseau et al., 1998). Trust should be tested in 

vulnerable situations requiring the trustor to take risks (Brower et al., 2000). Through 

the feedback received, trust can be enhanced or broken or diminished. 

Another stream of trust research has focused on its connection with 

organizational factors (Aryee et al., 2002; Dietz & Hartog, 2006; Hopkins & 

Weathington, 2006). Organizational justice has been researched as an antecedent of 

trust rather than as an outcome of trust (Lewicki, Wiethoff, & Tomlinson, 2005), while 

organizational commitment has been researched mainly as a consequence of trust 

(Aryee et al., 2002; Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). A number of studies have confirmed that 

people’s trust in other people and in organizations grows as a result of fair treatment 
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(Lewicki et al., 2005). Thus, trust is posited as a mediator between organizational 

justice and organizational commitment in this study. 

However, no research exploring trust in top management as a consequence of a 

combination of organizational justice and job security was identified. This approach is 

balanced because job security is a personal factor mainly concerned with basic human 

needs, while organizational justice is an organizational factor more related to concern 

for others than self. Employees cannot be satisfied with organizational life without both 

of these.  

In addition to organizational factors, trust is influenced by situational factors, 

such as culture and societal characteristics. That is one of the reasons why these 

relationships need to be examined in the Korean context even though these connections 

have been examined many times in western countries. These relationships are supposed 

to take on different features because trust may be developed on different foundations in 

collectivistic societies (Yamagishi, 1994). Huff and Kelley (2003) examined how 

societal culture might influence organizational trust, with a particular interest in how 

trust differs for organizations in collectivist and individualist cultures. They found that 

western countries are higher in propensity to trust others at the individual level, as well 

as propensity to have a trusting relationship with other organizations at the 

organizational level, as compared with Asian countries. This result implies that the 

relationship between organizational justice and trust may be different in Asian contexts. 

Dietz and Hartog (2006) identified situational constraints and domain-specific concerns 

that might affect the trust process, specifically the trustor’s propensity to trust, the 

trustee’s characteristics, and the nature of the trustee-trustor relationship.  
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Although the positive relationships between job security and other constructs 

may be expected, the focus of this study was on the phenomenon of job security, which 

has attracted the attention of scholars interested in pervasive insecurity in the current 

job. Until now, there has been less attention paid to job insecurity as an antecedent of 

trust than has organizational justice. One reason may be due to the negative nature of 

job insecurity. 

However, the importance of job security can be seen through the opposite, job 

insecurity. To date, job insecurity has been discussed as reducing trust in top 

management and organizational commitment. Currently, widespread distrust in the 

relationship between employee and employer seems to come from job insecurity. In this 

vein, job security can be significantly influenced by perceived social relationships, such 

as the magnitude of trust between employee and employer and employee perception of 

fair treatment in the organization (Ashford et al., 1989; Folger & Konovsky, 1989; 

Roskies & Louis-Guerin, 1990).  

Organizational commitment has been researched as a consequence of job 

security. Yousef (1998) found that satisfaction with job security increased the level of 

organizational commitment for expatriate workers. He found that the most important 

considerations for expatriate workers were pay levels and job security. Organizational 

commitment has also been researched as a consequence of trust in top management and 

the organization (Aryee et al., 2002).  

Yamagishi et al. (1998) argued that an uncertain social environment promotes 

the formation of commitment between specific partners to avoid uncertainty. In their 

research design, commitment followed the forming of trust. Commitment formation 
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mediated the relationship between trust and job security. In other words, employees 

received job security in return for providing commitment to the organization under 

uncertain social and economic environments.  

This study investigated the antecedents and consequences of trust in top 

management. Subsequent relationships between organizational justice and job security 

were also of concern to this research because relatively little research has been 

conducted on that area despite its significance.  

Purpose of the Study and Research Questions 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the impact of organizational justice 

and job security on organizational commitment, while exploring if there is a mediating 

role of trust in top management. It was necessary, therefore, to investigate how 

employee perceptions of organizational justice and job security affected employees’ 

trust in top management. In addition, the relationships were examined between trust in 

top management and organizational commitment, organizational justice and 

organizational commitment, and job security and organizational commitment. Finally, 

the mediating role of employee trust in top management was studied between 

organizational justice, job security, and organizational commitment. 

As such, the research questions were: 

1. Are there relationships among organizational justice, job security, trust in top 

management, and organizational commitment? 

2. Is trust in top management a mediator between job security, organizational 

justice, and organizational commitment? 
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Conceptual Model of Hypothesized Interrelationships 

As described, four constructs were used in this study: a) organizational justice, 

b) job security, c) trust in top management, and d) organizational commitment. A 

conceptual model and hypotheses considering the relationships of these construct is 

proposed.  

Figure 1 shows the hypothesized model for this study based on the literature 

review in Chapter 2, suggesting that trust in top management mediates the relationship 

between organizational justice and commitment, and between job security and 

commitment. The model also suggests that there is a direct relationship between 

organizational commitment emerging from each of organizational justice and job 

security.  

 

Figure1. Conceptual framework. 
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Significance of the Study 

This study has both theoretical and practical implications for HRD. It adds new 

knowledge to the HRD literature and may be useful in improving relationships between 

employers and employees.  

Theoretical Significance 

First, this study extends the trust literature by investigating two distinct 

antecedents. From Maslow’s (1943) needs hierarchy theory, job security belongs to 

physical needs, a lower level of needs, while organizational justice deals with 

metaphysical needs beyond the individual’s safety, a higher level of needs. I found little 

research that deals with these two distinct antecedents of trust simultaneously. In this 

study, trust was expected to mediate the relationships between both organizational 

justice and organizational commitment and job security and organizational commitment.  

Second, this study contributes to understanding the importance of job security 

by investigating identified relationships surrounding job security. Job security was 

expected to increase organizational commitment through the mediating role of trust in 

top management. In addition, the relationship between organizational justice and job 

security was investigated as little research was found exploring that connection. 

Third, this study contributes to organizational justice and organizational 

commitment literature through investigating their relationships with job security. 

Employee perceptions of organizational justice were hypothesized to increase 

organizational commitment. The more they believe that their organization is treating 

employees fairly, the more they are likely to be committed to their organization in 
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return. If the relationships are significant, they will add to the pool of important 

antecedents and consequences of job security. 

Practical Significance 

If job security is significantly related to trust in top management, job security 

can be added to the salient preconditions, along with perceptions of organizational 

justice, for forming trust.  

Second, this study may provide different prescriptions for maintaining 

organizational commitment of employees through emphasizing the joint benefits of trust, 

job security, and organizational justice. Up to now, materialistic prescriptions, such as 

pay for performance or discriminating compensation, have prevailed over ethical and 

cultural prescriptions, such as building trust, justice, and job security to induce 

organizational commitment. 

At least in part, this is consistent with a current survey that has shown that 

employees select their jobs based on prioritizing security among other factors (Dong-A 

Ilbo, 11/20/07). The expected result, if confirmed, will show that top management must 

be trusted by its employees in order to induce commitment to the organization through 

expectations of job security and fair treatment of its employees. In this regard, the role 

of HRD should be to facilitate communications between employee and top management 

through organizational support. 

Limitations of the Study 

First, all of the measures are dependent on self-report, and a social desirability 

bias may influence the outcomes of this study (van Dijk, 2004). 
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Second, this study measured only perceptions of employees with regard to 

targeted constructs. In other words, this study is dependent on a single source. There 

may be significant differences between an employee’s trust in an employer and an 

employer’s trust in an employee because trust does not guarantee reciprocity, unlike 

leader-member exchange quality (Brower, Shoorman, & Tan, 2000). Also, there could 

be disagreement on some items on perceptions of justice and commitment between 

employees and their supervisor. This study excludes perceptions of others due to the 

complexities this would add.  

Third, except for reasonable assumptions based on the literature review, causal 

relationships among variables cannot be shown. Future research might be designed to 

determine cause-effect relationships among variables.  

Definitions of Key Terms 

The constructs of this study include: a) job security, b) organizational 

commitment, c) organizational justice, and d) trust in top management. These terms are 

defined below. 

Job Security 

Job security is defined as one’s expectations about continuity in a job situation 

(Davy, Kinicki, & Scheck, 1997). It includes desirable job features, such as promotion 

opportunities, current working conditions, and long-term career opportunities (Borg & 

Elizur, 1992).  

One way of viewing job security is through its reciprocal, job insecurity, Job 

insecurity refers to an employee’s negative reaction to the changes concerning their jobs 

(Sverke & Hellgren, 2002; p.26). According to the two dimensions theory of job 
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insecurity scale (Sverke, Hellgren, & Issakson, 1999), quantitative job insecurity refers 

to concerns about the future existence of the present job, while qualitative job insecurity 

refers to perceived threats of impaired quality in the employment relationship.  

Organizational Commitment 

Organizational commitment refers to an individual’s feelings about the 

organization as a whole. It is the psychological bond that an employee has with an 

organization and has been found to be related to staying with the organization (Mowday, 

Porter, & Steers, 1982).  

Among the three dimensions of organizational commitment, affective and 

normative commitment were used in this study as identified in the literature (Allen & 

Meyer, 1997). Affective commitment refers to the employee’s emotional attachment to, 

identification with, and involvement in, the organization. Normative commitment 

reflects a feeling of obligation to continue employment in that organization (Allen & 

Meyer, 1990). 

Organizational Justice 

Organizational justice is defined as the role of fairness in organizations and is 

related to perceptions of fair treatment of employees. As one sub-dimension, 

distributive justice is defined as “the perceived fairness of the outcomes or allocations 

that an individual receives” (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998, p. xxi). Procedural justice is 

defined as “the fairness issues concerning the methods, mechanisms, and processes used 

to determine outcomes” (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998, p. 26).  

Trust in Top Management 

Trust is defined as  
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the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party based 

on the expectation that the other party will perform a particular action important 

to the trustor irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other party. 

(Mayer et al., 1995, p. 712) 

It is also defined as “a psychological state comprising the intention to accept 

vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions or behavior of another” 

(Rousseau et al., 1998, p. 395). 

Summary 

Today’s turbulent business environment has forced organizations to focus on 

improving performance, often through layoffs and organizational restructuring, and 

often neglecting relationships with their employees. Therefore, along with the issue of 

fair treatment, job security has become a major issue for employees in selecting their 

jobs because today’s jobs are perceived by employees to be insecure.  

According to Maslow’s needs hierarchy theory, job security is classified as a 

basic need to guarantee an employee’s safety, while organizational justice includes 

higher needs to care for others in the organization. Trust is affected by two distinct 

antecedents–metaphysical and physical. 

However, organizations need their employees’ trust and organizational 

commitment to succeed in a competitive business world. Because trust requires both 

parties to be vulnerable to each other, trust and organizational commitment are needed 

in today’s organizational crisis even more than in the past (Mishra, 1996). Paradoxically, 

both trust and commitment are more strongly required when they are rare as a result of 

organizations pursuing short-term organizational effectiveness. 
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From a social exchange perspective, employees are expected to exchange 

commitment and trust with their employer in return for fair treatment and guaranteed 

job security. In this context, this study examined the relationships among organizational 

justice, job security, trust in top management, and organizational commitment. 

Trust is expected to play a mediating role in the relationships between other 

variables. Trust is posited as a foundation for employees to sacrifice their short-term 

economic gains for future returns because they believe their organization will 

reciprocate with fair treatment and job security. From a long-term perspective, it is 

generally accepted that organizations cannot succeed without gaining employees’ 

voluntary trust and commitment. 

The following chapters present relevant literature, research methods, results, and 

conclusions and implications of this study. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

One way of examining the relationship between employee and employer in an 

organization is based on social exchange theory. Theoretically, the employer is 

supposed to give its employees job security and fair treatment, while employees are 

expected to trust top management and be committed to the organization in return. In 

terms of social exchange theory, both fair treatment and job security are basic 

conditions for employees to be committed to the organization. In this chapter, 

organizational justice, job security, trust, and organizational commitment are 

overviewed, and five research hypotheses are presented based on the interrelationships 

among these variables.  

Organizational Justice 

Organizational justice is generally considered to consist of three sub-

dimensions: distributive justice, procedural justice, and interactional justice. 

Distributive justice is concerned with the fairness of outcomes, such as pay, rewards, 

and promotions (Colquitt, Greenberg, & Zapata-Phelan, 2005). Procedural justice refers 

to fairness issues concerning the methods, mechanisms, and processes used to 

determine outcomes (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998). Interactional justice deals with the 

fairness of interpersonal communication. Interactional justice means that people are 

sensitive to the quality of interpersonal treatment they receive during the enactment of 

organizational procedures (Bies & Moag, 1986).  

In this study, however, the overview is limited to distributive and procedural 

justice because interactional justice is not a relevant dimension to relate to the targeted 
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organization-related variables (Aryee et al., 2002). Interactional justice is more related 

to supervisory commitment and other personal outcomes, such as job satisfaction, rather 

than organizational commitment (Hopkins & Weathington, 2006). 

Generally speaking, issues of unfairness in organizations concern both 

distributive and procedural justice. Even in a situation that requires procedural 

reformation in the public sector, such as in the National Assembly, concerns about 

distributive justice are seldom raised. Trade unions, which ostensibly pursue fair 

distribution of outcomes (distributive justice), in the eyes of others, often insist on 

changing irrational procedures in the name of procedural justice. Brockner and Siegel 

(1996) called this phenomenon the interactive effects between distributive and 

procedural justice.  

Drawing on examples, it can be inferred that justice-related matters concern both 

distribution and procedures in real contexts. Both outcomes and procedures work 

together to create a sense of injustice or fairness in any given situation. A full 

understanding of fairness cannot be achieved by examining the two constructs 

separately (Brockner et al., 1996; Cropanzano & Folger, 1991). 

However, it should be noted that distributive justice is related mainly to the 

motivation of self-interest, while procedural justice is related to altruistic motivation 

toward others (Brockner & Siegel, 1996; Gillespie & Greenberg, 2005). In the next 

section, distributive justice and procedural justice are reviewed. 

Distributive Justice 

Distributive justice is related to personal gain from allocation of resources in an 

organization. During the period between the 1950’s and the 1970’s, most organizational 
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justice studies focused on distributive justice, which is based on social exchange theory 

(Colquitt et al., 2005). 

According to Homans (1958), people develop normative expectations for future 

exchanges. Individuals involved in exchange relationships with others are sensitive to 

the possibility that one party may be getting more from the exchange than the other. 

Homans (1961) pointed out that individuals expect fair exchanges, and such a 

perception is contingent on the object of the individual’s reference.  

Specifically, Blau (1964) distinguished between two types of exchanges: 

economic exchanges that are contractual in nature and stipulate in advance the exact 

quantities to be exchanged and social exchanges that involve “favors that create diffuse 

future obligations, not precisely specified ones, and the nature of the return cannot be 

bargained about but must be left to the discretion of the one who makes it” (p. 93). In 

addition, Blau suggested that individuals’ expectations greatly influence their 

satisfaction with exchange relationships and are affected by their previous experiences. 

Drawing on notions of investments and social exchange, Adams (1965) 

theorized distributive justice in terms of equity. Equity is defined as a perceived ratio of 

outcomes to inputs. Inputs mean anything that someone contributes to an organization, 

such as education, knowledge, experience, time, or effort (Adams, 1963). Outcomes are 

those things that an individual receives from an organization, such as pay, rewards, 

recognition, or satisfaction. Fairness is perceived when there is equity between inputs 

and outcomes (Foster, 2007).  

Adams (1965) used equity theory to measure individuals’ work motivation and 

satisfaction under three conditions of under-reward, over-reward, or equitable reward. 
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Individuals perceived inequity based on comparison with others rather than on objective 

criteria. Empirical research has examined how people respond to the outcomes of a 

resource allocation decision as a function of its perceived fairness. Individuals who are 

overpaid will feel guilty, while individuals who are underpaid will feel anger (Colquitt 

et al., 2005). Distributive justice stems from two types of comparison; comparison of 

one’s own outcomes and income (intrapersonal), and social comparison with others 

(interpersonal) (Cropanzano & Folger, 1989).  

As a consequence of perceived inequity, anger and aggression toward the 

organization may be the cause for integrating distributive justice with procedural justice. 

A discussion of procedural justice thus follows. 

Procedural Justice 

In organizational justice research, the focus on distributive justice moved to 

procedural justice between the mid-1970s and mid-1990s (Colquitt et al., 2005). 

Procedural justice stemmed from a legal dispute context (Thibaut & Walker, 1975). The 

basic underlying assumption of this theory is that individuals are affected not only by 

the outcomes that they receive, but also by the fairness of the processes used to plan and 

implement a given decision.  

Procedural fairness is determined by the structure of the decision-making 

process and by the interpersonal behaviors of the parties who implement the decision 

(Brockner & Siegel, 1996; Thibaut & Walker, 1978). Standing on Thibaut and Walker’s 

(1975) legacy, Leventhal, Karuza, and Fry (1980) extended the concept of procedural 

justice from dispute resolution contexts to outcome-allocation contexts in organizations. 

They suggested six procedural rules that should be observed in allocation contexts. 
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Procedures should: a) follow consistent procedures (consistency), b) be without self-

interest (bias suppression), c) be based on accurate information (accuracy), d) provide 

opportunities to correct the decision (correctability), e) consider the interests of all 

concerned parties represented (representativeness), and f) follow moral and ethical 

standards (ethicality). 

While equity theory is mainly concerned with self-interest focusing on reactions 

to perceived inequities from allocation of resources and outcomes in organizations 

(Greenberg, 1991), the primary interest of procedural justice lies in the rules and 

procedures that dominate the allocation of outcomes beyond self-interest. In this vein, 

procedural justice could be called social justice, in contrast to distributive justice that 

could be called personal justice or private justice. 

To account for the effects of procedural justice, Lind and Tyler (1988) suggested 

a group value model. An underlying assumption of this theory is that people value their 

group memberships not simply on economic but also on social and psychological 

reasons. Because the origin of justice is related to morality in a social context (Folger, 

Cropanzano, & Goldman, 2005), people adhere to fair procedures and norms even in 

situations when they then sacrifice personal gains.  

Lind and Tyler (1988) argued that the more someone considers a process to be 

fair, the more tolerant that person is about the consequences of the process, even though 

the outcomes are perceived to be disadvantageous to them. Procedural justice is more 

strongly related to trust in institutions and their authorities, whereas distributive justice 

is more strongly related to attitudes about personal outcomes, such as pay satisfaction 

and overall job satisfaction (Alexander & Ruderman, 1987; Folger & Konovsky, 1989). 
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Folger and Konovsky (1989) showed that, when procedural justice is perceived 

as high, people conform to a low level of distributive justice without resentment. In 

other words, under the perception of high procedural justice, people conform to the 

disadvantageous results of pay inequity. However, under the perception of low 

procedural justice, people react to pay inequity with anger toward the organization 

(Sweeney & McFarlin, 1992).  

Although the concept of distributive justice is distinct from that of procedural 

justice, several research studies have shown that distributive justice interacts with 

procedural justice (Ambrose & Arnaud, 2005; Brockner, Siegel, Daly, Tyler, & Martin, 

1996; Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Sweeney & McFarlin, 1992). For example, even when 

individuals receive unfavorable outcomes, they evaluate an outcome more positively 

when they believe the process is fair (Brockner et al., 1997). Put another way, 

procedural justice moderates the impact of distributive justice on individual reactions to 

a decision (Brockner & Siegel, 1996). When procedures are unfair, people respond 

much more favorably when distributive justice is relatively high. When procedures are 

fair, however, distributive justice has much less impact on individual reactions 

(Alexander & Ruderman, 1987). 

Job Security 

One way of viewing job security is through its reciprocal, job insecurity. 

Systematic research on job insecurity began to emerge in the pioneering work of 

Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt (1984). At that time, the focus shifted from job security to 

job insecurity, reflecting the advent of a flexible labor market and subsequent 

downsizing and layoffs (Sverke et al., 2002). Therefore, the construct took on the 
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meaning of a stressor rather than a motivator, and the number of studies on job 

insecurity increased substantially. 

Today, jobs have been increasingly insecure (Roskies & Guerin, 1990).What has 

made jobs more insecure than ever? Ladipo and Wilkinson (2002) identified three 

contextual factors to make jobs insecure in Europe: technological innovation, trade 

globalization, and the commercialization of the public sector in product markets. 

Intensified global competition has forced organizations to cut production costs and 

become more flexible and leaner. New technologies have paved the way for less labor 

intensive production (Sverke & Hellgren, 2002). These intensified pressures have been 

passed on to the workforce, while the protections afforded by trade unions were 

diminishing in most OECD states.  

However, Mankelow (2002) indicated that organizations would pay the cost of 

job insecurity instead of gaining temporary flexibility and short-term gains. Most 

importantly, they would lose the goodwill of the workforce. A workforce under 

insecurity shows less motivation and trust in top management than a workforce in a 

secure position (Gilder, 2003). Research has shown that employees in insecure 

organizations have a low tendency to trust in top management, even though their 

organizational commitment may remain strong despite the fear of job loss (Mankelow, 

2002). 

Definitions and Content of Job Security 

Job security has been defined as one’s expectations about continuity in a job 

situation (Davy, Kinicki, & Scheck, 1997). It includes desirable job features, such as 

promotion opportunities, current working conditions, and long-term career opportunities 
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(Borg & Elizur, 1992). On the other side, job insecurity refers to “an employee’s 

negative reaction to the changes concerning their jobs” (Sverke & Hellen, 2002, p. 26). 

Job insecurity is characterized by “powerlessness to maintain desired continuity in a 

threatened job situation” (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984, p. 438). 

According to Lazarus’ stress theory (1984), the interpretation of a stressor goes 

through two evaluation processes: primary and secondary. At first, individuals evaluate 

whether a stressor will be threatening or not. Then, individuals evaluate whether they 

can control the stressor with available resources. If the stressor proves to be controllable, 

individuals decide to change the situation by confronting the problem. If the stressor 

proves to be uncontrollable, individuals strive to alleviate the stress-related problem 

through an emotion-focused coping strategy. 

Following Lazarus’s (1984) theory, Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt (1984) 

suggested that job insecurity is more dependent on the employees’ perceptions 

(primary--perceived threat and secondary--perceived control) independent of objective 

threats and uncertainty. 

Just as the construct of justice perception reflects subjective discrepancy 

between input and output in terms of referent (Adams, 1965), the construct of job 

insecurity reflects the discrepancy between the present levels of security a person 

experiences and the level he or she prefers (Hartley et al., 1991). Therefore, the level of 

job insecurity varies by individual, even if two individuals experience the same external 

and organizational conditions because the phenomenon is subjective (Lazarus, 1983; 

Mishra & Spreitzer, 2002). For example, employees who willingly seek a transfer to 

another organization, who trust their employability, or who for other reasons do not 
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worry about losing their job will not experience a high level of job insecurity (Sverke, 

Hellgren, & Naswall, 2002). At the same time as there are hopeful advocates in an 

organization for downsizing and restructuring, many others may feel threatened by the 

possibility of a layoff (Spreitzer & Mishra, 1998). 

According to Ashford et al. (1989), job insecurity consists of two dimensions: 

the severity of the threat to one’s job and a feeling of powerlessness to counteract the 

threat. Based on this two-component model of job insecurity, the extent of job 

insecurity should be: (1) highest when the perceived threat is high and the perceived 

control is low, (2) lowest when the perceived threat is low and the perceived control is 

high, and (3) moderate when both threat and control are high or both threat and control 

are low (Brockner, Grover, Reed, & Dewitt, 1992). The phenomenon of job insecurity 

should be interpreted as a variety of interactions between two components. 

According to Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt’s (1984) job insecurity instrument, the 

severity of the threat consists of four dimensions: perceived threat to various job 

features, perceived importance of each feature to an individual, perceived threat of the 

occurrence of various events that would negatively affect an individual’s total job, and 

the importance attached to each of these potentialities. There is a fifth component that is 

related to perceived control: powerlessness. Powerlessness is an individual’s inability to 

counteract the threats identified in the first four components. Therefore, even if they 

perceive a threat to their jobs or job features, people who have the power to counteract 

threats--those who are low in powerlessness–should not experience as much job 

insecurity as those who are high in powerlessness.  
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Antecedents of Job Insecurity 

According to comprehensive research on job insecurity (Ashford et al., 1989; 

Sverke et al., 2002), antecedents are classified as changes in external situations, 

organizational contexts, relationships within organizations, and personal differences. In 

some research, antecedents such as locus of control or individual personality were 

hypothesized as moderators (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984). 

Job insecurity can be greatly affected by external massive changes, such as 

merger, downsizing, and restructuring situations (Ashford et al., 1989; Brockner, Reed, 

& Dewitt, 1992; Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984; Mishra & Spreitzer, 1998). Social 

uncertainty can increase an individual’s job insecurity that is dependent on changes in 

external environments (Yamagish & Yamagish, 1994). Even though there is little 

research studying the link between macro changes with the construct of job insecurity, 

there has been some research focused on a survivor’s work effort during organizational 

crisis (Brockner et al., 1992; Mishra, 1996). 

An employee’s relationship with the organization can moderate job insecurity 

through the magnitude of perception of justice and trust (Lee, 2006). Spreitzer and 

Mishra (2002) reported that survivors of downsizing who saw their top management 

operating with procedural and distributive justice during the downsizing period 

experienced less job insecurity than did those who did not. As a result, they showed 

more trust in top management. Both trust in top management and justice perceptions 

reduced perceptions of threat stemming from the downsizing and, thus, facilitated more 

constructive survivor responses. Therefore, it can be said that job insecurity is inversely 

related to the magnitude of the relationship with top management. 



   27 

 

In addition, employees who are empowered by their employer do not show 

destructive and helpless responses following job insecurity (Mishra & Spreitzer, 1998). 

Even though they experience the same level of perceived threat as employees who are 

not empowered, they do not show the same level of insecurity as employees not 

empowered because they are empowered to overcome perceived threats from their 

employer.  

Individual differences, especially in locus of control and personality, affected 

job insecurity most strongly as these characteristics are internally embedded compared 

with the aforementioned external conditions (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984; Roskies, 

Louis-Guerin, & Fournier, 1993). Ashford et al. (1989) argued that locus of control is a 

personal factor that should directly relate to the perceived powerlessness dimension of 

job insecurity. Compared to people with external locus of control, those with an internal 

locus of control generally see environmental events as having less impact and believe 

that they have the power to counteract whatever threats their environment might pose 

(Ashford et al., 1989). Therefore, individuals with an internal locus of control will 

experience a lower level of job insecurity. 

Positive and negative affectivity are distinct dimensions of mood that roughly 

reflect the principal personality dimensions (Hellgren, Sverke, & Isaakson, 1999). 

Generally, individuals high in negative affectivity are prone to evaluate themselves, 

others, and the world in a more negative way, whereas those high in positive affectivity 

are characterized by high energy, excitement, enthusiasm, and pleasurable engagement. 

In a similar vein, those with a negative personality are more likely to perceive risks and 

have lowered well-being compared with those with a positive personality (Roskies, 
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Louis-Guerin, & Fournier, 1993). These results suggest that positive personality 

attributes exert as strong an effect on mental health as negative ones, albeit in the 

opposite direction. Therefore, the authors contended, the interaction between objective 

threat and personality should be researched.  

Consequences of Job Insecurity 

For employees, job insecurity may have detrimental effects on their well-being, 

such as physical and mental health (Burchell, 1994; De Whitt, 1999). Longitudinal 

studies have reported that survivors’ health has consistently decreased as a result of 

accumulated uncertainty, whereas job losers’ health has consistently increased after job 

loss (Burchell, 1994; Dekker & Schaufeli, 1995). These results suggest that negative 

effects on mental health of long-term job insecurity are more serious than job loss itself. 

In addition, several studies have shown that employees who believe that their future 

employment is insecure are generally more dissatisfied with their job than those who 

perceive their employment to be more secure (Ashford et al., 1989; Hellgren et al., 

1999; Lee, 2006; Lim, 1996; Rosenblatt & Ruvio, 1996). 

From an organizational perspective, job insecurity may have negative 

consequences for employees’ attitudes, such as organizational trust and commitment, 

ranging from moderately to strongly negative (Sverke & Hellgren, 2002). From a social 

exchange perspective, employees might withdraw their loyalty and attachment to 

organizations that do not provide job security in order to maintain balance in an 

exchange relationship (Robinson & Rousseau, 1994). In summary, workers react to job 

insecurity, and their reactions have negative consequences for organizational 

effectiveness (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984).  
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Both turnover intention and turnover increase in parallel with job insecurity 

(Kinnunen et al., 2000). Job insecurity has also been reported to lead to a decline in 

individual performance (Sverke et al., 2002) and organizational citizenship behavior 

(Lee, 2006). In a highly insecure environment, individuals lose their motivation to work 

hard (Brockner et al., 1992), which then leads to a lower level of performance. 

Organizational citizenship behavior decreases as a result of an insecure job situation 

because it is a voluntary and altruistic behavior. Turbulent changes in business 

environment require employees to be competitive with others. Then, fierce competition 

with others prevents employees from helping others because there is little mental room 

for cooperation (Lee, 2006). 

Although job insecurity leads to negative consequences for employees and 

organizations, some research indicates that negative consequences of job insecurity may 

have been overestimated in previous research (Hellgren et al., 1999; Sverke et al., 2002). 

Specifically, some research has reported inconsistent and contradictory findings 

compared with previous studies in regard to organizational commitment and work effort 

(Brockner et al., 1992; Mankelow, 2002; Spreitzer & Mishra, 1998).  

Work effort is an example that leaves much to be explained. Research has 

suggested that the relationship between layoff-induced job insecurity and a survivor’s 

work effort is probably non-linear (Brockner et al., 1992). These researchers found that 

a moderate level of job insecurity activates a survivor’s work effort as measured by job 

performance. According to their findings, the work effort of survivors will be greater at 

moderate levels of job insecurity rather than at low or high levels of job insecurity. If 

job insecurity is low, survivors are likely to be unmotivated because they feel 
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complacent. If job insecurity is high, survivors are also likely to be unmotivated 

because they feel helpless, affected by either a high level of perceived threat or a low 

level of perceived control. Moderate levels of job insecurity lead survivors to exhibit the 

greatest level of work effort.  

Trust in Organizations 

While trust among people seems to be diminishing gradually, trust is a core of 

social capital that contributes to the success of a new global economy (Fukuyama, 

1995). What makes trust important? First, the new global economy requires 

organizations to be restructured according to economic and social changes (Daft, 1998). 

To cope swiftly with turbulent changes, organizations are reforming from hierarchical 

to flatter structures (Kramer, 1996). In flatter structures, trust-based relationships take 

the place of control-based relationships. Second, empirical research has found that 

accumulated social capital, such as trust, improves economic productivity in 

organizations and society (Fukuyama, 1995; Putnam, 1995). 

Interpersonal trust is important social capital that can facilitate cooperation and 

enable coordinated social interactions (Williams, 2001). Trust reduces both the cost of 

and the need for monitoring others’ behavior and creates an implied contract. Because 

trust facilitates informal cooperation and reduces negotiation costs, it is invaluable to 

organizations that depend on cross-functional teams and inter-organizational 

partnerships (Powell, 1990; Ring & van de Ven, 1994).  

Trust leads to productive debate that ultimately prevents group members from 

group-think (Simons & Peterson, 2000). Task conflict between people frequently leads 

to relationship conflict. Sometimes, the cause of task conflict is misattributed to bad 
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relationships. However, intra-group trust prevents members from misattributing task 

conflict to relationship conflict. The optimal level of task conflict leads to 

organizational performance, while relationship conflict is always harmful to 

organizational functioning (Simons & Peterson, 2000).  

However, there is also a critical weakness in trust. The rise and fall of Enron 

showed that excessive trust by some corporate stakeholders is very risky and harmful to 

the organization to the extent that a huge company collapsed quickly (Currall & Epstein, 

2003). From the Enron case, trust is seen as slow to build, while it can decline quickly. 

Trust implies the support of risk-taking behavior. This character of trust prevents 

companies from forming trusting relationships with others easily, even though there is 

merit in forming such trust. 

Perspectives and Definitions of Trust 

Hosmer (1995) viewed trust as “one party’s optimistic expectations of the 

behavior of another when the party must make a decision about how to act under 

conditions of vulnerability and dependence” (Hosmer, 1995, p. 393). Trust is defined as 

“the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party” (Mayer et al., 

1995, p. 712). Trust is based on the expectation that the other will perform a particular 

action important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or control that other 

party (Mayer et al., 1995). Rousseau et al. (1998) defined trust as “a psychological state 

comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the 

intentions or behavior of another” (p. 395).  

As shown in these definitions, the willingness to be vulnerable is seen as the 

core component in defining trust. In addition, risk-taking has been discussed as a core 
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antecedent or outcome of trust (Mayer et al., 1995; McAllister, 1995; Rousseau et al., 

1998). Even though trust is often interchanged with cooperation, trust is distinguished 

from similar concepts, such as cooperation and confidence, in that these later concepts 

do not put another party at risk (Mayer et al., 1995).  

The third necessary condition of trust is interdependence, where the interests of 

one party cannot be achieved without reliance on another. Although both risk and 

interdependence are required for trust to emerge, the nature of the risk and trust changes 

as interdependence increases (Rousseau et al., 1998). Degrees of interdependence 

actually determine the level of trust. 

Similarities and Dissimilarities from Social Exchange Construct: POS, LMX, and Trust 

Like the perception of fairness, trust has many commonalities but also some 

differences with social exchange theories (Brower, Shoorman, & Tan, 2000; Wayne, 

Shore, & Liden, 1997).  

In terms of social exchange theory, people will do a favor to others when there is 

some expectation of future returns. As with economic assets, social capital, such as 

favor and cooperation, is exchanged with expected future returns. There are two 

different types of social exchange in organizations: perceived organizational support 

(POS) (Eisenberg, Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986) and leader-member exchange 

(LMX) (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975).  

Employees tend to determine the input of organizational commitment and 

citizenship behavior depending on POS. Employees tend to be committed to the 

organization if it respects employee contributions and supports employee development 

(Park, 2007). Even when employees perceive the outcomes to be relatively unfavorable 
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to them, employees’ trust in organizational authorities is more strongly related to the 

support of the organization of them (Brockner et al., 1997). Also, employees have a 

different quality of relationships with the immediate supervisor depending on the 

perceived expectation of leaders and delegation of tasks. 

Brower, Shoorman, and Tan (2000) compared LMX with trust. First, while 

LMX quality is mutual, trust does not need to be mutual. LMX assumes that there is 

consensus on the quality of the relationship between the leader and his or her 

subordinates. Unlike LMX, trust is differently perceived from party to party. Imagine 

the situation where the subordinate is competent while the leader is not competent. In 

that situation, the leader may trust the subordinate more than the subordinate trusts the 

leader. The most striking difference between trust and social exchange theory is that the 

trustor may take a risk, while employees who are limited in exchange relationships tend 

to minimize risks and maximize profits from exchange relationships. In other words, 

trust has irrational qualities that cannot be explained from a rational perspective 

(Hosmer, 1995). Therefore, when organizational crises occur, trusting relationships can 

be challenged (Webb, 1996).  

Antecedents of Trust 

With conditions of risk-taking and interdependence, the decision to trust others 

is mainly affected by the trustworthiness of the trustee, the trustor’s propensity to trust 

others, the characteristics of the referents, and situational factors, such as culture (Aryee 

et al., 2002; Dietz & Hartdog, 2006; Huff & Kelley, 2002; Yamagishi & Yamagishi, 

1994).  
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First, the trust literature has focused on the trustworthiness of the trustee as the 

most important factor to affect the trust process. As many as ten dimensions of 

perceived trustworthiness have been identified (Butler, 1991; Mishra, 1996). These 

dimensions have been classified into three basic categories: ability, benevolence, and 

integrity (Dietz & Hartdog, 2006; Mayer et al., 1995; McAllister, 1995).  

Similarly, Mishra (1996) identified four antecedents of trust: competence, 

reliability, openness, and concern, based on interviews with managers. Roughly 

speaking, competence and reliability belong to a cognitive dimension, whereas 

openness and concern are regarded as an affective dimension oriented toward others.  

Interpersonal trust has both cognitive and affective foundations (Lewis & 

Wiegert, 1985). Competence or ability refers to the other party’s capabilities and a set 

of skills to carry out obligations in some area (McAllister, 1995). Benevolence reflects 

benign motives and genuine concern toward the other party’s welfare. It refers to other-

oriented desire to care for the protection of another (Hosmer, 1995). Integrity means 

people’s adherence to the set of principles acceptable to the other party, encompassing 

honesty and fair treatment, and the avoidance of hypocrisy. Empirical tests suggest that 

perceptions of ability, benevolence, and integrity constitute important cognitive 

antecedents of trust (Mayer & Davis, 1999).  

Second, the trust literature often seems to ignore the importance of propensity to 

trust others even though it affects significantly the decision to trust others. Dietz and 

Hartog (2006) found that the trustworthiness of B does not guarantee that the trustor 

will actually trust B. To make trusting relationships happen, the propensity of the trustor 

plays a pivotal role as important as the trustee’s characteristics.  
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Third, the referent of trust is salient because interpersonal trust varies depending 

on the target being trusted. According to Butler (1991), the perceived critical content to 

determine trust varies according to the referent of trust (Butler, 1991). Like trust in top 

management, upward trust tends to be more determined by integrity, competence, and 

consistency than benevolence, while downward trust, such as trust in subordinates or 

employees, tends to be more determined by integrity, loyalty, and openness. 

Among various referents of trust, top management has been frequently 

researched as an antecedent, together with the immediate supervisor. Several studies 

have reported that both referents have been found to affect work outcomes significantly 

over other referents in the organization (Aryee et al., 2002; Ellis & Shockley-Zalabak, 

2001; Tan & Tan, 2000). Aryee et al. (2002) discovered that trust in an organization has 

different antecedents and outcomes from trust in a supervisor. For example, trust in an 

organization is related mainly with job satisfaction, turnover intentions, and 

organizational commitment, while trust in a supervisor is related with task performance 

and organizational citizenship behavior.  

Fourth, trust is affected by situational factors (Dietz & Hartog, 2006), such as 

cultural context (Yamagishi, Cook, & Watabe, 1998; Yamagishi & Yamagishi, 1994). 

Strong internal trust, according to Yamagishi et al. (1998), prevents particular groups 

from forming general trust with outsiders. Strong ties between parties (in-group) means 

exclusiveness between insider and outsider (out-group) (Fukuyama, 1995). Huff and 

Kelley (2002) found that, in seven nations, both propensity to trust others and external 

trust are stronger in individualistic cultures than in collectivistic cultures (Hofstede, 

1980). In general, U. S. Americans are more willing to trust others outside their 
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organization and easily form trusting relationships with externals, while Japanese show 

more internal trust.  

Dimensions of Trust  

McAllister (1995) suggested that interpersonal trust is characterized by two 

dimensions: cognition and affect. Cognition-based trust is rooted in the perception of 

the competence of the trustee, while affection-based trust is related with emotion and 

benevolence toward the trustee. In reality, they are deeply related with each other even 

though they are distinct from each other conceptually. McAllister maintained that 

affect-based trust has different antecedents and outcomes from cognition-based trust. In 

an hypothesized model, both organizational citizenship behavior and interaction 

frequency are posited as antecedents of affect-based trust. On the other hand, both 

previous performance and credentials affect cognition-based trust.  

Basically, the decision to trust is based on the cognition that the trustee is 

competent and reliable in specific matters in certain environments. Responsibility, 

dependability, and reliability expectations must usually be met in order for trust 

relationships to begin and develop (McAllister, 1995).  

However, affective foundations for trust also exist independent of cognitive trust, 

consisting of emotional bonds between individuals. People make emotional investments 

in trust relationships, expressing genuine care and concern for the welfare of partners, 

irrespective of their competence. 

However, affection seems to be a more significant influence on trust than 

cognition as trust develops and enters in qualitatively different stages (Lewicki & 

Bunker, 1996; McAllister, 1995; Rousseau et al., 1998; Williams, 2001). Generally 
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speaking, deeper types of trust associated with affect are more stable over time and 

across situations (Williams, 2001). In addition, McAllister (1995) proposed that trust 

based on care and concern is deeper than trust based primarily on cognitive perceptions 

of predictable, dependable behavior. Thus, cognition-based trust tends not to be restored 

easily when broken, compared with affection-based trust (Webb, 1996). 

Although there are differences in the degree of trust based on cognition and 

affection, it should be noted that affect is not discrete from cognition in each stage. 

Affection interacts with cognition at every stage. According to Jones and George (1998), 

affect may influence trust-related cognitions: perceptions, beliefs, motives, and 

judgments. In a similar vein, cognition may influence trust-related affect (Williams, 

2001). In addition, Jones and George (1998) classified trust in three types according to 

the extent of shared values, emotions, and attitudes: distrust, and conditional and 

unconditional trust.  

On the other hand, Rousseau et al. (1998) divided trust into calculus-based and 

relational trust. Calculus-based trust is derived from rational choice-characteristics of 

interactions, based on economic exchange. In other words, trust emerges when the 

trustor perceives that the trustee intends to perform a beneficial action for the trustor. 

For instance, credible information about the trustee may be provided by others 

(reputation) or by certification (e.g., a diploma). Thus, opportunities are pursued, and 

risks are continually monitored at this stage. 

Relational trust is derived from repeated interactions over time between the 

trustor and trustee (Rousseau et al., 1998). Reliability and dependability in previous 

interactions with the trustor give rise to positive expectations regarding the trustee's 



   38 

 

intentions. Emotion enters into the relationship between the parties insofar as frequent 

and longer-term interaction leads to attachment formation based on reciprocal 

interpersonal care and concern. While calculation-based trust focuses on the 

consequence of interaction and on whether the consequences are beneficial to the trustor, 

relational trust regards intentions as more important than consequences (McAllister, 

1995). 

From previous research, one can infer that cognition-based trust develops into 

affection-based trust, which has been shown to be a higher form of trust, just as 

affective commitment is a higher form of commitment than continuance and normative 

commitment. When the cognitive roots of trust fade away, affection-based trust still 

exists, independent of cognition-based trust, even though it can be developed without 

the cognition of the trustee. As trust develops into higher levels and as mutual affection 

develops, the referent of concern moves from the self to others (Lewicki & Buncker, 

1996). 

Consequences of Trust 

As a benefit of trust, a number of studies have argued that firms with trusting 

relationships between top management and employees are thought to have advantages 

over firms without such relationships (Bromily & Cummings, 1992; Hosmer, 1995). 

Nonaka and Takeuchi (1994) argued that mutual trust is a foundation for organizational 

learning through knowledge sharing among people. As a consequence of mutual trust, 

both knowledge sharing and knowledge creation across boundaries are facilitated 

(Nonaka, 1991). However, trusting core people sometimes gives rise to organizational 

crises. Some people take advantage of trust from top management by selling core 
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knowledge to other companies. As Webb (1996) indicated, some turn out to be 

company spies, in spite of the necessary risk taking behavior by the organization. \ 

As a consequence of trust in an organization or top management, desirable 

employee attitudes, such as job satisfaction, organizational citizenship behavior, and 

organizational commitment, have been reported to increase significantly, while negative 

employee attitudes, such as turnover intentions, defensive behavior, and monitoring 

behavior, have been reported to decrease (Aryee et al., 2002; Costa, 2003; Deluga, 

1994; Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Hopkins & Weathington, 2006; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994).  

Trust in top management is closely related to employees’ perceptions of 

procedural fairness. Korsgaard, Brodt, and Whitener (2002) argued that managerial 

trustworthy behavior is significantly correlated with organizational citizenship behavior 

through the moderating role of fairness in HR policies. Mishra (1994; 1996) reported 

that employees’ fairness perceptions of top management during layoff implementation 

can help employees accept disadvantageous results without resentment or anger toward 

the organization. They accept being vulnerable to the decisions of others. Ultimately, 

employees’ constructive responses lead to affirmative organizational consequences after 

severe organizational crises.  

On the other hand, managerial trust in subordinates, such as empowerment and 

delegation of tasks, has taken the place of hierarchical control and monitoring (Mishra 

& Spreitzer, 1998; Spreitzer & Mishra, 1999). Trust between a supervisor and 

employees could bring about organizational structural change from a hierarchical to a 

flatter organization. Lawler (1992) argued that one of the means to a sustainable 

competitive advantage for organizations is through cultural change from a control-
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oriented to an involvement-oriented management culture, based on mutual trust. 

Spreitzer and Mishra (1999) argued that organizational performance increasingly rests 

on the involvement of lower echelon employees in the decision-making process because 

they can make a better decision than their superiors with respect to how their work 

should be performed. According to their findings, trust in supervisor led to the 

delegation of tasks, and the delegation of tasks led to increasing organizational 

performance, in turn.  

Organizational Justice and Trust in Top Management 

Conceptually, trust refers to a belief about a party’s future behavior. In deciding 

whether a party is trustworthy, individuals depend on information. Decision-making 

procedures of the past are good indicators of trustworthiness. Thus, when current 

procedures are fair, it is reasonable to believe that future procedures will also be fair. In 

a similar perspective, trust, in short, is affected by people’s estimates of the future levels 

of procedural justice (Brockner & Siegel, 1996).  

Brockner and Siegel (1996) found that the interaction between distributive and 

procedural justice has a significant impact on trust in an organization. Their central 

argument was that it is not procedural justice per se that is interacting with distributive 

justice. Rather, it is the degree of trust engendered by procedural justice that interacts 

with distributive justice in order to influence reactions to a resource allocation decision. 

Pillai et al. (1999) argued that, when distributions of organizational outcomes 

are considered to be fair, higher levels of trust are likely to ensue. They discovered that 

distributive justice mediates the relationship between transactional leadership and trust, 

while procedural justice mediates the relationship between transformational leadership 
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and trust. Subsequently, they found that trust mediates the relationship between justice 

and work outcomes. Hopkins and Weathington (2006) hypothesized that trust mediates 

the relationship between justice perceptions and organizational commitment. Likewise, 

Saunders and Thornhill (2002) contended that distributive justice has become more 

important, significantly affecting trust in top management, especially within an 

organizational change context.  

Generally speaking, several researchers have supported the argument that 

procedural justice is more highly correlated with trust than distributive justice 

(Alexander & Ruderman, 1987; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Lynd & Tyler, 1988). 

Alexander and Ruderman (1987) found a positive relationship between perceptions of 

both procedural and distributive justice and trust in upper-level management. However, 

procedural justice had the higher correlation with trust than did distributive justice. 

Similar results were obtained by Lind and Tyler (1988). They reported that US citizens’ 

trust in their national government was highly correlated with the perceived fairness of 

their government’s decision-making procedures. In the organizational arena, Konovsky 

and Pugh (1994) discovered a very high correlation between subordinates’ judgments of 

their supervisor’s procedural justice and their trust in their supervisor.  

In addition, Folger and Konovsky (1989) found that employees who felt that 

their supervisor had conducted appraisals in a fair manner tended to rate their trust more 

positively. Brockner and Siegel (1996) suggested that positive individuals’ views of 

processes and procedural justice were likely to be linked to higher levels of trust in 

organizations.  
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From past studies linking organizational justice with trust in top management, 

the following hypothesis emerged: 

H1: Organizational justice positively influences trust in top management. 

Job Security and Trust in Top Management 

Even though job security is an individual perception, independent of objective 

reality, it is reasonable that an organizational crisis could make people feel severely 

insecure about their jobs. Webb (1996) argued that the magnitude of a crisis and the 

importance of trust are positively linked in that the saliency of trust is elevated to higher 

levels when an unequivocal or threatened crisis surfaces. An advocate of this argument, 

Mishra (1996) argued that an organizational crisis requires trust between top 

management and employees by nature because a crisis situation necessitates risk-taking 

behavior from both parties. In the face of a crisis, employees must choose to stay in the 

organization or leave it, voluntarily or involuntarily (Mishra & Spreitzer, 2002).  

Crisis operates as a unique opportunity for the creation of trust and for its 

destruction, as well. Few other conditions offer so great an opportunity to enhance trust 

as when one provides an unexpected hand to someone in trouble. On the contrary, 

failure to provide expected help or resources in a crisis may be viewed as an act of 

betrayal (Webb, 1996). It is during and after crises that the obvious perceptions of 

loyalty or betrayal emerge.  

From the organizational crisis literature (Mishra, 1996; Mishra & Spreitzer, 

2002; Webb, 1996), job insecurity can induce employees to trust or betray top 

management in an organizational crisis situation. Under ordinary conditions, employees 

trust top management in part because they believe that these managers will care about 



   43 

 

their job security (Kanter, 1983). In terms of social exchange, trust in top management 

is reciprocated with job security provided by top management. Guaranteeing job 

security could be an expression of great concern from top management for its 

employees. Similarly, concern is referred to as one of four dimensions of a manager’s 

trustworthiness (Mishra, 1994). Therefore, the following hypothesis was suggested: 

H2: Job security positively influences trust in top management. 

Organizational Commitment 

Organizational commitment entails a high level of identification with an 

organization’s goals and values, willingness to exert extra effort for the benefit of the 

organization, and a strong desire to maintain membership in the organization (Morrow, 

1983). Steers (1977) found that organizational commitment improves performance, 

reduces absenteeism, and reduces turnover.  

Various benefits of organizational commitment reach not only the organization 

itself, but also the individuals by developing competence through being coached and 

personal learning (McLean, Yang, Kuo, Tolbert, & Larkin, 2005; Park, 2007). By being 

committed to an organization, individuals obtain opportunities for promotion, pay raises, 

and recognition by important others. Furthermore, they feel competent and personally 

important to other people. More importantly, people need to feel that they are 

committed to something to be healthy (Meyer et al., 1997). 

Today, paradoxically, organizational commitment is also important, even when 

employees are compelled not to become too attached to their employers because of a 

possible layoff in the name of flexibility and efficiency. Although organizations may be 

becoming leaner, they are not disappearing. After the so-called fat is gone, they must 
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maintain a core of people who represent the organization (Meyer & Allen, 1997). As 

organizations become smaller, and as jobs become more complex, the commitment of 

those who remain in the organization is more strongly required for the success of the 

organization, as well as for the success of the individual. 

Definitions and Dimensions of Organizational Commitment 

Traditional approaches have been classified as attitudinal and behavioral 

commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997; Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982). Mowday et al. 

(1982) described attitudinal commitment as the process by which people come to think 

about their relationships with an organization. Attitudinal commitment is regarded as a 

mindset to which their own values and goals are congruent with those of an 

organization.  

According to Steers (1977), organizational commitment is defined as the relative 

strength of an individual’s identification with and involvement in a particular 

organization. It can be characterized by at least three factors: (1) a strong belief in the 

organization’s values; (2) a willingness to exert effort on behalf of the organization; and 

(3) a strong desire to maintain membership in the organization.  

Mowday et al. (1982) defined organizational commitment as “a psychological 

state that characterizes employees’ linkages with an organization and has implications 

for the decision to continue or discontinue membership in the organization” (p. 43).  

Beyond the traditional dichotomy, Meyer and Allen (1997) suggested a three- 

component model. They saw organizational commitment as reflecting a desire, need, 

and obligation beyond the psychological state in which values and goal congruence 

occur (Meyer & Allen, 1997). It is widely accepted that organizational commitment is 
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multi-dimensional, which consists of these three components (Bartlett, 1999; Meyer & 

Allen, 1997).  

Affective commitment refers to employees’ emotional attachment to, 

identification with, and involvement in an organization. They are committed to the 

organization because they want to be. Continuance commitment refers to a rational 

aspect of commitment and concerns the needs of employees. Put differently, it is 

referred to as calculative or cognitive commitment (Kanter, 1978) and is based on a 

consideration of the costs and benefits associated with organizational membership, 

which is unrelated to affect (Meyer & Allen, 1984). Finally, normative commitment 

reflects a feeling of obligation to continue employment. Employees are committed to an 

organization because they feel they ought to remain with it (Allen & Meyer, 1991). 

Meyer and Herscovitch (2001) argued that each component is contingent on a 

different mindset and is developed on different conditions. First, the mindset of desire 

develops when individuals become involved in the value-relevance of, or derive identity 

from, an entity or the pursuit of a course of action. Second, the mindset of perceived 

cost develops when individuals recognize the possibility of losing investments and 

perceive that there are no other alternatives. Third, “the mindset of obligation develops 

as a result of the internalization of norms through socialization, the receipt of benefits 

that induces a need to reciprocate, and the acceptance of the terms of a psychological 

contract” (p. 317). 

Antecedents of Organizational Commitment 

Perceived organizational support has been known to have the strongest positive 

correlation with affective commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1990; Park, 2007). It stands to 
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reason that organizations wanting affectively committed employees must demonstrate 

their own commitment first by providing a supportive work environment (Eisenberger, 

1990). In terms of social exchange theory, perceived organizational support is the 

strongest inducer of organizational commitment, along with perceived supervisory 

support (Erickson, 2007).  

Among the things employers can do to show support are to treat employees 

fairly and provide strong leadership. Fairness is also closely related to affective 

commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997). In particular, the perception of procedural justice 

is reported to play a more salient role in shaping affective reactions to institutions or 

authorities rather than satisfaction with personal outcomes (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; 

McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992).  

Another theme concerns personal importance and competence (Meyer & Allen, 

1997). Employees feel committed to an organization when they contribute to its success 

and when they feel competent. These feelings can be achieved through participation in 

decision-making, extended task autonomy, and job scope. Mathieu and Zajac (1990) 

reported that employees’ perceptions of their competence are most strongly linked to 

their commitment. 

By and large, the antecedents of organizational commitment can be grouped as 

personal characteristics, organizational characteristics, and work experience (Meyer & 

Allen, 1997; Steers, 1977). In regard to personal characteristics, age, education, and 

gender have been researched as an antecedent. For example, older workers become 

more affectively committed to an organization (Meyer & Allen, 1984). On the contrary, 

education showed a small negative correlation with organizational commitment because 
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more educated employees have a greater number of job options (Mathieu & Zajac, 

1990).  

In terms of organizational characteristics, significant positive correlations were 

found between fairness of the policy and affective commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997). 

In addition, the manner in which an organizational policy is communicated has also 

been linked to affective commitment (Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991).  

Concerning work experience, the strongest and most consistent antecedents are 

short-term job security, degree of autonomy, and job scope (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990). 

Allen and Meyer (1990) suggested that three components of commitment develop 

somewhat independently of the others as a function of different antecedents. Personal 

characteristics function as common antecedents to all three components (Meyer, Stanley, 

Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002). Work experience mainly functions as the strongest 

antecedent of affective commitment.  

On the contrary, continuance commitment is contingent on the magnitude of 

personal investment and on a lack of alternatives. On the other hand, normative 

commitment develops when individuals accept organizational norms (socialization) and 

the terms of a psychological contract with an organization (Meyer & Herscovitch, 2002). 

Organizational investments are known to induce in individuals the need to reciprocate 

with an organization.  

Outcomes of Organizational Commitment 

As anticipated, several studies have reported strong positive correlations 

between organizational commitment and employee retention; additionally, a negative 



   48 

 

relationship has been found between organizational commitment and turnover intention 

and actual turnover (Meyer & Allen, 1997; Park, 2007).  

Overall, commitment has relatively little direct influence on performance in 

most instances, although higher levels of affective commitment may relate to improved 

job performance in some situations (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Meyer et al., 2002).  

Meyer and Allen (1997) suggested that employees with strong affective 

commitment to an organization work harder at their jobs and perform them better than 

do those with weak commitment. In addition, a significant positive relationship has 

been reported between employees’ affective commitment and their supervisors’ ratings 

of their potential for promotion, along with their overall performance on the job 

(Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991; Meyer et al., 1989). 

Recently, the relationship between organizational commitment and employee 

well-being has become a research topic of public interest (Meyer et al., 2002). 

According to research results, affective commitment is shown to be negatively 

correlated with both self-reported stress and work-family conflict. In contrast, 

continuance commitment is correlated positively with both variables (Meyer et al., 

2002) 

Nevertheless, the three components of commitment have quite different 

consequences for other work-related behavior, such as attendance, in-role performance, 

and organizational citizenship behavior, except for turnover intentions and turnover 

(Meyer & Allen, 1991).  

Meyer et al. (2002) argued that the reason for the modest magnitude of the 

correlations is due to the moderating effects of other components. They argued that a 
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better estimate of the effect of organizational commitment on behavior can be obtained 

by examining the unique and interactive effects of the three above-mentioned 

components. 

As expected, among the three components, affective commitment has the 

strongest links with attendance, in-role performance, and organizational citizenship 

behavior, inasmuch as employees with strong affective commitment are emotionally 

attached to their organization (Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993; Meyer et al., 2002). Meyer 

and Herscovitch (2001) explained these phenomena in that being bound by desire may 

be a stronger force than being bound by obligation or need.  

From this point-of-view, these researchers proposed that it is desirable to foster 

affective commitment whenever possible. As expected, normative commitment is 

positively but modestly related to such work behaviors, given that feelings of obligation 

are unlikely to involve the same enthusiasm and involvement as affective attachment 

(Meyer & Allen, 1997). 

Trust in Top Management and Organizational Commitment 

It is true that all leaders need trust as a basis for their legitimacy and as the 

mortar that binds them to their followers (Nanus, 1989). Both trust in the supervisor and 

the organization are known to be predictive of commitment to the organization (Liou, 

1985). Organizational commitment can be preserved during organizational downturns 

or organizational crises if trust has been established with employees (Brockner & Siegel, 

1996).  

In this vein, Mishra (1996) found that survivors would accept the layoff, even if 

they were laid off, via a legitimate procedure. The perception of fairness contributes to 
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the formation of trust in top management. Subsequently, survivors who see top 

management as trustworthy tend to feel more attached to an organization (Spreitzer & 

Mishra, 2002). 

As hypothesized in the literature, trust in organizations facilitates organizational 

commitment (Aryee et al., 2002; Hopkins & Weathington, 2006; Lynd & Tyler, 1998; 

Pillai et al., 1999). Because trust in top management is representative of trust in 

organizations (Allen & Meyer, 1997; Tan & Tan, 2000), it is also expected to be 

positively related to organizational commitment. As Meyer and Allen (1997) indicated, 

affective commitment is positively associated with willingness to stay in an 

organization. From the definition of trust (Meyer et al., 1995), it seems logical to 

associate one’s willingness to be vulnerable to the other party with one’s willingness to 

stay in the organization.  

According to Spreitzer and Mishra (2002), layoff survivors who see top 

management as trustworthy will tend to feel more attached to their organization. Gilder 

(2003) found that core workers who showed more trust in top management showed 

more commitment toward their organization than contingent workers who are insecure 

about their jobs.  

These research findings lead to the following hypothesis: 

H3: Trust in top management positively influences organizational commitment. 

Organizational Justice and Organizational Commitment 

In terms of social exchange theory, employee perceptions of fairness lead to 

organizational commitment (Folger & Cropanzano, 1998). When individuals feel a 

benefit from an organization, such as fair treatment, they feel the need to reciprocate 
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(Meyer & Allen, 1991). As antecedents of organizational commitment, fair treatment of 

employees is one of the major themes, along with supportive from the organization and 

the supervisor (Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchinson, & Sowa, 1986; Meyer & Allen, 

1997; Park, 2007).  

When employees perceive their outcomes as rewards, they are more committed 

to an organization (Adams, 1965). According to Korsgaard et al. (1995), a leader’s 

consideration of a member’s input and a member’s influence on decision-making affect 

their perceptions of procedural fairness; consequently, both their commitment to the 

decision and attachment to the group are increased. 

In an organizational crisis situation, employees are still affected by the perceived 

fairness of the layoff procedures (Mishra, 1996). Even under the perception of justice, 

paradoxically, employees showed strong organizational commitment and constructive 

behavior, even when jobs were severely threatened by layoff procedures. 

Foster (2007) supported the general relationship between organizational justice 

and commitment. In his dissertation, results showed that the perceptions of 

organizational justice had a positive and sizable influence on both affective and 

normative commitment. In addition, the results demonstrated that the strongest 

relationship exists between procedural justice and affective commitment to change, 

among other relationships (Foster, 2007). 

Distributive justice is known to be more related to personal outcomes, such as 

satisfaction with pay raises and job satisfaction, than procedural justice (McFarlin & 

Sweeney, 1992). On the other hand, procedural justice is more related to organizational 

outcomes, such as organizational commitment or trust in top management, than 
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personal outcomes (Folger & Konovsky, 1989). Generally speaking, this finding can be 

interpreted as evidence for people to think more highly of procedural versus distributive 

justice because procedural justice is more concerned with other people than with self-

interest. This leads to the next hypothesis: 

H4: Organizational justice positively influences organizational commitment. 

Job Security and Organizational Commitment 

Previous research has confirmed that job security induces employees’ 

organizational commitment, while job insecurity reduces such commitment, even 

though the relationship between job security and job performance is questionable 

(Abbeglen, 1958; Ashford et al., 1989; Brockner et al., 1994; Iverson, 1996; Sverke et 

al., 2002; Yousef, 1998). For example, Brockner et al. (1994) argued that optimal levels 

of job insecurity produce the greatest level of work effort of survivors. Frequently, 

survivors of mass downsizing showed more commitment and loyalty toward their 

organization because they wanted to continue to survive by showing strong 

organizational commitment and attachment toward their team (Mankelow, 2002; 

Spreitzer & Mishra, 2002). 

Ashford et al. (1989) examined the impact of job insecurity on organizational 

commitment, job satisfaction, and job performance. Even though it is questionable 

whether job insecurity has an impact on job performance, it is certain that job insecurity 

has led to reduced commitment and reduced satisfaction. Abbeglen (2001) maintained 

that a high commitment level of Japanese workers was due to a strong sense of job 

security, which originated from the unique Japanese employment system, such as 

lifetime employment and the seniority system.  
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For expatriate workers, job security could be the most important factor to 

reinforce their commitment toward their organization (Yousef, 1998). Foreign 

expatriates would be more committed to their organization if they were satisfied with 

their job security because they strongly need such security. Yousef (1998) stated that 

satisfaction with job security was positively related to both organizational commitment 

and job performance. Considering the increasing importance of job security in the 

competitive business world, job security could result in greater organizational 

commitment of employees in the contemporary world than that in the past.  

This leads to the following hypothesis: 

H5: Job security positively influences organizational commitment. 

Summary 

In terms of the social exchange model, employees are posited in an exchange 

relationship with their employer. Employees will be committed to an organization if 

they perceive that the organization treats them fairly and willingly supports employees 

(Meyer & Allen, 1997). As perceived inputs of an organization, justice perception was 

selected together with job security as independent variables, insofar as the job security 

of today is obvious evidence of organizational support and the very thing that 

employees want the most. 

Paradoxically, both trust and commitment are still strongly required in the 

success of an organization, as well as the success of an individual, even when mutual 

trust seems to have disappeared between the two. However, individuals cannot succeed 

without commitment to an organization. In this vein, organizations cannot succeed 

without being trusted by employees. If employees do not take risks in organizational 
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crises, then organizations could not survive in these crises (Mishra, 1996). Ironically, 

the characteristics of the contemporary business environment require mutual 

interdependence and the willingness to be vulnerable to others in a crisis. 

Higher levels of trust are beyond economic exchange; even lower levels of trust 

result from employee calculations (Rousseau, et al., 1998). Trust entails risk-taking 

behavior; however, it cannot be overemphasized that organizational success must be 

achieved by both risk-taking behavior and the commitment of individuals. Therefore, 

trust in top management has taken the mediating role between organizational input and 

individual output in this study. 

The hypothesized inter-relationships model is shown as Figure 2 and is repeated 

below. 

 

Figure 2.  Conceptual model of hypothesized inter-relationships.  
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODS 

The previous chapters conceptualized the constructs that were used in this 

dissertation. This chapter describes the methods used to test the proposed hypotheses. 

The target population and sample, instrumentation, ethical considerations, and data 

analysis are reviewed in this chapter.  

Population, Sample, and Data Collection 

The target population and sample, along with collection procedures, are 

described in this section. 

Target Population 

The target population for this study was Korean employees who were currently 

working in for-profit firms for more than one year. Korean employees were selected as 

the target population of this study because one of the main interests of this study was to 

examine the hypothesized interrelationships in a non-western context. New employees 

were excluded because of insufficient understanding yet of the organization. Therefore, 

one year was regarded as a minimum criterion for employees to rate their perceptions of 

the level of justice, trust, security, and commitment in the employing organization. Top 

level management was excluded because they were the target of this study. 

Sample 

As a result of solicitations, positive responses were received from six Korean 

companies covering various business areas, such as insurance (2), banking (1), 

electronics (1), telecommunications (1), and manufacturing (2). All participating 
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companies, except one, belonged to a renowned Korean global conglomerate that 

employed over 10,000 individuals; the bank was originally based in the USA. 

Different from the original intention, both cluster sampling and convenience 

sampling were conducted because random sampling was not possible due to the 

corporate situations of the sample. The requested random sampling was not approved 

by the HR manager of the companies. Instead, cluster, convenience sampling was used. 

Half of the sample companies used training situations, while the others personally asked 

for voluntary participation of employees in the survey.  

Reflecting on the Korean culture and the typical response rate for surveys, the 

expected response rate was 50%. Therefore, approximately 500 employees were 

thought to be the appropriate number of surveys to be sent to the companies in order to 

ensure that there was an appropriate response size (250) for statistical power (Gall, Gall, 

& Borg, 2003).  

First, permission to conduct the study was sought from the Institutional Review 

Board (IRB) of the University of Minnesota. After initial contact with and approval 

from the HR manager at each firm, the researcher visited each firm and met the HR 

manager in person to explain the purpose, risks, and benefits of this study and 

emphasized the nature of voluntary participation with the promise of anonymity. 

One hundred questionnaires were delivered to each of the four largest 

companies, while 50 questionnaires were delivered to each of the two companies that 

could not conduct a large scale survey due to their internal situation. Personal delivery 

was selected as the method of contact because personal contact is deemed to be more 

polite and an effective way of increasing response rate in the Korean culture rather than 
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making such a request through e-mail or telephone. Also, at the suggestion of the HR 

managers, the survey method was changed from a web survey to the traditional hard-

copy method.  

After additional approval from the IRB (Appendix D) to make this change in the 

survey method, both invitation letters (Appendix C) and the research support consent 

form (Appendix B) were e-mailed to the selected companies. In this e-mail, there was a 

description of the study, and the benefits and risks were introduced to volunteer 

participants. Participants were instructed to read the consent information and give their 

consent by beginning to answer the survey.  

As shown in Table 1, completed questionnaires were received from 360 

respondents from the 500 distributed surveys, with 337 being useable, yielding 6.6 

respondents per survey item, exceeding the generally accepted minimum of 5 

respondents per item; Bentler and Chou (1987) stated that the ratio of respondents to 

parameters should be between 5:1 to 10:1 for SEM analysis. The overall response rate 

was 67%, far better than the anticipated 50%.  

Response rates varied among the six organizations. Organizations B, D, and F 

used training situations to collect data, while organizations A, C, and E distributed 

surveys to employees whom their HR manager thought were eligible for this study. 

Some responses were eliminated because all of the responses were checked using the 

same number (2 or 3). In addition, other responses were eliminated because research 

participants did not complete the questionnaire fully. Table 1 shows the number of 

surveys sent and the response rate for each company 
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Table 1 

Response Rate by Company 

 
Company 
 

Sent Total Returned Unusable Useable % 

 
A 
 

100 79 1 78 

B 
 

100 
 

82 
 

7 
 

75 
 

C 
 

50 
 

41 
 

0 
 

82 
 

D 
 

100 
 

77 
 

14 
 

63 
 

E 
 

50 
 

21 
 

0 
 

42 
 

F 
 

100 
 

59 
 

1 
 

58 
 

 
Total 

 

 
500 

 

 
360 

 

 
337 

 

 
67.4 

 
  

Tables 2 to 6, below offer a description of the respondents based on gender, age, 

education level, years with organization, and work level. 

Table 2 

Gender of Respondents 

 
Gender 
 

 
Frequency 

 

 
% 
 

 
Male 
 

 
222 

 

 
65.9 

 
Female 
 

112 
 

33.2 
 

Missing 
 

3 
 

 0.9 
 

 
Total 
 

 
337 

 

 
100 
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Table 3 

Age of Respondents 

 
Age (Years) 
 

 
Frequency 

 

 
% 
 

 
29 and below 
 

 
85 
 

25.2 

30 – 39 
 

216 
 

64.1 
 

40- 49 
 

33 
 

9.8 
 

Missing 
 

3 
 

0.9 
 

 
Total 
 

 
337 

 

 
100 

 
 
Table 4  

Education Level of Respondents 

 
Educational Level 

 

 
Frequency 

 

 
% 
 

 
High School diploma 
 

 
16 

 

 
4.7 

 
Two year degree 
 

10 
 

3.0 
 

Four year degree 
 

234 
 

69.4 
 

Master or Doctor 
 

74 
 

22.0 
 

Missing 
 

3 
 

0.9 
 

 
Total 
 

 
337 

 

 
100 
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Table 5 

Years with Organization 

 
Years spent in organization 
 

 
Frequency 

 

 
% 
 

 
1-2 
 

 
79 

 

 
23.4 

 
3-5 
 

110 
 

32.6 
 

6-7 
 

41 
 

12.2 
 

8-10 
 

37 
 

11.0 
 

More than 10 
 

67 
 

19.9 
 

Missing 
 

3 
 

0.9 
 

 
Total 
 

 
337 

 

 
100 

 
 
Table 6 

Work Level of Respondents 

 
Position 

 

 
Frequency 

 

 
% 
 

 
Employee 
 

 
125 

 

 
37.1 

 
Assistant Manager 
 

85 25.2 
 

Manager 
 

71 21.1 
 

Senior Manager 
 

29 8.6 
 

Missing 
 

27 8.0 
 

 
Total 
 

 
337 

 

 
100.0 
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Of the employees who responded to the questionnaire (n=337), male 

respondents were approximately double the number of female respondents. The largest 

group of respondents (64.1%) was aged between 30 and 39 years, and most respondents 

(91.4%) were either university graduates (69.4%) or graduates of graduate school 

(22.0%). Respondents had been with the company from 1-5 years (56.0%). The largest 

group of employees was employee (non-managerial) (37.1%).  

Instrumentation 

A self-administered written survey was used to collect data on the four 

constructs under investigation in this study. This survey employed existing measures on 

organizational justice, job security, trust in top management, and organizational 

commitment. All constructs were measured using multi-item scales that had been 

previously validated through both exploratory (EFA) and confirmatory (CFA) factor 

analysis. Finally, the six demographic variables reported above were collected using the 

survey instrument. The total number of items was 57. In this section, the five 

components of the instrument are reviewed, including their reliability and validation 

processes. 

Organizational Justice 

Organizational justice was measured using the 11-item scale developed by 

Niehoff and Moorman (1993). Two sub-dimensions of organizational justice, 

distributive and procedural, were used. Niehoff and Moorman (1993) reported 

reliabilities above .90 for both justice dimensions. In the Korean version (Kang, 2004), 
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the overall reliability for organizational justice was .92, with .84 for distributive justice 

and .87 for procedural justice. 

Distributive justice assesses the perceived fairness of allocations of different 

work outcomes, including pay level, work schedule, and job responsibilities, with five 

items. Example items are: “I think that my level of pay is fair,” and “I consider my 

work load to be quite fair.”  

Procedural justice assesses the degree to which job decisions include 

mechanisms that ensure the gathering of accurate and unbiased information, employee 

voice, and an appeal process with six items. Example items are: “Job decisions are 

made by the general manager in an unbiased manner,” and “All job decisions are 

applied consistently across all affected employees.”  

Job Security 

Unlike other constructs of this study, job security was developed and validated 

outside the USA by a group of Swedish scholars (Hellgren, Sverke, & Issakson, 1999). 

It consists of seven items assessing two sub-dimensions. Originally, Hellgren et al. 

(1999) named the dimensions as quantitative and qualitative dimensions of job 

insecurity. The quantitative dimension represents perceived threats to the future 

existence of the job itself, while the qualitative dimension represents perceived threats 

to the quality of valued job features.  

An example item of quantitative job security is, “I feel uneasy about losing my 

job in the near future”. An example item of qualitative job security is, “My future career 

opportunities in the organization are favorable.” As the authors developed the 
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instrument to measure job insecurity, some items needed to be modified to measure job 

security. 

In previous studies (Sverke et al., 2002), the exploratory factor analysis showed 

discriminate and convergent validity of the two dimensions. The four items designed to 

measure the qualitative factor converged into the first factor (range of loadings = 0.69 to 

0.80), while the three quantitative items converged into the second factor (range of 

loadings = 0.75 to 0.89).  

The two factors were only moderately correlated (r=0.28), which indicates that 

they represent distinct aspects of job insecurity. The internal consistency reliability was 

satisfactory for both quantitative (alpha = 0.79) and qualitative dimensions (alpha = 

0.75).  

Trust in Top Management 

Trust in top management was measured with 21 items from Mayer and Davis 

(1999). In addition to the established validity and reliability, this measure was selected 

because this instrument was designed specifically for measuring trust in top 

management, while the referents of other trust measures are either general or ambiguous 

(Dietz & Hartog, 2006).  

This measure is comprised of three components of trustworthiness of the person 

being trusted and the decision of the person doing the trusting. The measure of trust 

consists of 21 items with four sub-categories: ability (6 items), benevolence (5 items), 

integrity of top management (6 items), and trust in top management (4 items) (Meyer & 

Davis, 1999). They also found the factors of trustworthiness to be distinct and 

converged into each factor after exploratory factor analysis, and all scales except the 
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trust dimension had acceptable reliabilities (Cronbach’s alpha = .85 to .88 for 

ability, .87 to .89 for benevolence, .82 to .88 for integrity, and, for trust, .59 for time 1 

abd .50 for time 2). 

Organizational Commitment 

In this study, both affective and normative dimensions of organizational 

commitment were measured with 12 items from Meyer and Allen (1997). As explained 

earlier, continuance commitment was omitted.  

Instead of using the eight-item full version of organizational commitment, a 

shortened six-item version was used because of increased discriminate validity (Bartlett, 

2001; Meyer et al., 1993). The strength of the relationship between affective and 

normative commitment differed depending on whether they were measured using the 

original version or the revised version (Meyer et al., 2002). In terms of validity, the 

shortened version makes affective and normative commitment more distinct from each 

other than the full version because the two deleted items were found to be in common.  

In the Korean version (Lim, 2004), the overall reliability for organizational 

commitment was reported as 0.90, with 0.86 for affective commitment and 0.89 for 

normative commitment.  

Affective commitment measures an individual’s desire to maintain membership 

in the organization (Allen & Meyer, 1997). Example items include: “I would be very 

happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization,” and “I really feel as if this 

organization’s problems are my own.”  

Unlike affective commitment, normative commitment reflects a feeling of 

obligation to remain with an organization (Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001). Example items 



   65 

 

include, “I was taught to believe in the value of remaining loyal to one organization,” 

and “Jumping from organization to organization does not seem at all unethical to me.”  

The complete instrument is shown in the appendices—in English and Korean 

versions (Appendix A). 

Translation and Face Validation Process  

Two of the instruments used had been translated and validated previously in 

Korea: organizational justice (Kang, 2004) and organizational commitment (Lim, 2003). 

Therefore, the rest of the instrument needed translation and face validation. First, 

the researcher translated the remainder of the instrument into Korean, and an HRD 

panel comprised of three Korean HRD experts reviewed the instrument for face validity. 

One was an HRD manager working at one of the sample companies, while the other two 

came from the academic field (a professor from a graduate management school focusing 

on OB and the other a professor from a college of education who had majored in HRD). 

All were University of Minnesota graduates having a Ph.D. degree in HRD. They 

offered suggestions for the refinement of statements and the format of the survey 

instrument. In addition, to insure accuracy of translation of the instrument, the 

researcher had a bilingual expert translate the instrument into Korean and had another 

bilingual expert translate it back into English. One of the experts was a current HRD 

doctoral candidate at the University of Minnesota, while the other was a current HRD 

manager of a multinational company. 

Differences between translations were reviewed, and inappropriate Korean 

wordings and translations were identified and revised. Based on the feedback of the 

bilingual experts, several item modifications were made to facilitate understanding by 
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the Korean employees in a different cultural context from which the instruments were 

originally developed. 

Pilot Study 

A small scale pilot study was conducted to check the instrument’s clarity and to 

ensure the ease of completion before administering it to a larger sample. A convenience 

sample of training participants from one Korean insurance company was contacted for 

the pilot study, and all came from the same training class. Of the 50 training participants, 

38 participated.   

After conducting a reliability test on the pilot study, two subscales consisting of 

9 items from the trust in top management subscale had unacceptable reliabilities (see 

Table 7). The other subscales showed an acceptable range of reliabilities. Cronbach’s 

alphas from the pilot test and the full study are shown in Table 7, along with the 

comparable alphas found in previous research. In spite of the low reliabilities on the 

trust subscales, all items were used in the final study as the size of the pilot study was 

small, and it was thought that the larger size of the study sample might yield acceptable 

reliabilities. 
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Table 7 

Comparison of Cronbach’s Alphas 

 
Construct and Subscales 

 Original 
Measure

Korean 
Version

 
Pilot 
Test  

 
Full 

Study 
 

 
Organizational Justice 
 

 
0.93 

 

 
0.88 

 
Distributive Justice 

 0.94 0.84 0.89 0.79 

Procedural Justice 
 0.93 0.87 0.91 0.83 

Job Security 
 0.73 0.74 

Quantitative Security 
 0.75 0.66 0.74 

Qualitative Security 
 0.79 0.69 0.74 

Trust in Top Management 
 0.92 0.93 

Ability 
 0.85 to 0.88 0.89 0.86 

Benevolence 
 0.87 to 0.89   0.56 0.60 

Integrity 
 0.82 to 0.88 0.90 0.88 

Trust 
 0.50 to 0.59 0.22 0.48 

Organizational Commitment
 0.95 0.90 

Affective Commitment 
 0.85 0.86 0.93 0.86 

Normative Commitment 
 0.73 0.89 0.87 0.81 

Note. Italics means that the subscale was eliminated from the instrument prior to final 
statistical analysis. 
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Construct Validity in the Study 

This section describes the construct validity of the four components of the 

instrument. To validate the constructs, each indicator must show convergent and 

discriminant validity (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). Convergent validity was tested using 

factor loadings to the designated factor, while discriminant validity was tested through 

correlations among sub-dimensions. 

Assessing Measurement Models 

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to estimate the quality of the 

factor structure and designated factor loadings by statistically testing the fit between a 

proposed measurement model and the data (Yang, 2005). For evaluating the fit of the 

proposed models, AMOS computer software version 7.0 (Arbuckle, 2006) was used. 

Compared with LISREL, AMOS is more convenient to use because it is based on user-

friendly drawing of interrelated constructs rather than syntax. Moreover, AMOS is more 

advantegous due to its ease of connectivity with SPSS. 

This study employed various goodness-of-fit indices. Goodness-of-fit estimates 

reflect the difference between the sample covariance used to obtain the parameter 

estimates and a predicted covariance matrix based on the parameter estimates 

(Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). The fit indices employed in this study included Chi-

Square, degree of freedom, comparative fit index (CFI), non-normed fit index (NNFI), 

incremental fit index (IFI), and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA).  

Chi-Square is defined as the assessment of fit of a specific model as well as the 

comparison between two models. The ratio between Chi-Square and degree of freedom 

is used as a fit index in which values lower than 3 is regarded as a good fit. CFI is the 
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degree of fit between the hypothesized and null measurement models (Kline, 2005). 

NNFI refers to the relative improvement in fit of the researcher’s model compared with 

a baseline model, considering degrees of freedom (Kline, 2005). IFI also employs the 

relative fit with a baseline model but containing a correction to decrease sample size 

dependence. In regard to CFI, NNFI, and IFI, values of .90 or higher indicate a good fit. 

RMSEA establishes a hypothesis of close fit between the model and the population 

(Diamantopoulos & Siguaw, 2000). Values of .05 or lower indicate good fit. 

Prior to an overall CFA that included all measurement items in this study, 

separate CFAs were conducted for eight sub-constructs: two sub-dimensions on 

organizational justice, two sub-dimensions on job security, two sub-dimensions on trust 

in top management, and two sub-dimensions on organizational commitment. Then, an 

overall confirmatory factor analysis was performed on the model.  

To insure overall construct validity of the instrument, all of the items were 

entered into the confirmatory factor analysis except for the nine items showing 

unacceptable reliabilities. Table 8 shows the overall range of factor loadings to the 

designated factor using CFA. All factor loadings are shown in the measurement model 

of each construct used in the study following Table 8. 
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Table 8 

Overall CFA Results of the Study 

 
Factor 

 
Range of Factor 

Loadings 

 
Distributive Justice 
 

 
.58 to .64 

Procedural Justice 
 .59 to .70 

Quantitative Job Security 
 .65 to .75 

Qualitative Job Security 
 .48 to .74 

Ability of Top Management 
 .59 to .83 

Integrity of Top Management 
 .67 to .78 

Affective Commitment 
 .56 to .76 

Normative Commitment 
 .55 to .78 

 
The measurement model is a sub-model in structural equation modeling (SEM) 

(Hair et al., 2006). Anderson and Gerbing (1988) asserted that testing the measurement 

models before the structural models would allow re-specification of the measurement 

models. For this study, four measurement models are presented for four latent variables. 

Each measurement model demonstrated factor loadings between indicators and their 

underlying construct and overall fit indices. Factor loadings are interpreted as regression 

coefficients estimating the direct effects of the factors on the indicators (Kline, 2005). 

Generally, a factor loading of .45 is required for an item to remain as part of that factor 

(Hair et al., 2006). 
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Assessing organizational justice. First, the measurement model of organizational 

justice was examined. CFA is utilized to test the viability of a priori structures of 

organizational justice (Maruyama, 1997). To accomplish this, the 11 items for 

organizational justice were entered for CFA as a two-factor model. Distributive justice 

produced the range of factor loadings from .58 to .64, while procedural justice produced 

the range of factor loadings from .59 to .70. All 11 items were retained because all 

factor loadings showed construct validity. The factor loadings are shown in Figure 3. 

The CFA demonstrated the adequacy of each measurement item as an indicator 

of the latent variable of organizational justice. However, the correlation between 

distributive and procedural justice was too high at .83, suggesting that the two factors 

may not be separate measures. Therefore, the indicators were aggregated into one factor 

of organizational justice rather than using the two sub-scales (Kline, 2005). In CFA, 

every indicator is guaranteed to be loaded on the designated factor by theory in advance 

in a confirmatory manner. Figure 3 shows the measurement model of organizational 

justice.  
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Figure 3. Measurement model of organizational justice. 

Assessing job security. Second, the measurement model for job security was 

examined. Two sub-constructs were tested to examine if the data would fit the two-

factor structure of job security. However, the correlation between quantitative and 

qualitative job security was relatively low at .25, suggesting that the two factors may be 

too different to converge to the higher factor, job security.  

All seven items were retained after CFA. The range of factor loadings shows 

construct validity. The fit indices showed reasonable fit of the measurement model to 

the data. Figure 4 shows the final measurement model of job security.  
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Figure 4. Measurement model of job security. 

Assessing trust in top management. Third, the measurement model of trust in top 

management was examined. To accomplish this, the 12 items of the two sub-scales 

were entered for CFA. The CFA demonstrated construct validity. Factor loadings of the 

ability sub-scale produced a range from .59 to .83, while the integrity sub-scale 

produced a range of factor loadings from .67 to .78. The fit indices showed good fit of 

the measurement model to the data. 

However, the correlation between the two was high at .96, suggesting that the 

two factors may not discriminate. Therefore, it was decided that the indicators of the 

two-factor structure should be changed to a one-factor model of trust in top 

management. Figure 5 demonstrates the final measurement model of trust in top 

management.  
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Figure 5. Measurement model of trust in top management. 

Assessing organizational commitment. Fourth, the measurement model of 

organizational commitment was examined. Two sub-constructs of organizational 

commitment were examined. Twelve items were entered for CFA. The CFA 

demonstrates construct validity of each measurement item as an indicator of the latent 

variable. Figure 6 shows the measurement model of organizational commitment. 

However, the correlation between the two was high at .97, suggesting that the two 

factors may not discriminate. Therefore, it was decided that the two-factor structure 

should be changed to a one-factor model of organizational commitment. Figure 6 

demonstrates the final measurement model of organizational commitment, including fit 

indices showing good fit.  
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Figure 6. Measurement model of organizational commitment. 

The assessment of the measurement models of the four variables in the study 

showed that the constructs had a high level of construct validity even though the sub-

scales, except for job security, were not discriminated from each other. Table 9 

summarizes and reports the fit indices of the four measurement models.  
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Table 9 

Fit Indices of the Four Measurement Models 

 
Measurement Models 
 

 
Chi-Square 

 
Df 

 

 
CFI 

 
NNFI 

 
IFI 

 
RMSEA

 
Org. Justice 
 

 
307.78 

 

 
44 

 

 
.82 

 
.73 

 
.82 

 
.13 

Job Security 
 

42.40 
 

13 
 

.88 .95 .95 .08 

Trust in TM 
 

128.90 
 

54 
 

.97 .95 .97 .06 

Org. Commitment 
 

256.06 
 

54 
 

.89 
 

.84 
 

.89 
 

.11 
 

 
Figure 7 shows the overall measurement model of the latent variable. Unlike the 

measurement model of the other constructs, the two sub-dimensions of job security 

were separated from each other because the two sub-dimensions did not converge to job 

security.  

 

Figure 7. Overall measurement model. 
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Ethical Considerations 

First, the researcher received permission from the IRB to conduct the study (see 

Appendix D). As informed consent is an important ethical consideration, the researcher 

provided the HR manager in each firm with information on the research problem, 

procedures, and potential risks and benefits and obtained a signed research support 

consent form from each firm (see Appendix B). Then, the HR managers communicated 

the purpose and logistics of the survey to survey participants.  

Every participant was informed of respect for privacy and anonymity. The 

participants were informed that the data would be collected and maintained in a 

personal computer of the researcher to help with anonymity and to protect the 

information from being shared with others within the organization. Assurances were 

also given that management would receive only a summary report without individual 

identification (see Appendix C). During the data collection period, between September 

3 and October 2, 2008, no problems were reported. 

Data Analysis 

Both descriptive and correlational statistics were employed to test the 

interrelationships of the constructs in the conceptual model in the first research question. 

To test the proposed hypotheses and mediating effects embedded in the second 

research question, structural equation modeling (SEM) was performed. SEM is a 

multivariate statistical analysis tool that enables researchers to examine correlations and 

to test both direct and indirect impacts among interrelated constructs. SEM tests the 

validity of a theory via path analysis. All of the SEM analyses were conducted using 

Amos software version 7.0 (Arbuckle, 2006). An advantage of Amos is that it provides 
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tests of the relationships based on the user-friendly drawing of interrelated constructs. 

The analyses used maximum likelihood estimation. 

Using the two-step method (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988), the measurement and 

structure models were examined in separate steps. The measurement model tests using 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) have already been reported in this chapter. The 

second step, structural modeling, specifies hypothesized relationships among latent 

constructs and is reported in the next chapter.  

Alternative structural models were evaluated and compared with the 

hypothesized model. After comparing both model-data fit and parsimony between 

hypothesized and alternative models, the significance of the individual paths in the best 

fitting model was assessed to determine the strength of the hypothesized relationships 

among the constructs, and the best fitting model was selected.  

Summary 

This chapter addresses the methods used to test the research model and 

hypotheses. These methods included the sample and data collection, instrumentation, 

and statistical analysis techniques. To measure constructs, this study used existing 

instruments. Organizational justice and commitment measures used previously 

validated Korean versions. For trust in top management and job security, the researcher 

translated the instruments into Korean, back translated them, and modified them with 

the help of an expert panel. The sample and data collection section indicated that cluster, 

convenience sampling resulted in a sample size of 341 from 500 potential respondents 

with a total response rate of 68%. All participants were from six Korean for-profit firms 

that covered various business areas.  
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Next, the instrumentation section reported reliabilities and validities of the 

instruments from previous studies, the pilot study, and the current study. After 

conducting reliability tests, nine items were eliminated from the 51 items because of 

low reliabilities. For data analysis, first, correlations and descriptive statistics were 

determined to examine study hypotheses. Second, structural equation modeling using 

Amos 7.0 was conducted to conduct CFA based on the theory to test construct validity 

of the study. All factor loadings were significant with moderately high factor loadings 

between .48 and .83, suggesting that all of the items showed convergent validity to the 

designated factor. However, high correlations between some factors suggested the lack 

of discrimination between sub-dimensions. Therefore, one-factor models of 

organizational justice, trust in top management, and organizational commitment were 

used instead of two-factor solutions. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

This chapter presents the results from the analysis of data collected for this study. 

First, descriptive statistics and correlations among the key constructs are reported. 

Second, the effects of the demographic variables are presented and analyzed. Third, the 

six hypotheses were addressed. Fourth, the hypothesized structural model was 

compared with alternative structural models based on the parameter estimates and 

model fit. Finally, the best model was selected based on the criteria. 

Descriptive Statistics 

For this study, 337 Korean employees from six profit firms participated. There 

were 51 Questions in total asking about organizational justice (11 items), job security (7 

items), trust in top management (21 items), organizational commitment (12 items). 

Table 10 displays the descriptive statistics for these items. 

Table 10  

Descriptive Statistics 

 
Item 
 

Mean Standard Deviation 

 
Organizational Justice 

 
Q01 

 
3.31 

 
.93 

Q02 3.13 .92 
Q03 3.20 .86 
Q04 3.00 .85 
Q05 2.97 .98 
Q06 3.07 .95 
Q07 2.94 .89 
Q08 3.36 .80 
Q09 3.22 .91 
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Q10 3.08 .89 
Q11 
 

2.82 
 

.90 
 

Job Security 
 
Q12 

 
3.12 

 
.93 

Q13* 3.26 1.08 
Q14 3.42 .92 
Q15* 2.96 1.07 
Q16 3.35 .91 
Q17* 3.26 1.02 
Q18 
 

3.66 
 

.77 
 

Trust in TM 
 
Q19 

 
3.30 

 
.87 

Q20* 3.66 .83 
Q21 2.99 .85 
Q22* 2.99 .82 
Q23* 3.01 .91 
Q24 3.12 .85 
Q25 3.13 .77 
Q26* 3.26 .73 
Q27 3.28 .87 
Q28 3.41 .81 
Q29* 2.79 .77 
Q30 3.44 .84 
Q31 3.34 .85 
Q32* 2.87 .91 
Q33 3.38 .80 
Q34* 2.42 .94 
Q35 3.20 .79 
Q36* 2.93 .85 
Q37 3.37 .77 
Q38* 3.02 .79 
Q39 
 

3.27 
 

.78 
 

Organizational Commitment 
 
Q40 

 
3.26 

 
.88 

Q41 3.44 .83 
Q42 2.83 1.02 
Q43 2.95 .97 
Q44 3.14 .84 
Q45 3.27 .91 
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Q46 3.65 .89 
Q47 3.16 .88 
Q48 3.43 .86 
Q49 3.30 .85 
Q50 3.26 .87 
Q51 
 

3.57 
 

.86 
 

Note. All variables had five Likert-type scales. For all measures showing frequency 
distributions, see Appendix A.  
*eliminated after factor analysis and reliability tests 
 

Correlations among Constructs 

Correlation analysis was conducted to examine the relationships among the main 

constructs. Table 11 presents the means, correlations, and reliabilities of the five 

constructs used in this study.  

Table 11 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations of the Main Constructs 

 
Construct 
 

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5

 
1. Organizational Justice 
 

 
3.10 

 

 
.61 

 

 
(.88)

 
   

2. Quantitative Job Security 
 

3.16 
 

.85 
 

.04 
 

(.74)
   

3. Qualitative Job Security 
 

3.39 
 

.66 
 

.66*
 

.23*
 

(.74) 
  

4. Trust in Top Management 
 

3.27 
 

.61 
 

.69*
 

.00 
 

.66* 
 

(.94) 
 

5.Organizational Commitment
 

3.27 
 

.62 
 

.72*
 

.01 
 

.71* 
 

.64* 
 

(.90)

Note. Reliability estimates are in the parentheses. *significant at p = .05  

Except for quantitative job security, the correlation coefficients showed a strong 

link between constructs ranging from .64 to .72. Table 12 shows the descriptive 
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statistics and correlation statistics of the eight sub-scales under the main constructs used 

in this study. 

Table 12 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations of All Sub-constructs 

 
Dimension 

 
Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

 
1. DJ 
 

 
3.21 

 

 
.66 

 

 
(.79)

 
      

2. PJ 
 

3.01 
 

.67 
 

.83*
 

(.83)
      

3. QTJS 
 

3.16 
 

.85 
 

.17 
 

.01 
 

(.74)
     

4. QLJS 
 

3.39 
 

.66 
 

.58*
 

.60*
 

.26 
 

(.74)
    

5. AT 
 

3.33 
 

.62 
 

.50*
 

.61*
 

-.06 
 

.57*
 

(.86)
   

6. IT 
 

3.21 
 

.66 
 

.58*
 

.72*
 

.05 
 

.67*
 

.95*
 

(.88) 
  

7. AC 
 

3.41 
 

.66 
 

.64*
 

.66*
 

.00 
 

.69*
 

.58*
 

.61* 
 

(.86) 
 

8. NC 
 

3.13 
 

.65 
 

.65*
 

.68*
 

.10 
 

.69*
 

.64*
 

.66* 
 

.97* 
 

(.81)

Note. Reliability estimates are in parentheses. *significant at p = . 05 
DJ = Distributive Justice, PJ = Procedural Justice, QTJS = Quantitative Job Security, 
QLJS = Qualitative Job Security, AT = Ability of Top Management, IT = Integrity of 
Top Management, AC = Affective Commitment, NC = Normative Commitment. 

 
As the overall measurement model illustrated, it is questionable whether 

quantitative job security is simply a sub-dimension of job security. In addition, 

extremely low correlations with other constructs raised questions about whether the 

quantitative dimension should be included in the analysis. Notwithstanding acceptable 

validity and reliability, the quantitative dimension was eliminated for the following 

reasons.  
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First, the Amos computer program reported inadmissible solutions with a two-

factor solution. In other words, a two-factor model under job security was not identified 

with the Amos program. It produced Heywood cases with negative error variance. 

Moreover, the estimated correlation between the qualitative dimension and job security 

was greater than 1.0, which is not possible. 

Second, it is neither normally distributed nor linearly related with other 

constructs. Third, this factor showed unusually low correlations with all other subscales, 

under .10. In addition, the correlation between the two measures of job security is 

relatively low, at .26, which indicates that the two subscales are different constructs. 

Because correlations represent only the linear association between variables, substantial 

nonlinear effects that are not represented in the correlation may decrease the correlation 

value (Hair et al., 2006).  

The quantitative dimension violated basic assumptions of SEM, such as 

multivariate normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity. The assumption of equal 

variance of the measurement error is critical to the proper application of SEM. 

Extremely low correlations among variables is one indicator of heteroscedasticity 

(Kline, 2005).  

As a result, the quantitative dimension of job security was eliminated, and job 

security was reduced to a one-factor model consisting of the four qualitative job 

security items. Reflecting on the characteristics of the items, the qualitative job security 

dimension was relabeled to long-term job security, while quantitative job security was 

relabeled as short-term job security and was eliminated from the study. Figure 8 shows 

the final measurement model of long-term job security.  
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Figure 8. Measurement model of long-term job security. 

Assessing the Structural Model 

After confirming the reliability and the validity of the four remaining variables 

in this study, the interrelationships among the four variables were assessed through 

testing structural models. The purpose of the structural model analysis is to determine 

whether the theoretical relationships specified at the conceptualization stage are 

supported by the data (Diamantopoulos & Siguaw, 2000).  

First, the hypothesized model presented in chapter 2 was examined after 

elimination of three sub-scales. After significance testing, all hypotheses are supported. 

That means there is no need to compare alternative models because there is no 

insignificant path to delete or add from the hypothesized model. The adequacy of the 

structural model was estimated by the goodness-of-fit of the hypothesized model. In 

addition, the magnitudes of the estimated parameters and the squared multiple 

correlations were examined. The former provides important information on the strength 
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of the hypothesized relationships, whereas the latter indicates the amount of variance in 

each endogenous latent variable that is accounted for by the exogenous latent variables. 

After model comparison, the best model was selected based on theoretical relevance, 

goodness-of-fit indices, and parsimony.  

Hypothesized Model 

First, the hypothesized model was examined. Figure 9 shows the strengths of the 

relationships among the constructs, showing path coefficients and overall model fit 

indices. 

 

Figure 9. Hypothesized model. 

Overall, the model had a reasonable fit (Chi-square = 1495.38, degrees of 

freedom = 696, NNFI = .86, CFI = .88, IFI =.88, RMSEA = .058). To be statistically 

significant (p<.05), the t-value must be higher than 11.961. 

The result demonstrates that organizational justice significantly affects trust in 

top management with a t-value of 5.50 (p<.05) and organizational commitment with a t-

value of 4.74 (p<.05). Moreover, long-term job security significantly affects trust in top 
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management with a t-value of 4.92 (p<.05) and organizational commitment with a t-vale 

of 4.64 (p<.05). The mediating path from trust in top management to organizational 

commitment was found to be significant but very small with a t-value of 2.32 (p<.05) 

and a path coefficient of .16. 

In terms of the squared multiple correlation (SMC) that indicates the 

explanatory power of endogenous variables, 61% of variance in organizational 

commitment was explained by the joint impact of organizational justice, long-term job 

security, and trust in top management, while 51% of variance in trust in top 

management is explained by the joint impact of two exogenous variables, organizational 

justice and long-term job security.  

Model Modification Based on Modification Indices 

Even though all hypotheses were supported, the fit indices still suggested that 

the model did not fit the data very well. The goodness of fit indices were less than .90, 

which is regarded as the cutoff level. Therefore, the hypothesized model needed to be 

revised to improve model fit through modification indices.  

Large modification indices suggest that several measurement errors need to be 

correlated to improve the model fit. The indicators consist of one common factor and 

measurement error, which is unrelated to the common factor. In reality, the 

measurement errors of several indicators seem to be affected by another factor that is 

not explained or proposed by the model (Kline, 2005). In this regard, a modification 

index is calculated for every possible relationship that is not free to be estimated. It 

shows how much the overall model chi-square value would be reduced by freeing that 

single path (Hair et al., 2006). 
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The modification indices suggest that substantial correlation exists between 

measurement errors of the indicators within the same construct. As the modification 

indices indicated, it was decided that three pairs of error variances were correlated 

within organizational justice(Q1/3, Q5/7, Q6/10) along with two pairs of error variances 

within organizational commitment (Q40/41, Q42/43). The software identifies 

modification indices by providing suggested pairs to correlate measurement errors to 

improve the model fit. Among the suggested pairs, I selected the aforementioned five 

pairs of measurement errors based on criteria that showed M.I. beyond 18.00. 

First, the pairs of indicators showing high correlated measurement errors seem 

to measure similar content. Therefore, the measurement errors need to be combined 

because they are affected by the contents. For example, the correlation between Q6 and 

Q10 was high, around .60, which assesses justice perception of pay and rewards. Both 

pay and rewards could be systematically affected by another factor, the pay level of the 

employee. As another example, the high correlations between errors of Q42 and Q43, 

which measure employee identification, might be affected by the strength of feeling of 

belonging. Using the same logic, the indicators of the rest of the correlated errors seem 

to measure something in common.  

Another possibility comes from the consistency motif. Under common method, 

survey respondents showed efforts to respond in a consistent manner (Podsakoff, 

McKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). This tendency of respondents to try to maintain 

consistent in their responses to similar questions is called the consistency motif. 

Moreover, respondents in the training situation could possibly have been forced to 

complete the survey items rapidly without trying to discriminate subtle differences 
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between several items. Both motif and context could contribute to errors being 

correlated highly in several questionnaires. 

Based on theory and the magnitude of the modification index, the five paths 

were recombined between the measurement errors in the hypothesized model. 

Consequently, the model fit indices indicate an overall improvement compared with the 

hypothesized model. Figure 10 shows the summary of path coefficients and fit indices 

of the revised model based on modification indices. 

 

Note. t-values in parentheses are the ratio between chi-square and degrees of freedom. 

Figure 10. Revised model based on modification indices. 

Table 13 compares the fit indices of the hypothesized model and the revised 

model.  
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Table 13 

Model Comparison 

 
Model 
 

 
Chi-Square

 

 
df 
 

Δχ2 CFI NNFI IFI RMSEA

 
Hypothesized Model 
 

1495.38 696  .88 .86 .88 .058

 
Revised Model 
 

1223.00 
 

691
 

-272.38 
 

.92
 

.91 
 

.92 
 

.048

 
As a result of modification, there were overall differences between the two 

models. For goodness of fit indices, both fit indices of CFI and IFI improved from .88 

to .92, while NNFI improved from .86 to .91. On the other hand, RMSEA decreased 

from .058 to .048. Most notably, chi-square decreased from 1495.38 to 1223 as a result 

of connecting the five paths between measurement errors. 

In the revised model, the squared multiple correlation (SMC) was reviewed to 

determine the explanatory power of the endogenous variables. According to SMC, 53% 

of variance in trust in top management was explained by two exogenous variables, 

while 62% of variance in organizational commitment was explained by the other three 

factors. 

Hypotheses Testing 

Based on the revised model, the results of testing the hypotheses are elaborated 

in this section. These hypotheses were examined through investigating the path 

coefficients and the total effect sizes of the constructs in the final model. The higher the 

r’s (path coefficients) and t-values are, the stronger the relationship is.  
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Hypothesis 1 was that organizational justice positively influences trust in top 

management. This hypothesis was supported, indicating a moderate path coefficient and 

t-value (r = .45, t = 5.84). 

Hypothesis 2 was that job security positively influences trust in top management. 

Because short-term job security was eliminated, this hypothesis was supported for long-

term job security. Long-term job security had a moderate impact on trust in top 

management (r = .35, t = 4.56).  

Hypothesis 3 was that trust in top management positively influences 

organizational commitment. This hypothesis was supported. However, the impact of 

trust in top management on organizational commitment was relatively weak (r = .14, t = 

1.99). Therefore, no mediating effects were identified via trust in top management. 

Hypothesis 4 predicted that organizational justice positively influences 

organizational commitment. This hypothesis was supported with a moderate impact of 

organizational justice on organizational commitment (r = .37, t = 4.62).  

Hypothesis 5 predicted that job security positively influences organizational 

commitment. As with Hypothesis 2, long-term job security is positively related to 

organizational commitment. This hypothesis was supported with a moderate impact of 

long-term job security on organizational commitment (r = .38, t = 4.60). Table 14 

summarizes the results of the hypothesis tests based on the revised model.  
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Table 14 

Hypotheses Testing: Effects of Path Estimates 

 
Hypothesis 

 

 
Direct Effects 

 

 
Results 

 
 
H1: Justice → Trust 
 

 
.45 (5.84*) 

 

 
Supported 

 
H2: Long-term JS → Trust 
 

.35 (4.56*) 
 

Supported 
 

H3: Trust → Commitment 
 

.14 (1.99*) 
 

Supported 
 

H4: Justice → Commitment 
 

.37 (4.62*) 
 

Supported 
 

H5: Long-term JS → 
Commitment 
 

.38 (4.60*) 
 

Supported 
 

Note. *p<.05 (t>1.96), t-values are in parentheses. 

Testing Mediating Effects 

Trust in top management was posited to mediate partially the relationships 

between organizational justice and organizational commitment and between long-term 

job security and organizational commitment. However, the indirect effects via trust in 

top management are very small, between .05 and .06. 

For significance testing, the Sobel test was conducted. Neither mediation effect 

via trust in top management reached significance (p<.05). For the mediating effects 

between organizational justice and commitment, the Sobel test statistic was 1.89 (p 

= .058), while the other test statistic was 1.83 (p = .067) for the mediating relationship 

between long-term job security and organizational commitment.  

Compared with the larger direct effects of organizational justice (r = .37) and 

long-term job security (r = .38) on the dependant variable, the mediating effects are of 
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little value. In addition, controlling for the mediating path results in the direct effects 

showing a slight increase in path coefficients.The small mediating effect is mainly 

attributed to the relatively weak connection between trust in top management and 

organizational commitment (r = .14). As a result, there is neither full nor partial 

mediation effect via trust in top management.  

Summary 

First, descriptive statistics of the four main constructs were reported. Means and 

standard deviations of all 51 questions were provided, and frequencies were provided in 

an appendix table. 

Second, correlation analysis provided statistical support for a reliable and valid 

measure. All correlations among constructs were high except for the quantitative 

dimension of job security. After testing normality and linearity, the quantitative 

dimension was found to violate the basic assumptions of structural equation modeling 

and was eliminated from further analysis; qualitative job security was relabeled as long-

term job security. 

Third, the hypothesized structural model was tested and confirmed because all 

hypotheses were supported. However, the model fit was not good and needed to be 

improved through modifications. After modifications based on indices, the model fit 

showed acceptable numbers above the recommended cutoff.   

Fourth, the hypotheses were tested revealing that all hypotheses were supported 

with moderate path coefficients and t-values, except for the relationship between trust in 

top management and organizational commitment, which, while statistically significant, 

was weak. In terms of Squared Multiple Correlation, a significant amount of variance in 
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the endogenous variables was explained by the exogenous variables: 53% of variance 

from trust in top management and 62% of variance from organizational commitment. 

Fifth, trust in top management did not mediate the relationships between two 

exogenous variables and organizational commitment due to the weak link between trust 

in top management and organizational commitment. Compared with the direct effect of 

the two predictors on organizational commitment, the indirect effects via trust in top 

management were relatively small and did not reach significance using the Sobel test.  
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the research and to discuss the 

findings, present limitations, provide practical and theoretical implications of the 

research, and make recommendations for future research. Comparisons between the 

findings of this study and previous research are included in the discussion.  

Summary 

Due to the ongoing global scale of the financial crisis, job security has been 

threatened with decreased employees’ trust and commitment. To overcome 

organizational crisis, organizations need employees’ voluntary risk-taking behavior and 

commitment, followed by trust in the organization or in top management. Employees 

also need organizational support, such as organizational justice and job security, in 

order to be fully committed to the organization. 

In terms of social exchange theory, this research assumed that there would be an 

important mediating role for trust in top management and examined the predictors 

(organizational justice and job security) and the outcome, organizational commitment. 

Purpose and Hypotheses 

The purpose of this study was to examine the impact of (a) organizational justice 

and (b) job security on (c) organizational commitment through the mediating role of (d) 

trust in top management in Korean firms. The specific research questions were: 

1. Are there any relationships among organizational justice, job security, trust in 

top management, and organizational commitment? 
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2. Is trust in top management a mediator between organizational justice, job 

security, and organizational commitment?  

To investigate these research questions, an empirical study was conducted. 

Based on the conceptual model, the research hypotheses of this study were: 

H1: Organizational justice positively influences trust in top management. 

H2: Job security positively influences trust in top management. 

H3: Trust in top management positively influences organizational commitment. 

H4: Organizational justice positively influences organizational commitment. 

H5: Job security positively influences organizational commitment. 

Procedures 

This study incorporated previously validated instruments to form a survey 

instrument. A paper-pencil survey with 51 items was administered to participants from 

six Korean firms. Of 500 employee participants, 337 responded, resulting in a response 

rate of 67.4%. Sampling was based on convenience, using training situations and HR 

manager distribution. The typical respondent was highly educated, relatively young 

(mid-thirties), in a low management or non-management position from various job areas. 

Two-thirds of respondents were male. 

Instrument 

The reliability of each measure was acceptable, within a range of .74 to .93, 

except for the two sub-scales of trust in top management. Both subscales of 

benevolence and trust were under the threshold of .70. The CFA results indicated that 

all indicators converged into the designated factor with high factor loadings over .50. 

However, the correlation results indicated that there was a lack of discrimination due to 
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the high correlations between the sub-scales of organizational justice, trust in top 

management, and organizational commitment.  Factor correlations between the sub-

scales were over .80 in organizational justice, trust in top management, and 

organizational commitment. Therefore, the two-factor models were aggregated into 

one-factor models in the three constructs.  

For data analysis, descriptive statistics, correlation analysis, and structural 

equation modeling (SEM) were used to answer the research questions. 

Findings 

First, all correlation coefficients were positive and significant except for those of 

quantitative job security. Three items, all in quantitative job security, were eliminated 

because they did not meet the criteria of SEM, such as linearity, normality, and 

homoscedasticity. After elimination, qualitative job security was relabeled as long-term 

job security, while the quantitative dimension was relabeled as short-term job security 

and eliminated. 

Second, the hypothesized structural model was confirmed as all hypotheses were 

supported. However, the hypothesized model was revised based on modification indices 

to improve model fit. Due to systematic error variances, five paths were added between 

measurement errors. After modification, model fit improved significantly.  

In addition, the revised model showed stronger explanatory power. Two 

antecedents contributed to explain 53% of the variance in the mediator along with 62% 

of the variance of the dependant variable. However, there was no mediating effect via 

trust in top management.  
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Figure 11 shows a summary of the path coefficients and fit indices of the 

alternative model. 

 

Figure 11. Best-fit model. 

All five research hypotheses were supported, showing significant path 

coefficients, although the path from trust in top management to organizational 

commitment was very weak. With regard to the relationships between the predictors 

and mediator, organizational justice significantly and moderately influences trust in top 

management (H1: path coefficient = .45, t = 5.84), and long-term job security 

significantly and moderately influences trust in top management (H2: path coefficient 

= .35, t = 4.56). Trust in top management significantly and moderately influences 

organizational commitment (H3: path coefficient = .14, t = 1.99). Despite the significant 

relationship, there was no mediating effect due to the weak link between trust in top 

management and organizational commitment. The size of the indirect effect between 

organizational justice and organizational commitment was .05 and was .06 between 

long-term job security and organizational commitment. 
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Two exogenous variables contributed to explain a significant amount of variance 

in the dependant variable. Organizational justice impacted organizational commitment 

significantly and moderately (H4: path coefficient = .37, t = 4.62), while long-term job 

security also affected organizational commitment significantly and moderately (H5: 

path coefficient = .38, t = 4.60).  It is notable that the relationship between 

organizational justice and long-term job security was the most significant among any 

other hypothesized relationships even though it was not hypothesized (path coefficient 

= .65, t = 6.90). 

Discussion 

In this section, the study results are discussed and compared with the literature. 

Organizational Justice and Long-term Job Security 

Even though not hypothesized, the relationship between the two exogenous 

variables deserves to be discussed considering the controversial debate in justice theory. 

The relationship between organizational justice and long-term job security was the most 

significant among all of the relationships in spite of the uncertain direction between the 

two (path coefficient = .65, t-value = 6.90). The group value model supports the 

direction from organizational justice to long-term job security. On the other hand, 

attribution theory advocates the reverse direction from long-term job security to 

organizational justice (Schleicher, Venkataramani, Morgeson, & Campion, 2006). 

Group value theory supports the perception of organizational justice affecting 

employees’ responses and attitudes toward organizations (Ashford et al., 1989). Under a 

high level of organizational justice, employees tend to accept unfavorable outcomes 

more so than is the case under low organizational justice (Leventhal et al., 1980). Even 
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in layoff or downsizing situations, justice perceptions reduce employee anger, 

resentment, and adverse reaction toward their organization (Folger & Cropanzano, 

1998; Mishra, 1996). For example, employees who see their organization’s procedures 

as fair have been reported to trust in authorities and to accept unfavorable outcomes 

from them (Brockner et al., 1994; 1997). Under the group value model, employees 

attribute unfavorable outcomes to personal reasons rather than unfair procedures and 

use justice perceptions to explain their personal outcomes in an objective manner.  

On the contrary, attribution theory suggests that personal outcomes affect 

employees’ justice perceptions in a reverse fashion (Schroth & Shah, 2000). When 

outcomes are positive, fair procedures result in higher self-esteem than with unfair 

procedures. But when outcomes are negative, fair procedures result in lower self-esteem 

than with unfair procedures. In a selection situation, opportunity to perform affected the 

ratings of procedural justice (Schleicher et al., 2006). When people perceive that they 

have enough opportunity to perform, they tend to appraise the organization to be fairer 

than they do when they have less opportunity to perform. Attribution theory supports 

the use of justice information in an ego-protecting manner and supports the interaction 

of the outcome variable with procedures (Brockner & Siegel, 1996). In this regard, the 

strong relationship between the two does not seem to guarantee the direction or the 

causality between the two.  

Organizational Justice, Long-term Job Security, and Trust in Top Management  

The study results support the conclusion that organizational justice impacts 

employees’ trust in top management (path coefficient = .45, t-value = 5.84). The more 

employees see the organization as fair, the more they tend to trust in their top 



   101 

 

management. Along with organizational justice, long-term job security had moderate 

impact on trust in top management (path coefficient = .35, t-value = 4.56). When long-

term job security is perceived as high, employees trust their top management more. In 

addition, organizational justice perception was strongly correlated with long-term job 

security (path coefficient = .65). The findings imply that perceptions of organizational 

justice are important indicators, along with long-term job security, of trust in top 

management.  

The results suggest that fairness affects people in organizations not only to 

adhere to private interests, but also to sacrifice their interests for the sake of social 

justice when asked for in some cases (Lind & Tyler, 1988). Just as the case of western 

employees conforming to the results of pay inequity under the perception of high 

procedural justice (Folger & Konovsky, 1989), so Korean employees seemed to trust 

their top management more because they were affected by the fairness effect, with 

priority on group value rather than private interest (Brockner, Fishman, Garden, 

Goldman, Reb, & Spiegel, 2007).  

Fifty-three percent of the variance in trust in top management was explained by 

two predictors--organizational justice and long-term job security. The results 

demonstrate that employees’ perceived long-term job security can be regarded as an 

important antecedent of trust in top management along with organizational justice. 

Reflecting on the nature of trust, both the current financial crisis and economic 

downturns could make individual job opportunities very limited across all business 

areas. However, this insecure situation operates as a unique opportunity either for the 

creation of trust in top management or for its destruction because the crisis could 
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provide employees with the decision to stay or to leave the organization (Spreitzer, & 

Mishra, 2002; Webb, 1996).  

Trust in Top Management and Organizational Commitment 

According to the trust literature, trust in an organization affects organizational 

commitment (Aryee et al., 2002; Hopkins & Weathington, 2006; Lynd & Tyler, 1998; 

Pillai et al., 1999). In this regard, trust in top management was expected to affect 

organizational commitment because top management was regarded as the representative 

of the organization (Tan & Tan, 2000). As expected, the relationship was significant 

and supported the hypothesis. However, the result suggests that the effect was too weak 

to mediate the relationships between two predictors and the dependant variable.  

The weak effect of trust in top management and organizational commitment can 

be attributed to the characteristic of trust in top management. Due to low reliability, 

neither affective nor behavioral dimensions were included in the analysis. Trust based 

on these two dimensions is known to be stronger than cognitive-based trust based on the 

perception of ability or integrity of top management (Rousseau et al., 1998). According 

to McAllister (1995), the impact of affective-based trust is stronger than that of 

cognitive-based trust. In this regard, the mediating impact was weak. As evidenced by 

the path coefficient (r = .14) and t-value (1.99), there was only weak indirect effect by 

trust in top management.  

Second, the study results suggest that the salience of leadership on 

organizational commitment is dubious. Even though leadership was not measured 

directly in this study, the measure of trust in top management can be regarded as an 

indirect measure of leadership (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Pillai et al., 1999). The high 
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magnitude of organizational commitment did not seem to depend on a trusted leader but 

more on institutional conditions, such as organizational justice and long-term job 

security. The study results raise the question of the relative importance of trusted 

leadership compared with organizational conditions in relation to employees’ 

organizational commitment  

Organizational Justice, Long-term Job Security, and Organizational Commitment 

According to the results, organizational justice positively impacted 

organizational commitment (path coefficient = .37, t-value = 4.62). When individuals 

feel supported by an organization, they are likely to feel the need to reciprocate (Folger 

& Cropanzano, 1998; Meyer & Allen, 1997). Along with organizational justice, long-

term job security impacted employees’ organizational commitment (path coefficient 

= .38, t-value = 4.60). Compared with organizational justice, long-term job security has 

not been frequently referred to as an antecedent of organizational commitment. But this 

study supported long-term job security as another indicator of organizational support by 

employees.  

Fair treatment leads employees to be committed to the organization. However, if 

they perceive the organization to be unfair, they will be angry with the outcomes or 

procedures and then withdraw their commitment from the organization (Folger, 1987). 

In terms of social exchange theory, fairness is the starting point for the partner to make 

the decision whether to keep going or not with this organization (Blau, 1964). 

According to Bartlett (2001), the more employees feel perceived benefit from their 

organization, the more they will strive to return their affective commitment to the 

organization as a form of job effort and labor.  
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In addition, the literature has identified personal competence as a salient 

antecedent to organizational commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997). Because long-term 

job security includes items that can be interpreted as personal competence, such as pay 

development, a promising career, and stimulating job content, a high magnitude of 

long-term job security can be a sign of organizational approval of personal competence. 

Thus, when long-term job security is perceived as a benefit from the organization, 

employees are willing to return their commitment to the organization, based on social 

exchange (Bartlett, 2001; Blau, 1964).  

In sum, organizational justice is related to social needs, while long-term job 

security is related to personal needs. Both constructs are highly correlated with 

organizational commitment. The predictors explained 63% of the variance in 

organizational commitment. The significant explanatory power of the two supports the 

initial assumption; when two basic human needs are gratified by the organization, 

employees reciprocate their behavior toward the organization through their commitment 

in return for their perceived benefit. 

Implications for Theory and Practice 

This section discusses the implications of this study for research and practice in 

the field of HRD. In this section, the theoretical implications are discussed first. Then, 

practical implications are suggested. 

Theoretical Implications 

The theoretical contributions of this study are its integrative approach, along 

with its insights into job security measures and theory. This study took an integrative 

approach encompassing personal and social needs as antecedents of organizational 
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commitment. This study also discovered that job security consists of two different 

measures. The study also provides theoretical reason to revise the trust in top 

management measure to reflect the specific context.  

Integrative approach. According to Maslow’s (1943) needs hierarchy theory, 

people have different levels of needs. The predictors in this study integrated lower level 

needs with higher level needs. Employees in organizations seek to satisfy social needs, 

such as organizational justice, and personal needs, such as job security. Job security 

includes higher level needs of long-term job security and lower level needs like short-

term job security. On the other hand, organizational justice includes not only lower 

level needs, such as distributive justice, to pursue personal interests, but also higher 

level needs like procedural justice to go beyond personal interest and care for others in 

the organization.  

Both endogenous variables are affected by the integrative impact of the 

exogenous variables: the personal and social needs of employees. These variables are 

comprehensive and balanced in that they integrate both personal and social needs and 

encompass lower and higher levels of needs. Because little research has been conducted 

on the integrative impact of two antecedents simultaneously in terms of needs theory, 

this study contributes to the theoretical connection between motivation and attitudes in 

terms of social exchange theory.   

In addition, the results of this study may remind us that employees have strong 

social needs that are as strong as personal needs. Going further in interpretation, 

employees are not satisfied only with personal outcomes, such as pay increases and 

promotions. They want their organizations to be fair in both aspects. In contrast, 
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previous research findings advocated that procedural justice is more closely related to 

trust in authority than is distributive justice (Lind & Tyler, 1988). As Rousseau and 

colleagues (1998) indicated, higher levels of trust are beyond personal interest 

manifested in economic exchange, even though lower levels of trust have come from 

calculations.  

Two faces of job security. The correlation results revealed that short-term job 

security is too different from long-term job security to be included as a sub dimension 

of job security. As expected, the quantitative dimension did not converge into job 

security, while long-term job security did. A low correlation (r = .25) between the two is 

a good indicator of a significant difference between the two factors.  

Unlike long-term job security, which showed a high correlation with the other 

constructs, short-term job security did not. On one side, short-term job security was 

found to be significantly affected by demographic variables, such as gender, age, and 

years with the organization. On the other side, it did not affect the magnitude of 

organizational justice, trust, or commitment. Due to the low correlation, short-term job 

security was eliminated, which has some implications for organizations.  

First, this study replicated and extended previous findings by finding that a 

threat to job continuity had a different impact on employees’ attitudes and work efforts 

than found in previous research (Brockner et al., 1992; Champoux, 1992; Sverke et al., 

1999). Unlike perceived control having a linear relationship with employees’ attitudes, 

a perceived threat was reported in this study to have curvilinear relationship with 

employees’ attitudes, such as its impact on organizational commitment and trust in the 

organization. In this study, long-term job security was posited as equivalent to 
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perceived control, while short-term job security was seen as a concept similar to 

perceived threat. 

Another implication of this study is in terms of Maslow’s (1943) theory of 

motivation; security needs were posited at the lower level just above other physiological 

needs, such as hunger and sleep. Short-term job security can be compared to basic 

security needs. One of the main characteristics of lower level needs is that they cease to 

exist as motivators once they are satisfied (Maslow, 1943). In this vein, short-term job 

security, a lower level need, is not linearly correlated with the other constructs. Long-

term job security may be compared with higher level needs because it is mainly 

concerned with developmental needs, such as interesting job content, career opportunity, 

and pay development in the organization. Obviously, a high correlation with other 

organizational attitudes explains the difference between the two. 

This study may contribute to job security research, suggesting that a perceived 

threat factor should be separated from the perceived control factor rather than 

incorporated into one factor because of the different characteristics between the two. 

Contextual impact on the measure of trust in top management. Two factors, 

benevolence and trust, were not reliable in the Korean employee sample. The reliability 

for benevolence is below an acceptable level with an alpha = .60, while that for trust is 

lower with an alpha = .48. In a recent study, Mayer et al. (2005) agreed that these two 

factors lacked reliability compared with the other two. As a result, they revised their 

research design to separate trustworthiness from behaviors of the trustor, such as trust 

decisions and propensity to trust. The study results have important theoretical 

implications including the following.  
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First, the high correlation between ability and integrity suggests that these two 

factors should be incorporated into one factor rather than measured as a separate factor, 

although the CFA supported these as separate factors. They are almost the same 

measure considering the high correlation (r = .96).  

Another implication is that the low reliability in benevolence can be traced back 

to the difference in the characteristic of the referent and Korean culture. Generally, 

Korean employees find it difficult to expect benevolence from their top management 

because it is very unusual for employees to have personal contact with top management. 

Even though both personal care and concern are frequently mentioned as a 

trustworthiness characteristic of supervisors (Butler, 1991; Mishra, 1996), it seems 

unrealistic to see benevolence as an important trustworthiness characteristic of top 

management. Moreover, considering the strategic nature of the task requiring urgent 

decision making of top management, benevolence would not have been prioritized over 

ability or integrity (Clark & Payne, 1997).  

The trust dimension was also not reliable (alpha = .48). The rationale of low 

reliability could be attributed to the unique characteristic of the trust dimension, which 

belongs to the behavioral dimension, while other factors are related to the perceptual 

dimension (Mayer et al., 2005). A trust decision is more affected by the propensity to 

trust others rather than the perception of trustworthiness. In sum, the elimination of two 

trust sub-scales reminds us of the importance of contextual relevance or fit of the 

measure. 
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Practical Implications 

Suggested practical implications for HRD follow. Two implications may appear 

to be contradictory in their aims; caring for people and creating tension through optimal 

competition. However, caring for people does not mean being too relaxed in managing 

employees’ work. To help organizations succeed in a highly competitive business 

environment, HRD managers should balance these two aims simultaneously: caring for 

people with fair treatment and managing work in an optimally competitive manner. 

Following this line of reasoning, two implications are suggested as follows.  

Caring for people by fair treatment and long-term job security. The results of 

this study demostrate the priority of respecting employees’ needs. Reflecting on the 

variance in organizational commitment explained by the study’s two predictors, it 

appears that Korean employees wanted fair treatment and long-term job security. 

Despite a common sense perspective that economic needs would be the most 

important motivator, this study revealed that social needs are still strong employee 

motivators. When they believe that they are cared for by their organization, trust in top 

management follows. As Mishra (1996) noted, concern is one of the four qualities of 

managers who are trusted by their employees. Providing job opportunities represents 

concern for employees. 

In addition to personal caring by providing job opportunities, employees want 

their organizations to be fair in caring for others through fair procedures. Employees 

tend to be affected by concern for themselves, as well as concern for others, because 

they learn by observing others (Bandura, 1977). In this regard, past studies illustrate that 
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procedural justice is more related to employees’ organizational attitudes than 

distributive justice in western contexts (Brockner & Siegel, 1996).  

The implications of these results are obvious: top management should strive to 

provide employees not only with economic stability through job opportunities, but also 

with ethical vision or self-esteem from working in a fair organization. For instance, if 

top management only cared about competent employees who had shown stronger 

performance, less competent employees would feel threatened about their job status and 

would not be willing to be vulnerable with top management about their futures. 

Consequently, they would not be committed to the organization.  

In the same logic, well-qualified employees would have the same feelings 

coming from their perceptions that top management would not care for them if they lost 

their competitiveness in the future. As Bandura (1977) noted, people mainly learn by 

observing others. Employees could expect that their future job status would not only be 

based on their personal competence, but also on their observation of others (Mishra & 

Spreitzer, 1998; Speretizer & Mishra, 2002). 

Challenging people by creating tension. In regard to job security, the eliminated 

dimension has important practical implications. However, it appears to be contradictory 

to the former implications of organizational justice, caring for people. The results 

suggest that perceived threat was not linearly related to employee attitudes.  

This result implies that maintenance of an optimal level of job insecurity in the 

workplace seems to be necessary. In other words, some level of competition among 

employees should be maintained by HRD professionals by creating tension. High job 

security is not always good for both the employees and the organization, while high job 
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insecurity implies the same. The extreme level of job security has frequently been 

associated with non-competition in the organization (Duffy, Shaw, & Ganster, 1998). 

For example, tenure track positions have been associated with under-performance even 

though they reported high positive affectivity from job security compared with that of 

non-tenure track faculty (Duffy et al., 1998).  

According to Gilboa et al. (2008), job related stressors, such as role ambiguity 

and job insecurity, include two conflicting dimensions: a hindrance-based dimension is 

detrimental to job performance, while a challenge dimension is positively related to job 

performance. However, it is impossible for HR managers to facilitate only the challenge 

dimension and to avoid the hindrance-based dimension in each employee. As job 

security is perceived and managed by employees themselves, it should be noted that the 

will to overcome difficulties is the most important factor. In this vein, Champoux 

(1992) emphasized that job insecurity is moderated by the strength of an individual’s 

growth need. When the work is perceived as too easy, employees feel bored, but they 

feel anxiety when the work is perceived as too difficult for their level (Csikszenthihalyi, 

1990). The concept of an optimal level applies. 

Limitations of the Study 

Some limitations of this study must be noted in the interpretation of the results. 

First, the generalizability is limited because this study did not use random sampling and 

used a cross-sectional research design. Survey questionnaires were not distributed to 

randomly selected employees due to situational constraints.  

Second, all data came from the survey with self-reported measures. Individual 

responses can be contaminated by variations in individual motivation, variations in the 
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knowledge of respondents, memory lapses, and personality (Bartlett, 2001). In addition, 

it would be difficult to exclude possible data contamination by social desirability bias. 

The concern that all measures were gathered from the same source raises concerns of 

common method variance, especially when they are measured at the same time 

(Podsakoff et al., 2003).  

This study did not analyze the impact of short-term job security due to 

methodological limitations. As short-term job security violated the basic assumptions of 

SEM, it was eliminated from the analysis. Although this study originally attempted to 

cover both dimensions of job security, it ultimately confined itself to only long-term job 

security. 

Finally, there may be limitations in linking the sub-dimensions of key constructs 

with each other because high correlations suggested that there is a lack of discriminant 

validity between the sub-dimensions (Kline et al., 2005). In this study, distributive 

justice was not clearly discriminated from procedural justice (r = .83), while affective 

commitment was not separated from normative commitment (r = .97). In addition, it is 

recommended that the ability of top management should be integrated into integrity of 

top management because the former was not distinguished clearly from the latter by 

survey respondents (r = .96). 

Recommendations for Future Research 

Further research is needed to solve the above limitations and to extend the 

current studies on justice, commitment, trust, and job security in organizations. In 

particular, trust components should be extended beyond the trustworthiness of the 

trustee (Dietz & Hartdog, 2006). This study is not an exception to those studies that 
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focused only on the trustworthiness of the trustee. However, trust is also affected 

largely by other factors, such as national culture and the propensity to trust others (Huff 

& Kelley, 2002; Yamagishi & Yamagishi, 1994). Future research on the trust measure 

should include various aspects of trust in order to understand the nature of trust more 

extensively. For example, the behavioral intentions of trust could be a good measure of 

trust along with risk-taking behavior as an outcome of trust. In this regard, the current 

research study focused on the subjective experience of being trusted by others, while 

other research has focused only on the effect of trusting (Salamon & Robinson, 2008). 

Similar to the trusting effect, the effect of being trusted by others is reported to improve 

individual performance and should be explored further in future research. 

Another potential area of future research is to introduce other motivational 

constructs to organizational commitment research. This study contributed to the 

introduction of different levels of employee needs to organizational commitment 

research; however, it was far from comprehensive. For instance, higher level needs 

could include either personal learning or an organizational learning culture to represent 

self-actualization needs that extend beyond organizational justice to explore self-esteem 

needs (Maslow, 1943; Schroth & Shah, 2000).  

The interaction effect of organizational justice should also be revisited in future 

research. Although organizational justice was measured as two sub-dimensions in this 

study, they were not discriminated from each other. Thus, discussion on the interactive 

effects of the two was limited. Future research on organizational justice should examine 

the interaction effect between distributive and procedural justice. Both outcomes and 

procedures work together to create a sense of injustice or fairness in any given situation. 
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In this regard, future research on organizational justice should explore the interaction 

effect between the two 

In future job security research, the positive role of perceived threat should be 

highlighted together with the negative role. While job security has been associated with 

positive variables, job insecurity has usually been associated with negative constructs 

because of negative labeling (Sverke & Hellgren, 2002). However, job insecurity has 

unique characteristics that cannot be characterized only positively or negatively. To 

some extent, job insecurity creates productive tension among individuals and increases 

organizational productivity (Brockner et al., 1992, 1997). This area should be explored 

further. 

Finally, there may be some translation issues in the components of the 

instrument, as the instruments used in this study were originally developed in a western 

context. Therefore, it is probable that some confusion existed in survey responses. For 

example, distributive justice can be confused with the concept of justice for profit in the 

eastern Confucius tradition, which a noble man should avoid, while procedural justice 

can be confused with noble justice, which a noble man should follow in his life. Despite 

the similarities in justice conceptualizations of western and eastern views, they are 

certainly not the same construct. In this regard, more efforts are needed to develop 

culturally appropriate instruments that are unique to eastern contexts. 

Concluding Remarks 

Today, performance improvement is asserted to be the key to advancing the 

human resource development profession (Swanson, 1995). However, performance 

cannot be improved without solid social and cultural dimensions in human resource 
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development. This study’s results imply that economic motives are not the only rewards 

employees want from their organizations, even during a financial crisis. In addition to 

the personal needs of long-term job security, this study emphasizes the social need for 

organizational justice as a strong driver of organizational commitment. In this regard, it 

cannot be overemphasized that organizations are social entities beyond simple business 

entities (Abbeglen, 2004). In contrast, employees want to satisfy not only personal 

needs, but also social needs to belong to fair organizations.  

From a long-term perspective, organizational competitiveness comes from the 

power to accumulate human capital and social capital. Human capital consists of two 

different areas; one originates from accumulated individual knowledge or skills, while 

the other comes from organizational knowledge, which might be embedded in strong 

social relationships (Fukuyama, 1995). Trust is a foundation for organizations to work 

effectively (Kramer, 1996). So far, HRD professionals have focused on the former 

visible aspect, while they seem to ignore the latter invisible aspect of social capital.  

To develop these two aspects of human resources, human resource development 

professionals should expand their activity beyond developing work-related expertise to 

improve individual performance. According to a global definition of HRD (McLean & 

McLean, 2001), we must also contribute to improved satisfaction and productivity from 

a long-term perspective.  
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Employee-employer relationship Survey 
The Impact of Organizational Justice and Job Security on Organizational 

Commitment: Centered on the Mediating role of Trust in Top Management  

Hello, 

Thanks for your participation. I am Jeong-Ho Jeon, a Ph.D. candidate majoring in 

Human Resource Development at University of Minnesota. I am conducting a 

dissertation research on the relationship between employee and employer through the 

employee perception of organizational justice, job security, trust in top management and 

organizational commitment. 

 

The purpose of this study is to investigate the impact of organizational justice and job 

security on organizational commitment through the mediating role of trust in top 

management in Korean firms. The information that you provide will be kept 

anonymously and confidentially and used in aggregated summaries only for research 

purpose. I guarantee that your employer will never see your responses or be able to 

identify any individual from the information you provide.  

The questionnaire should take you 10-15 minutes to complete. This questionnaire 

consists of five sections. It is very important that you respond to each and every 

statement. Only then can we include your opinions in the final analysis. After you 

complete it, use the postage paid reply envelope addressed to me for your convenience 

and confidentiality. 

 

Please feel free to contact me at jeon0053@umn.edu or at Korea (010) 6273-4201, if 

you have any questions or comments. Thank you for your cooperation. 

 

Sincerely, 

Jeong-Ho Jeon 

Researcher 

All information collected will be kept absolutely confidential and will be deprived 

of my computer after the research done according to the regulation 
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Questions below are not a test. There is no right or wrong answer here. Please 
indicate your level of agreement by checking the number that best reflects your 
perception of yourself. 
 
I. Next questions are to obtain your perception of justice toward your 
organization. Please indicate your level of agreement by checking the number that 
best reflects your perception of yourself. 
                                                                                     
1. My work schedule is fair.                         1    2    3    4    5 
 
2. Our organization makes sure that all employees’       1    2    3    4    5 

concerns are heard before job decisions are made. 
 
3. I consider my workload to be quite fair.               1    2    3    4    5       
 
4. The organizational decisions are made in an unbiased    1    2    3    4    5  
  manner. 
 
5. Our organization has procedures that allow an          1    2    3    4    5  
  employee to appeal or challenge a decision. 
 
6. I believe my level of pay is fair.                     1    2    3    4    5 
 
7. Our organization has procedures that are designed to     1    2    3    4    5 

allow the requests for clear explanation or additional 
information about a decision. 

 
8. I feel that my job responsibilities are fair.             1    2    3    4    5 
 
9. Our organization has procedures to collect information  1    2    3    4    5 

for making decisions accurately and thoroughly. 
 
10. Generally, the rewards I receive here are quite fair.     1    2    3    4    5 
 
11. All decisions of our organization are applied          1    2    3    4    5 

impartially across all affected employees. 
 

II. Next questions are designed to obtain your percept of job security in your 
organization. Please indicate your level of agreement by checking the number that 
best reflects your perception of yourself. 

                                          
12. I feel that the organization can provide me          1    2    3    4    5 
with a stimulating job content in the near future. 
 
13. I feel uneasy about losing my job in the near future.   1    2    3    4    5 
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14. My pay development in this organization is          1    2    3    4    5 
   promising. 
 
15. I am worried about having to leave my job           1    2    3    4    5 

before I would like to. 
 
16. My future career opportunities in the organization     1    2    3    4    5 
   are favorable. 
 
17. There is a risk that I will have to leave my present     1    2    3    4    5     
   job in the year to come. 
 
18. I believe that the organization will need my          1    2    3    4    5 
   competence also in the near future. 
 
III. Next questions are designed to obtain your degree of trust in top 
management’s group in your organization. Please indicate your level of agreement 
by checking the number that best reflects your perception of yourself. 

           
19. Sound principles seem to guide TMG’s behavior.  1    2    3    4    5  
 
20. TMG would not knowingly do anything to hurt me. 1    2    3    4    5 
 
21. I never have to wonder whether TMG will stick to  1    2    3    4    5 

its word. 
 
22. If I had way, I wouldn’t let TMG have control      1    2    3    4   5 

over issues that are important to me. 
 
23. TMG is very concerned about my welfare.         1    2    3    4    5 
 
24. I feel very confident about TMG’s skills.          1    2    3    4    5       
 
25. TMG has a strong sense of justice.               1    2    3    4    5 
 
26. I would be comfortable giving TMG a task         1    2    3    4    5 

or a problem which was critical to me, even if  
I could not monitor their actions. 

 
27. I like TMG’s value.                            1    2    3    4    5 
 
28. TMG is known to be successful at the things        1    2    3    4    5 

it tries to do. 
 
29. TMG really looks out for what is important to me.    1    2    3    4    5 
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30. TMG is well qualified.                          1    2    3    4    5 
 
31. TMG’s actions and behaviors are consistent          1    2    3    4    5 
 
32. I really wish I had a keep an eye on TMG. (R)        1    2    3    4    5 
 
33. TMG has much knowledge about the work that       1    2    3    4    5 
needs done. 
 
34. TMG will go out of its way to help me.              1    2    3    4    5 
 
35. TMG tries hard to be fair in dealings with others.      1    2    3    4    5 
 
36. I would be willing to let TMG have complete control   1    2    3    4    5 

over my future in this company.  
 
37. TMG is very capable of performing its job.           1    2    3    4    5 
 
38. My needs and desires are very important to TMG.      1    2    3    4    5 
 
39. TMG has specialized capabilities that can increase     1    2    3    4    5 

our performance. 
 
VI. Following questions are designed to obtain your perception of organizational 
commitment to your company. Please indicate your level of agreement by checking 
the number that best reflects your perception of yourself. 

                             
40. I really feel as if this organization’s problems     1    2    3    4    5 

are my own. 
 
41. I feel a strong sense of belonging to my          1    2    3    4    5 

organization. 
 
42. I would feel guilty if I left my organization now.   1    2    3    4    5 
 
43. Even if it were to my advantage, I do not feel it    1    2    3    4    5 
     would be right to leave my organization now. 
 
44. I feel like part of the family at my               1    2    3    4    5 
     organization. 
 
45. I owe a great deal to my organization.            1    2    3    4    5 
 
46. I would be very happy to spend the rest of my      1    2    3    4    5 
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career with this organization. 
 
47. I feel obligation to remain with my current employer. 1    2    3    4    5 
 
48. I feel ‘emotionally attached’ to this organization.    1    2    3    4    5 
 
49. This organization deserves my loyalty.             1    2    3    4    5 
 
50. I would not leave my organization right now        1    2    3    4    5 
      because I have a sense of obligation to the people in it. 
 
51. This organization has a great deal of personal         1    2    3    4    5 
      meaning for me. 
 
VI. Following questions are to obtain demographic information about you. Please 
click the item that best describes you. 
52. What is your gender? 
1) Male              2) Female 
 
53. What is your age? 
1) Under 29 years old 
2) 30-39 years old 
3) 40-49 years old. 
4) Over 50 years old. 
 
54. What is your highest level of education? 
1) High school diploma 
2) Two-year college degree 
3) Four-year college degree 
4) Graduate school degree (Master, Doctor) 
 
55. How long have you worked for this organization? 
1) 1 to 3 year 
2) 3 to 5 year 
3) 5 to 7 year 
4) 7 to 10 year 
5) Over ten years 
 
56. What is your management level? 
 
 
57. What is the type of your job in your organization?  
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조직관련 직무 태도 조사 연구 

The Impact of Organizational Justice and Job Security on Organizational 

Commitment: Centered on the Mediating role of Trust in Top Management  

안녕하세요? 

먼저 귀한 시간을 내주신데 대해 깊은 감사를 드립니다. 

저는 미국 미네소타 대학교 (University of Minnesota) 인적자원개발 (Human 

Resource Development) 전공 박사과정에 있는 학생입니다. 현재 조직의 공정성, 

고용안정성, 경영진에 대한 신뢰와 조직 몰입도 간에 어떤 관계와 상호 영향이 

있는지에 관한 연구를 수행하고 있습니다. 

 

본 연구의 목적은 한국 기업에서 종업원이 느끼는 조직의 후원의식, 조직의 

공정성과 고용 안정성이 종업원의 경영진에 대한 신뢰와 조직에 대한 몰입에 

어떤 영향을 미치는 지를 연구하는 것입니다. 귀하가 제공하는 정보는 오직 

통계처리를 위한 요약자료로만 사용되며, 연구기간 동안 엄격히 관리되고 연구 

후에는 규정에 따라 폐기될 것입니다. 또한 익명으로 관리되고 비 이 유지될 

것입니다. 해당하는 곳에 성실히 답변하신 후 반송용 봉투에 넣어 보내주시면 

감사하겠습니다. 

설문서 작성에는 약 10-15 분 정도 소요될 것입니다. 설문서는 5 개 섹션으로 

구성되어 있습니다. 최종 분석에 귀하의 소중한 의견이 반영될 수 있도록 

가능하면 모든 질문에 응답해 주시기 바랍니다.  

 

질문이나 의견이 있으시면, 연구자에게 이메일 (jeon0053@umn.edu) 또는 전화 

(한국 010-6273-4201)로 연락해 주시기 바랍니다. 본 연구가 좋은 결실을 맺도록 

많은 협조 부탁 드립니다. 

연구자 전 정 호 드림 

모든 설문과 관련된 정보는 절대적으로 비 이 보장되며, 응답자 분들의 
개인정보는 연구자 외에 어느 누구에게도 유출되지 않을 것입니다. 
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다음에서 제시되는 질문들은 시험을 위한 테스트가 아닙니다. 자신의 느낌을 잘 
반영하는 곳에 솔직하게 표시하여 주시기 바랍니다 
 
I. 다음은 회사의 공정성에 대한 당신의 인식을 묻는 질문들입니다. 가장 
적합하다고 느끼시는 곳에 체크(v)해 주십시오 
                                              
1. 나의 근무 스케줄은 공정하다.                 1    2    3    4    5 
 
2. 우리 회사는 어떤 결정에 앞서 그 결정과       1    2    3    4    5 
관련되는 해당 직원들의 이해관계를 
반드시 고려한다. 
 
3. 나는 내게 주어지는 업무량이 공정하다고 본다.  1    2    3    4    5       
 
4. 조직 차원의 결정들은 공정한 방식으로          1    2    3    4    5  
이루어진다. 
 
5. 우리회사는 어떤 결정들에 대해서 이의를        1    2    3    4    5  
제기할 수 있는 절차를 가지고 있다. 
 
6. 나는 내가 받는 임금 수준이 공정하다고         1    2    3    4    5 
생각한다. 
 
7. 우리회사는 어떤 결정에 대해서 명확한          1    2    3    4    5 
설명이나 추가적 정보를 요구할 수 있는  
절차를 가지고 있다. 
 
8. 나는 내게 주어지는 업무책임이 공정하다고      1    2    3    4    5 
느낀다. 
 
9. 우리회사는 어떤 결정들을 하기 위해서          1    2    3    4    5 
정확하고 철저하게 정보를 수집하는 
절차를 밟는다. 
 
10. 전반적으로 볼 때, 내가 우리회사로부터         1    2    3    4    5 
받는 보상수준은 꽤 공정한 편이다. 
 
11. 모든 결정들은 해당 직원들에게                 1    2    3    4    5 
공평하게 적용된다. 
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II. 다음은 회사에서의 고용 안정성에 대한 당신의 인식을 묻는 질문들입니다. 가장 
적합하다고 느끼시는 곳에 체크(V)해 주십시오 
 
12. 나는 이 회사가 내가 관심있는 업무내용을  1    2    3    4    5 
가까운 미래에 제공하리라고 믿는다. 
 
13. 나는 가까운 미래에 직업을 잃을까 불안하다.   1    2    3    4    5 
 
14. 나의 연봉이 오를 것이라고 기대한다.          1    2    3    4    5 
 
15. 나는 내가 원하기 전에 회사를 떠나야 할 지    1    2    3    4    5 
모른다. 
 
16. 이 회사에서 앞으로 나의 경력은 점점         1    2    3    4    5 
발전 할 것이다. 
 
17. 나는 조만 간에 회사를 떠나야 할 지도        1    2    3    4    5     
모른다. 
 
18. 나는 회사에서 내 역량을 필요로 하리라고      1    2    3    4    5 
믿는다. 
 
III. 다음은 회사에서의 최고 경영진 (Top Management Group)에 대해서 느끼는 
신뢰감에 대한 당신의 인식을 묻는 질문들입니다. 가장 적합하다고 느끼시는 곳에 
체크(V)해 주십시오. 
 
19. 최고 경영진의 행동은 건전한              1    2    3    4    5  
원칙에 입각해 있다.  
 
20. 최고 경영진은 고의적으로 내게            1    2    3    4    5 
해가 되는 일을 하지는 않을 것이다. 
 
21. 나는 최고 경영진이 자신의 말을           1    2    3    4    5 
지킬 것이라는 것을 의심해 본 적이 없다. 
 
22. 내가 할 수 있다면, 나는 내게 중요한       1    2    3    4   5 
사안에 대해서 최고 경영진이 영향력을  
행사하는 것을 허락하지 않겠다. 
 
23. 최고 경영진은 우리의 복지에 대해서        1    2    3    4    5 
매우 관심이 많다. 
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24. 나는 최고 경영진의 경영기법(skill)이        1    2    3    4    5       
좋다고 생각한다. 
 
25. 최고 경영진은 공정하다.                    1    2    3    4    5 
 
26. 내가 최고 경영진의 행동을 감시할 수        1    2    3    4    5 
없더라도 결정적인 영향을 미칠 수 있는 과제 
나 문제를 맡기는 것에 대해 안심이 된다. 
 
27. 나는 최고 경영진의 가치(value)를 좋아       1    2    3    4    5 
한다. 
 
28. 최고 경영진은 시도하는 일에 성공           1    2    3    4    5 
적이었다고 알려져 있다. 
 
29. 최고 경영진은 진심으로 내게 중요한 것에     1    2    3    4    5 
신경을 쓴다. 
 
30. 최고 경영진은 훌륭한 자질을 갖추고 있다.    1    2    3    4    5 
 
31. 최고 경영진의 언행은 일관된 편이다.         1    2    3    4    5 
 
32. 만일 가능하다면 나에게 최고 경영진을        1    2    3    4    5 
감시할 방법이 있었으면 좋겠다.  
 
33. 최고 경영진은 어떤 일을 실행해야 할 지     1    2    3    4    5 
잘 알고 있다.  
 
34. 최고 경영진은 나를 돕기 위해서라면 원칙    1    2    3    4    5 
에서 벗어날 수 있을 것이다. 
 
35. 최고 경영진은 직원들을 공정하게 처우       1    2    3    4    5 
하려고 노력한다. 
 
36. 나는 기꺼이 최고 경영진이 이 회사에서      1    2    3    4    5 
나의 미래에 대해서 완전한 영향력을 행사 
하도록 맡겨두겠다.  
 
37. 최고 경영진은 업무 수행 능력이 탁월하다.    1    2    3    4    5 
 
38. 나의 필요와 욕구는 최고 경영진에게          1    2    3    4    5 
있어서 매우 중요하다. 
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39. 최고 경영진은 직원들의 성과를 향상시킬 수   1    2    3    4    5 
있는 전문화된 능력이 있다. 
 
IV. 다음은 회사에 대해서 느끼는 조직몰입도 (Organizational Commitment)를 
묻는 질문들입니다. 가장 적합하다고 느끼시는 곳에 체크(V)해 주십시오. 
 
40. 나는 진심으로 회사의 문제점들이 곧 내 것인   1    2    3    4    5 
것처럼 느낀다. 
 
41. 나는 이 회사에 강한 소속감을 느끼고 있다.     1    2    3    4    5 
 
42. 이 회사를 지금 떠난다면 죄책감을 느낄 것이다. 1    2    3    4    5 
 
43. 내게 이익이 될지라도, 지금 회사를 떠나는 것이 1    2    3    4    5 
옳은 일이라고 느끼지 않는다. 
 
44. 나는 이 회사에서 가족의 구성원이라는         1    2    3    4    5 
느낌을 받는다. 
 
45. 나는 회사 덕을 상당히 보았다.                 1    2    3    4    5 
 
46. 내가 이 회사에서 계속 일할 수 있다면          1    2    3    4    5 
좋겠다. 
 
47. 나는 현재 고용인과 함께 해야 한다는           1    2    3    4    5 
의무감을 느낀다. 
 
48. 나는 이 회사에 감정적으로 애착감을 느낀다.    1    2    3    4    5 
 
49. 이 회사는 내가 충성을 다할만한 회사이다.      1    2    3    4    5 
 
50. 회사에 있는 사람들에 대한 의무감 때문에       1    2    3    4    5 
나는 당장 이 회사를 떠나지는 않을 것이다. 
 
51. 이 회사는 내게 개인적으로 아주 큰 의미를     1    2    3    4    5 
지니고 있다. 
 
V. 다음은 귀하의 인적 사항에 대한 질문들입니다. 각 물음에 대하여 성실한 
답변을 부탁 드립니다. 
 
52. 귀하의 성별은 무엇입니까? 



   145 

 

1) 남성              2) 여성 
 
53. 귀하의 연령은 다음 중 어디에 해당합니까? 
1) 29 세 이하 
2) 30 – 39 세 
3) 40-49 세 
4) 50 세 이상 
 
54. 귀하의 최종 학력은 무엇입니까? 
1) 고등학교 졸업 
2) 2 년제 대학 (전문대) 졸업 
3) 4 년제 대학교 졸업 
4) 대학원 졸업 (석사, 박사) 
 
55. 이 회사에서 얼마동안 근무하셨습니까? 
1) 1 년 – 3 년 
2) 3 년 – 5 년 
3) 5 년 – 7 년 
4) 7 년 – 10 년 
5) 10 년 이상 
 
56. 현재 직위는 무엇입니까? 
 
 
57. 현재 근무하고 계신 부서는 어디입니까? 
 
______________________________________________________________________  
 
 

대단히 감사합니다!. 
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Research Support Consent Form 
 
“The Impact of Organizational Justice and Job Security on Organizational 
Commitment: Centered on the Mediating effect of Trust in Top Management” 
 
I am a Ph. D. candidate majoring in Human Resource Development (HRD) at the 
University of Minnesota. I am conducting a study on “The Impact of Organizational 
Justice and Job Security on Organizational Commitment: Centered on the Mediating 
effect of Trust in Top Management” 
for my dissertation. 
 
You are being asked to support this study in terms of recruiting on-line survey 
participants among those who have worked at your company for at least one year. 
 
Background information 
 
The purpose of this study is to investigate the relationships among organizational justice, 
job security, trust in top management and organizational commitment. The research 
questions of this study are: 

1. Are there relationships among organizational justice, job security, trust in top 
management and organizational commitment? 

2. Is trust in top management a mediator between organizational justice, job 
security, and organizational commitment? 

 
Procedures 
If you agree to support this study, I would ask you to help with the following: 

1. Advertise this study to possible participants through sending invitation letters 
2. Remind on-line survey participants to complete the survey after two weeks. 

 
Ethical Concerns 

Participation of your company and your employees is voluntary. All data will 
be treated as anonymous. Your company’s and your employees’ decision whether or not 
to participate will not affect your current or future relations with the University of 
Minnesota or your employers. Any participants are free to withdraw at any time without 
affecting those relationships. 
Contacts and Questions 
The researcher conducting this study is Jeongho Jeon. If any participants have questions, 
they can contact me as follows: 
South Korea 
Home: Acrovista APT B-802, Seocho 4-dong, Seocho-gu, Seoul, Korea (1685-3) 
Phone: (home) 02-591-1320 (Cellular) 010-6273-4201 
e-mail: jeon0053@umn.edu 
United States of America 
Home: 1191 California Drive. #103, St Paul, MN 55108 
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Phone: (Cellular) (612)803-9351 
Or you may contact my advisor, Dr. Gary N. McLean at (612)624-4901, 
mclea002@umn.edu or 420J VoTech Building, 1954 Buford Ave., University of 
Minnesota, St. Paul, MN 55108 USA. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study and would like to talk to 
someone other than the researcher or the advisor, you are encouraged to contact the 
Research Subjects’ Advocate Line, D528 Mayo, 420 Delaware St. Southeast, 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 USA; (612) 625-1650. 
 
You may keep a copy of this form for your records. 
 
Statement of Consent 
I have read the above information. I have asked questions and have received answers. I 
give my consent for participation in this study. 
Company: 
 
Department: 
 
Title: 
 
Name: 
 
Signature:         Date: 
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연구 지원 동의서 (Research Support Consent Form) 
 
조직의 정의와 고용안정성이 조직몰입도에 미치는 영향: 최고경영층에 대한 
신뢰의 중재효과를 중심으로 
“The Impact of Organizational Justice and Job Security on Organizational 
Commitment : Centered on the Mediating Effect of Trust in Top Management” 
 
저는 미국에 소재한 미네소타대학교 인적자원개발 전공에서 박사학위 논문을 
진행 중에 있습니다. 본 논문은 한국 기업의 종업원들이 인식하는 조직의 정의와 
고용 안정성, 최고경영층에 대한 신뢰, 그리고 조직몰입도에 관한 관계를 
연구하게 됩니다.. 
저는 본 연구의 설문조사를 협조해 줄 것을 부탁 드립니다. 본 연구의 참가 
대상자들은 지난 1 년간 귀사에서 근무해온 종업원들입니다. 
 
연구배경에 관한 정보 (Background Information) 
 
본 연구의 목적은 한국에서 조직의 정의와 고용안정성이 최고 경영층에 대한 
신뢰를 통해서 조직몰입도에 어떤 영향을 미치는 지를 검증하는 것입니다. 이 
연구 목적에 따라 다음과 같은 연구 문제들을 갖습니다. 

1. 조직의 정의, 고용안정성, 최고 경영층에 대한 신뢰, 그리고 조직몰입도 
사이에는 유의미한 관계가 있는가? 

2. 최고 경영층에 대한 신뢰가 조직의 정의, 고용안정성, 조직몰입도 
사이에서 중재 역할 (mediating effect)을 하는가? 

 
연구 지원 절차 (Procedures) 
 
본 연구의 원활한 진행을 위하여 다음과 같은 도움들을 요청합니다. 
 

1. 본 연구의 참가 대상자들을 선정해 주십시오 
2. 본 연구의 참가 대상자들 전원에게 인터넷 설문에 참여를 요청하는 

이메일을 전달해 주십시오. 
3. 인터넷 설문 시작 2 주 후, 추가적인 독려 메일을 참가 대상자들 전원에게 

전달해 주십시오. 
 
윤리적 염려 (Ethical Concerns) 
 
[회사명]과 그 종업원들이 본 연구에 참여하는 것은 자발성이 보장됩니다. 모든 
자료들은 익명으로 사용되게 됩니다. [회사명](이)나 종업원들의 참가 결정은 
미네소타 대학이나 현재 귀하의 고용주와의 관계에 어떠한 영향도 미치지 않을 
것 입니다. 혹, 참여를 결정한 후라도 연구 참가자들은 언제라도 도중에 참여를 
포기해도 됩니다. 
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연락처와 문의사항 (Contact and Questions) 
 
본 연구의 연구자는 전정호 입니다. 귀하께서는 아래의 전화번호나 이메일 
주소를 통하여 연구자와 연락하실 수 있습니다. 또한 저의 지도교수인 Gary N. 
McLean 교수님과 직접 연락도 가능합니다. 
 
 연구자(Researcher) 지도교수(Advisor) 
이름 전정호 Gary N. McLean 
전화 한국 집: 02-591-1320 

핸드폰: 010-6273-4201 
(Office) 001-1-612-624-4935 
(Fax) 001-1-612-624-4720 

이메일 jeon0053@umn.edu mclea002@umn.edu 
주소 서울 서초구 서초 4 동 1685-3 번지 

아크로비스타 B-802 
158-771 

Work & Human Resource Education
420J VoTech Education Building 
1954 Buford Avenue 
St Paul, MN 55108 

 
만약 기타의 문의사항이 있어서 연구자나 연구자의 지도교수 이외의 다른 분과의 
연락이 필요한 경우, 아래의 연락처를 통해 연락을 취하실 수 있습니다. 
 
연락처 Research Subjects’ Advocate Line 
주소  D528 Mayo, 420 Delaware St. Southeast 
  Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455 USA 
미국전화 (612) 625-1650 
 
귀하께서는 필요하시다면 이 동의서를 보관하고 계셔도 좋을 것입니다. 
 
연구 지원 동의서 
 

저는 위 내용을 모두 읽었으며, 본 연구의 배경과 그 필요성을 이해하였습니다. 따라서 

본 연구의 원활한 진행을 위하여 필요한 홍보와 추천, 선발 등의 연구 지원 절차들에 

적극 협조할 것을 약속합니다. 

 

 

회사명:          

 

소속부서:           

   

직위 및 성명:            

    

날짜:       인터뷰 참가자 서명:                 
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The IRB: Human Subjects Committee determined that the referenced study is 
exempt from review under federal guidelines 45 CFR Part 46.101(b) category #2 
SURVEYS/INTERVIEWS; STANDARDIZED EDUCATIONAL TESTS; 
OBSERVATION OF PUBLIC BEHAVIOR. 
 
Study Number: 0808E42101 
Principal Investigator: Jeong Ho Jeon 
Title(s): 
The impact of organizational justice and job security on organizational 
commitment: centered on the mediating impact of trust in top management. 
________________________________________________________ 
 
This e-mail confirmation is your official University of Minnesota RSPP notification 
of exemption from full committee review. You will not receive a hard copy or letter. 
This secure electronic notification between password protected authentications has 
been deemed by the University of Minnesota to constitute a legal signature. 
 
The study number above is assigned to your research.  That number and the title 
of your study must be used in all communication with the IRB office. 
Research that involves observation can be approved under this category without 
obtaining consent. 
 
SURVEY OR INTERVIEW RESEARCH APPROVED AS EXEMPT UNDER 
THIS CATEGORY IS LIMITED TO ADULT SUBJECTS. 
 
This exemption is valid for five years from the date of this correspondence and will 
be filed inactive at that time. You will receive a notification prior to inactivation. If 
this research will extend beyond five years, you must submit a new application to 
the IRB before the study’s expiration date. 
Upon receipt of this email, you may begin your research.  If you have questions, 
please call the IRB office at (612) 626-5654. 
 
You may go to the View Completed section of eResearch Central at 
http://eresearch.umn.edu/ to view further details on your study. 
 
The IRB wishes you success with this research. 
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APPENDIX D 
12 Deleted Items  
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Three items of Quantitative Dimension of Job Security 
 
13. I feel uneasy about losing my job in the near future. 
 
15. I am worried about having to leave my job before I would like to. 
 
17. There is a risk that I will have to leave my present job in the year to come. 
 
 
Five items of Benevolence dimension of Trust in Top Management 
 
20. TMG would not knowingly do anything to hurt me. 
 
23. TMG is very concerned about my welfare. 
 
29. TMG really looks out for what is important to me.   
 
34. TMG will go out of its way to help me. 
 
38. My needs and desires are very important to TMG. 
 
 
Four items of Trust dimension of Trust in Top Management 
 
22. If I had way, I wouldn’t let TMG have control over issues that are important to me. 
 
26. I would be comfortable giving TMG a task or a problem which was critical to me, 
even if I could not monitor their actions. 
 
32. I really wish I had a keep an eye on TMG. (R) 
 
36. I would be willing to let TMG have complete control over my future in this 
company.  
 
 
 

 

 

 


