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A STUDY OF SUPPORTIVE CLIMATE, TRUST, ENGAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATIONAL
COMMITMENT

Larry W. Hughes, University of Nebraska at Kearney
James B. Avey, Central Washington University

Steven M. Norman, Colorado State University — Pueblo

This study was undertaken to explore the relationship between supportive climate and organizational commitment as
mediated by trust and employee engagement. In a field test of 243 engineers and technicians from a Fortune 100
multinational firm, participants completed surveys about their organization's supportive climate, trust in their
organization’s leadership, affective organizational commitment, and engagement. Support for all hypotheses was found:
(1) positive relationship between supportive climate and organizational commitment, and both (2) trust and (3) cmployee
engagement mediated the climate-commitment relationship. Limitations of this study include generalizability of findings
and common method bias. In human capital intensive industries, the value of human resources is measured in behavioral
manifestations (e.g., turnover) of low trust, engagement, commitment, and a less than supportive work environment. By
understanding the relationships among these variables managers can actively manage theiv human capital.

INTRODUCTION status or carcer” (p. 708). In an empirical test of Kahn's
= ; ; semantic network researchers found that workers reporting
T'here 1s evidence that workers of all generations are
5 supportive leadership also reported greater psychological
safety (May, Gilson, & Harter, 2004).
In this empirical paper, we develop and test a model of

skeptical of their organizations and have many reasons for
their distrust (Brandes, Castro, James, Martinez, Matherly,
Ferris, & Hochwarter, 2008). Gone 1s the expectation that a
job was a career and the entitlement of lifetime employment
with one firm was a two-way commitment honored by both
firm and employee. Long-term career paths seem to be relics
of another age. In the past, workers wanted to employ

effects from a supportive organizational climate on workers’
affective commitment to their organization. Trust and
engagement are hypothesized to be important mediators of
this relationship

experiences and education that would, over a career, guide THEORY AND HYPOTHESES
them to the top of therr firm; the organizations reciprocated
(Rousseau, 1985).

Contemporary organizations have evolved nto flatter

Organizational Commitment

Like many topics in organizational behavior (OB),

structures in which “growth is not hierarchical, systems are
temporary and careers are short-term and situational™ (Noer,
1997, p. 219). Global forces and mnovation have contributed
to this phenomenon. Internal to the organization, though, the
commitment appears to have lost strength as carly as the
1970°s and 1980’s resulting from a societal transformation
of weakened employer/employee associations and
entrenched individualism (Tomow & De Meuse, 1994). This
weakened commitment likely started simultancously with
both parties. The employee enjoyed the relatively new
tfreedom of carcerism which may have resulted in
entitlement thus engendering apathy and adverse thinking.
The firm used strategic tools (e.g., downsizing) to control
costs and become more competitive in the face of heavy
competition and tougher to achieve increased revenue
expectations.

One way leaders may prevent the potential for
downward spiraling of employees’ relationships with their
workplaces is to develop a supportive climate. In an
cthnographic study, Kahn (1990) found that when
employees experienced psychological safety they became
more engaged in their job responsibilities. Psychological
safety 1s defined as “feeling able to show and employ one’s
self without fear of negative consequences to self-image.

Published by FHSU Scholars Repository, 2008
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organizational commitment has a variety of definitions and
operationalizations that have evolved over years of study. A
commonly cited definition, and the framework for
subsequent definitions, is that of Porter, Steers. Mowday and
Boulian (1974), which states that organizational

comn tfment is the strength of an individual’s identification
with and mvolvement in a particular organization. They
characterize it with three psychological factors: (1) a desire
to remain in the organization, (2) willingness to exert
considerable effort on its behalf, and (3) belief in and
acceptance of its goals and values.

Allen and Meyer (1990a) advanced and tested a three-
component model of commitment. The components were
affective, normative and continuance, all three of which
aligned with Porter et al.’s (1974) definition. The affective
component refers to employees” emotional attachment to,
identification with, and involvement in the orgamzation. The
continuance component refers to commitment based on the
costs that employees associate with leaving the organization
The normative component refers to employees’ feelings of
obligation to remain with the organization. Allen and
Meyer’s work indicates that affective and continuance
commitment are empirically distinguishable, yet appear (o
be somewhat related.
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Allen and Meyer (1990a) used the terms affective and
continuance to distinguish between views of commitment
popularized by Mowday et al. (1979) and Porter et al.
(1974). While both forms of commitment may increase the
likehihood that an individual will remain with a firm, the
reasons for domg so are different. Those with a strong
alfecuve commitment remain because they want to; those
with a high level of continuance commitment remain
because they have to. More attention has been given to the
alfective dimension, partly due to availability of valid
measures

Strong positive relationships have been found between
organizational commitment and desirable work outcomes
such as performance, adaptability and job satisfaction
Porter, 1979; Steers 1977). Porter et al.
(1974) reported organizational commitment to be a better

(Mowday, Steers,

predictor of turnover than job satisfaction. Other studies
have found negative relationships between organizational
ommitment and negative work outcomes such as
ibsenteersm and turnover (Hom, Katerberg, & Hulin, 1979).

Supportive Climate

One approach toward achieving sustained levels of high
ommitment from employees

1s L0 create a supportive
rganizational climate. There 1s a body of research literature
in support of the study of this phenomenon. For example,
Rogg, Schmidt, Shull, and Schmitt (2001) studied the
mediating effect of supportive organizational climate

between human resources practices and customer
satisfaction. Additionally, Eisenberger and colleagues’

R

1990) has been suggested to influence a number of outcomes

rganizational support theory (Eisenberger, Armeli, &

xwinkel, 1997; Eisenberger, Iasolo, & Davis-LaMastro,

including affective commitment, a variable in this study
Specific causal relationships between supportive
organizational climate and outcomes of organizational
commitment and job satisfaction, referenced above, have
been proposed and supported within limited organizational
contexts such as the medical sector (Mercer & Bilson, 1985).
Supportive climate has also been positively associated with
emplovee diligence and innovauveness (Eisenberger et al.,
1990)
associated with affective commitment (Eisenberger et al.,
1990: Rhoades, Eisenberger, & Armeli, 2001) and
negatively assoctated with employee absenteeism
(Iisenberger, Huntngton, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986) and
cmployee turnover (Eisenberger, Armeli, & Rexwinkel,
20013)
relationship is more limited, supportive climate has also

Furthermore, supportive climate has been positively

In addition, though empirical support for this

been proposed to lead to higher employee performance
1992, 2004; Schermerhorn,

(Gardner & Schermerhorn,
Gardner, & Martin, 1990)
Roge etal (2001) offered a study in support of
supportive organizational chmate. While their definition was
clusive, it was encompassed in their measure, which
captured four aspects of supportive climate: employee
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commitment, coordination and cooperation, customer
orientation, and management competence and consistency.
Based upon Rogg et al. we offer the following definition of
supportive climate: the degree of cooperation, coordination
and support that employees perceive is present from
departments within their organization and the amount of
support that employees perceive 1s present from their
leadership

Rogg etal. (2001) adequately laid the foundation for
follow up studics that examine the impact of supportive
organizational climate on other desirable outcomes such as
performance, job satisfaction, and commitment. In addition,
the Rogg et al. (2001) measure of supportive climate was
found to be reliable with adequate factor structure as will be
discussed in more detail in the methods section. Rogg et al.
(2001) found that this view of supportive organizational
chimate was related to desired organizational performance
outcomes. In their study, a primary outcome under
consideration was customer satisfaction. In this study, our
focus 1s on the organization and 1ts leadership and overall
organizational coordination and cooperation (which is also
influenced by leadership). Here, we leverage two aspects of
the Rogg et al. view: (1) coordination and cooperation and
(2) management con | etence and consistency.

Given the previous links between supportive climate
and performance found by Rogg and colleagues (2001), the
broader discussions above which included affective
commitment and prior evidence of empirical linkages
between the two variables, we advance our first hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: The degree of supportive climate in
an organization will have a direct, positive
relationship on workers” affective commitment to
their organization.

Mediating Variables

Two variables are hypothesized here to have important
mediating effects on the supportive climateaorganizational
commitment relationship: trust and engagement. We
combined work from Kahn (1990), who proposed supportive
leadership would indirectly lead to engagement, and Dirks
and Ferrin (2002) who asserted that supportive leadership
leads to trust. The combination provides both theoretical and
empirical explanation of the process within which these
constructs are embedded. Furthermore, the past 40 years of
rescarch on trust has revealed several outcomes (Dirks &
Ferrin, 2002), but the effects on engagement hypothesized
here have yet to be investigated. Considering that
engagement is shown to be a springboard to other significant
outcomes (Harter, Schmidt, & Hayes, 2002), this
relationship must be further explored.

Trust. Interpersonal trust is an important variable
within organizational sciences, thus its consideration in this
model. There are a variety of trust definitions in the
management literature. Trust can be defined as the
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willingness of an individual to be vulnerable to the actions
of another person or group in situations that involve some
degree of risk. In addition to risk, factors like benevolence,
competence, and honesty are typically perceived as those
indicative of trust (Schoorman, Mayer, & Davis, 2007).

The definition of trust employed in this paper 1s
Cummings and Bromiley’s (1996, p. 303), which states that
trust is “an individual’s belief .
group (a) makes good-faith efforts to behave i accordance
with any commitments both explicit or implicit; (b) 1s honest
in whatever negotiations preceded such commitments, and
(c) does not take excessive advantage of another even when
the opportunity is available.” This definition 1s most
appropriate for this study because interactions among
organization members are socially embedded and
organizational outcomes (e.g., performance) are dependent
upon trusting relationships. For example, Farris, Senner, and
Butterfield (1972) discovered that trust was related to
involvement with work and social integration into work
teams.

We expect that workers who experience and operate in a
climate that they perceive to be more supportive will also
report higher levels of trust i the leadership of the
organization. This 1s meaningful for both researchers and
practitioners given the conclusions from a meta-analysis that
trust is related to outcomes such as organizational
citizenship behaviors (OCBs) and intention to quit (Dirks &
Ferrin, 2002). Given the effects of supportive climate and
the anticipated outcomes of trust in leadership we advance
our next hypothesis:

that another individual or

Hypothesis 2: Workers’ trust in the organization
will positively mediate the relationship between
supportive climate and engagement.

Engagement. Human resources and how they are
managed 1s receiving increased attention, especially in the
study of competitive advantage as evidenced by the
resource-based view (RBV) of human capital found m the
strategic human resource management literature (Barney
1991; Lado, Boyd, Wright, & Kroll, 2006). RBV argues that
employees can be an effective source of a competitive
advantage because human resources are often inimitable.
Despite many complex questions remain regarding the
processes by which human capital is leveraged. one path is
though engagement.

Kahn (1990), who first conceptualized engagement,
noted that people express themselves emotionally mn the
work role. Kahn’s notion of calibration, or self-regulation in
relation to one’s ability to cope with isolation from or
engulfment by a salient group, 1s described as personal
engagement or disengagement. Kahn defined personal
engagement as the “harnessing of organization members’
selves to their work roles; in engagement, people employ
and express themselves physically, cognitively, and
emotionally during role performances™ (1990, p. 693).

W
8}
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Subsequently, researchers have found that engagement
leads to numerous positive organizational outcomes. For
example, McCashland (2000) offered evidence that manager
talent, employee engagement and customer satisfaction play
significant roles in determining business success as
measured by customer retention and revenue volume. Later,
Luthans and Peterson (2002) discovered a partial mediating
effect of managerial self-efficacy in the relationship between
employees' measured engagement and a multple measure of
manager effectiveness.

In a meta-analysis, Harter et al. (2002) discovered
substantial relationships between employee engagement and

business-unit outcomes of customer satisfaction,
productivity, profit, employee turnover, and accidents. One
implication 1s that management practices that increase
employee satisfaction may increase business-unit outcomes,
including profit. Harter (2002) offered meta-analytic
evidence, that managers can substantially improve the

-unit level success through the

probability of busine
selection of managers who possess the talent to build an
environment that supports employee engagement.

Most recently, in a test of Kahn's proposed semantic
network, May et al. (2004) found that Kahn’s antecedents of
engagement also predicted engagement. In support of
Kahn'’s propositions, supportive leadership was found to be
the strongest predictor of psychological safety, and
psychological safety was the strongest predictor of employee
engagement.

Each of the studies presented above have recurring
themes that lead us to two outstanding conclusions about the
topic of engagement. First, employee engagement leads to
positive individual and organizational outcomes. Second,
employee engagement is impacted by managers who create a
supportive organizational climate. Given these conclusions
and the positive organizational implhcations for engagement
already discussed, we present our next hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3: Workers’ engagement will
pos vely mediate the relationship between

workers’ trust and affective commitment.
METHODS
Procedure

For this study, 243 electrical and mechanical engineers,
technicians and engineering managers from 20 separate
work groups in the engineering division of a very large, high
tech, Fortune 100 Multinational Corporation participated in
the complete study. For this sample, the average length of
service was 15.03 years with an average age of 44.8 years.
Although all ethnicities and both sexes were represented in
the sample, the majority of participants were white (68.29)
and male (79.7%). Of the respondents. 193 reported male
and 50 female. The mean age was 45 years. Although 19%
did not report their ethnicity, 68% were white/Caucasian,
8% Asian, 3% Hispanic, 2% African American and less than
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1% reported Native American. This demographic breakdown
was confirmed to represent the overall firm’s population of
cngineers, according to the unit’s human resources manager.
According to Rast (2004), the predominantly white and male
engineering sample 1s consistent with the engineering
population of this industry (Rast, 2004) lending support for
external validity of the findings.

Potential respondents were encouraged to participate in
a voluntary “Leadership™ project. Those who agreed to
participate were sent a web link for the first survey which
included ttems for supportive climate, trust and engagement.
After one week, subjects were sent a second hyperlink with
the final survey including the organizational commitment
measure. Two data collection periods separated collection
of the independent and dependant variables i order to
minimize common method variance (Podsakoff, MacKenzie,
[ce, & Podsakoff, 2003). The number of participants who
responded to the phase two data collection was 243, or an
85% response rate. In other words, there was a 15 percent
mortality rate on the other three variables

Pilot testing. Given the low utilization of the
cngagement and supportive climate measures we used a pilot
study for exploratory factor analysis. Prior to the primary
study of working adults, 264 undergraduate management
students from a large mid-western university were asked to
participate in the pilot study. This process used for the pilot
was similar to that described above for the sample of
working adults. The ptlot sample included 37% female and
62% male participants with an average age of 21.5 years
(S.D. 1.39)
of both the pilot and working adult samples were found to be

['he factor structure for the measurement model

similar. Specifically, items loaded appropriately on their
respective scales and fit indices were i accordance with Hu
and Bentler’s (1999) recommended ranges for the CFA,
RMSEA and SRMR. Scale reliabilities (presented below)

were also congruent between the two samples.
Instruments

Supportive climate. To measure supportive climate we
used 12 items from the Rogg et al. (2001) Supportive
Climate Measure. Two of the four original dimensions,
managerial consideration (eight items) and
cooperation/coordination (four items) were used in this study
since they were most closely related to the variables of
iterest. The remaiing two dimensions, customer
orientation and employee communication, were not used.
Rogg ctal. (2001) found the scale, and its components, to be
reliable within acceptable levels with alphas ranging from
80 1o .90 for all four components. Responses to the scale
were made on a 6-point scale (1=strongly disagree to
6-strongly agree). An example item from this scale is

https://scholars.fhsu.edu/jbl/vol4/iss2/7
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“Managers consistently treat everyone with respect.”
Cronbach alphas were .98 (pilot) and .92 (working adults).

Affective commitment. The affective dimension of
organizational commitment was measured using four items
comprising the affective factor of the Allen and Meyer
(1990a) organizational commitment. Responses were
measured using a six-point Likert scale (1 = strongly
disagree). Typical rehabilities for affective commitment
range from .74 to .87. The affective commitment items have
been found to sustain their reliability in samples over time
(Allen & Meyer, 1990b) and in non-U.S. samples (Lee,
Allen, Meyer, & Rhee, 2001). An example item from this
scale 1s I feel I strongly belong to my organization.”
Cronbach alphas were .87 for the pilot study and .89 for the
working adult sample.

Trust. The Cummings and Bromiley (1996)
Organizational Trust Inventory (OTI), short form, was
adapted to measure trust. The original scale was intended to
measure levels of trust between organizational units, but the
scale has been adapted to measure one’s trust in both the
organization and its leadership. Rehabilities of « = .92 and «

.95 for the adapted scale were found in a two phase,
leadership study (Hughes, 2005). Items from the affect
factor of the sc.le were employed here. Responses were
measured using a six-point Likert scale (1 = strongly
disagree). An example ttem from the scale is “I think that
my manager tells the truth.” Cronbach alphas were .93 for
both samples.

Engagement. Items from the emotional engagement
dimension of the May et al. (2004) engagement scale were
used to measure engagement. An example item is “I put my
heart into my job.”Responses were measured using a six-
point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree). This scale had an
alpha reliability of .88 in both the pilot and working adult

samples

RESULS

S

Table 1 reveals the means, standard deviations of the
variables and correlations between them. To assess
multivariate normality, skewness and kurtosis values were
examined for cach variable. The skewness and kurtosis of all
variables explored in this study fell within one point of zero.
Runs tests were also conducted to test randomness in the
sample. The scale items were statistically significant
indicating a general randomness of responses. Furthermore,
the variables were not redundant and correlations between
all variables were below .70, which indicates a lack of
multicollinearity (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2006). In light of
the above evidence, no data transformations were deemed

necessary.

20081 N&22yArt. 7
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics, Correlations and Average Variance Extracted

Variable N Mean SD 1 2 3 4
Commitment 243 4.14 1.18 (.68)

Engagement 243 4.18 0.74 0.64 (.60)

Trust 243 4.60 0.73 0.37 0.37 (.76)

Supportive Climate 238 4.24 0.77 0.30 0.26 0.26 (.83)

Note: Elements in parentheses are the square root values of the average variance extracted for each scale

All correlations are significant at p<.01

Aggregation of Group-Level Variable

Members in work groups are likely to be exposed to
similar experiences and stimuli. Therefore, it 1s likely that
these similarities in contextual experiences will generate
collective perceptions of supportive climate. These
experiences are likely to differ between groups. We tested
whether or not the individual level of measurement, when
aggregated, represented a group level phenomenon. With the
exception of supportive climate, each mediator and outcome
is measured and analyzed at the individual level of analysis.

With-in group analyses were conducted on the main
study data to assess levels of homogeneity on the supportive
climate variable. We did so by utilizing James, Demaree and
Wolf's (1993) rwg statistic to examine the variance within
each work group. rwg indices of .70 or greater represent
support for aggregation such that the group tends to “share”
perceptions of the construct of interest. We were unable to
gather group identifiers for the pilot study. However, the
observed rwg for the engineer sample was .85 thus
indicating that the supportive climate construct was agreed
upon within groups. Furthermore, practical significance was
determined by converting the rwg value to an rwg magnitude
test (Dansereau, Alutto, & Yammarino, 1984). Practical
within group significance was indicated by the rwg value or
1.61, which indicates, geometrically, that it represents
homogeneity of response.

We also performed analysis of variance (ANOVA) on
the supportive climate variable based on the grouping factor
(c.g. work groups) and found a significant between group
difference (p < .01). Finally, to estimate the level of
agreement between raters we computed intra-class
correlations (ICC). Although there are no clear cutoffs for
ICC values, we found the indices to be consistent with prior
research with an ICC(1) of .42 and ICC(2) of .73 (see
Bliese, 2000, for a discussion of ICC in organizational
research; see also Shrout & Fleiss, 1979). Given the
theoretical nature of the construct and its operationalization
we found evidence to support aggregation of individual
responses of supportive climate.

Published by FHSU Scholars Repository, 2008
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Analyses

The data were analyzed using Partial Least Squares
(PLS), which is a structural equation modeling technique
(Wold, 1975), using PLS-Graph (Version 3.0; Professor
Wynne W. Chin, University of Houston, email:
wchin@uh.edu). PLS demands fewer rigors from measures,
sample size and residual distributions (Chin, 1998). PLS 1s
highly flexible for predictor specification and has advantages
relative to maximum likelihood (Wold, 1975). One
advantage is that both path and measurement models may be
tested simultancously allowing researchers to consider the
contributions of indicators of a measure and of the variables
to an aggregate model.

Measurement model. PLS allowed us to generate
statistics in order to assess the reliability and validity of the
measures of the latent constructs. Specifically, PLS
generates factor loadings which can be interpreted as in
principal-components analysis (Bookstein, 1986). Those
factor loadings with a value of .7 or greater indicate that less
than half of an item’s vanance 1s due to error (Sosik, Avolio,
& Kahai, 1997). All items met or exceeded this criterion.
Additionally, the average variance was extracted by the
variable from its items using the .5 or greater cut-off

uggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981). All scales
exceeded the cut-off criterion.

Using PLS, we assessed the convergent and
discriminant validity of measurement items similar to the
multitrai/multimethod approach. The criterion commonly
cited 1s that the construct represented by the items share
more variance with its items than with other constructs in the
model. Employing the same approach as Sosik et al. (1997),
the square root of the average variance shared by a vanable
was compared with its items in relation to items of the other
scales employed 1n the study (Table 1). This was found to be
the case, thus indicating adequate convergent and
discriminant validity of all variables employed n this study.
A second criterion 1s that no measurement item should load
more highly on another construct than it does on the
construct it purports to measure. The results also met this
criterion.

Substantive analyses. A bootstrap was generated in PLS
and the results revealed that all hypothesized paths were
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substantive and statistically significant (p=.01). In Figure 1, 1s variance explained by each construct.
coefficients of the path relationships have been displayed, as

Figure 1: Partial Least Squares Path Coefficients and Variance Explained

Supportive 26 T;ru.\‘l 37 lingaigcmcm 59 Organizational
Climate R=.07 R=.14 Commitment
> »> > R*=41
Note: All paths significant at p=.01. A5
Chin (1998) suggested that meaningful standardized demographics in the engineering industry may limit the
path values will have a value of 0.20 or greater. Lower path future external validity of the findings. It should be noted
values may result from multicollinearity or the effects of that we found no evidence that demographics influenced the
unknown factors unique to the participants or their context. relationships hypothesized in this sample, but understand
All of the proposed relationships in this model were that the variables will not operate identically in all contexts
substantive and statistically significant. The direct path and this should be recognized. Additionally, the use of self-
between supportive climate and affective commitment was report surve . measures may have resulted in common
less substantive than the other relationships, yet it was method bias. As noted above we addressed this issue by
statistically significant and remains theoretically interesting measuring independent and dependant variables at different
within the context of this model. time points, as prescribed by Podsakoff et al. (2003).
Our first hypothesis stated that worker’s perceptions of However, future research should include objective measures
their organization’s supportive climate would have a direct, such as performance.

positive relationship on affective commitment to their
organization. The path relationship between these two

DISCUSSION AND MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS

variables was substantive (r = .30; § = .31; p<.01) indicating In this investigation, we found support for a model of
that, in this sample, the workers’ reported levels of supportive climate and the relationships between several
supportive organizational climate were related to their attitudinal variables antecedent to more distal workplace
reported levels of affective organizational commitment. outcomes such as job satisfaction and performance. The

We also found that worker trust in leadership would model contains what we suggest are the ingredients of a
partially and positively mediate the relationship between strong workplace relationship between managers and their
supportive climate and engagement. The direct relationship charges: a supportive context, employee trust, engagement,
between supportive climate and engagement was substantive  and commitment.
and significant (r = .27; f = .29; p<.01). Although, the Our first assertion was that that worker’s perceptions of
relationship remained statistically significant, it was far less their organization’s supportive climate would have a direct,
substantive than it was prior to the introduction of the trust positive relationship on their affective commitment to their
variable (B =.16; p<.01). organization. We found support for this in that workers’

A third hypothesis was that worker engagement would reported levels of supportive organizational climate were
partially and positively mediate the workers’ trust and related to their reported levels of affective organizational
affective commitment relationship was supported. The direct  commitment. In other words, employees who function in a
relationship between trust and affective commitment was climate perceived to be more supportive will also report
substantive and statistically significant (r = .41; B = 44; higher levels of commitment to their organizations.
p=.01). Although, the relationship remained statistically Given our definition of supportive climate, this finding
significant, it was less substantive than prior to introducing is useful to working managers. Supportive climate is one in
the engagement variable (f = .20; p<.01). which workers perceive that their leaders provide an

environment of cooperation and support for their work to

AMITATIONS : Rk i
LIREEATION accomplish the organization’s mission. In fact, the very

I'here are also limitations to our study that should be measure of climate taps worker perceptions of managers
discussed. Although the demographics are an adequate competence, consistency in behavior, and cooperation (Rogg
representation of this large organization, the changing etal., 2001). Potentially causal relationships between

https://scholars.fhsu.edu/jbl/vol4/iss2/7 )
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supportive organizational climate and outcomes of
organizational commitment and other attitudinal outcomes,
such as job satisfaction, have been supported in
organizational sciences research, and other behavioral
outcomes have been linked to them. Examples include
employee diligence, innovativeness, higher performance,
and negative associations with absenteeism, and employee
turnover. Each example is associated with a tangible cost or
benefit to organizations.

We also found support for our assertion that worker
trust in leadership would partially and positively mediate the
relationship between supportive climate and engagement. In
fact, the introduction of trust impacted the previously
substantive relationship thus explaining much of its
existence in this sample. Managers should understand the
supportive climate = outcomes relationships identified in
this work. Trust research focused on contextual variables has
been called for (Schoorman et al., 2007) and a number of
organizational environments have been investigated,
including the medical sector and, here, the aerospace
industry. First, employees who function in a climate in
which they receive cooperation and direction perceived to be
more supportive of their respective
report higher levels of trust in their organization. This is
meaningful for both researchers and practitioners given
meta-analytic evidence that trust is related to attitudinal
outcomes such turnover intention and organizational
citizenship behaviors (OCB) (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002).

Our final assertion was that worker engagement would
partially
workers’ trust and affective commitment.
relationship was found between trust and affective
commitment although less so than after the introduction of
engagement. Engagement s the emotional, cognitive, and

e contributions will also

and positively mediate the relationship between
A substantive

behavioral expression of one’s self in a work role (Kahn,
1990). Engagement is related to customer retention,
managerial efficacy and effectiveness, profit, turnover
Manager can improve tangible and measurcable workplace
outcomes by building an environment, or climate, that
supports employee engagement. If workers perceive
psychological safety in this environment, supportive
leadership will be the strongest predictor of psychological
safety, which is the strongest predictor of employee
engagement (May et al., 2004).

Given the highly competitive nature of today’s economy
and the losses or gains that organizations experience due to
the value of advanced human capital, we anticipate the
interest in both organizational commitment by managers and
researchers will continue. We have provided a framework to
better understand the effects of a supportive climate, trust,
engagement, and commitment in order to stimulate
additional research and discussion on these topics.

Employees who are engaged in their jobs are more
likely to invest the necessary cognitive, physical and
emotional energy required to succeed. In this article, we
have specifically offered theoretical and empirical evidence

Published by FHSU Scholars Repository, 2008
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that one potential method of developing engaged employees
is through fostering a supportive climate including internal
cooperation and coordination. This article 1s the first to
consider the relationships between supportive climate,
engagement and commitment in a single explanatory
framework.
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