
 

 

  
Abstract—The issue of leadership has been investigated from 

several perspectives; however, very less from ethical perspective. 
With the growing number of corporate scandals and unethical roles 
played by business leaders in several parts of the world, the need to 
examine leadership from ethical perspective cannot be over 
emphasized. The importance of leadership credibility has been 
discussed in the authentic model of leadership. Authentic leaders 
display high degree of integrity, have deep sense of purpose, and 
committed to their core values. As a result they promote a more 
trusting relationship in their work groups that translates into several 
positive outcomes. The present study examined how authentic 
leadership contribute to subordinates’ trust in leadership and how this 
trust, in turn, predicts subordinates’ work engagement. A sample of 
395 employees was randomly selected from several local banks 
operating in Malaysia. Standardized tools such as ALQ, OTI, and 
EEQ were employed. Results indicated that authentic leadership 
promoted subordinates’ trust in leader, and contributed to work 
engagement. Also, interpersonal trust predicted employees’ work 
engagement as well as mediated the relationship between this style of 
leadership and employees’ work engagement. 

Keywords—Authentic Leadership, Interpersonal Trust, Work 
Engagement   

I. INTRODUCTION 
 EADERSHIP in organizations ought to be authentic in 
order to be effective and successful over the long term. 

Philosophers, religious leaders, and thinkers from ancient 
times have given emphasis on the importance of authenticity 
and ethicality for leaders, if they are to attain effective 
governance in any circumstances. Leaders are obliged to 
demonstrate the highest moral standards and ethical demeanor 
in their everyday talk, actions, decision, and behaviors so that 
others in their organizations can follow suit.  The most recent 
financial crisis has originated from failed corporate leaders 
who believed in manipulations of accounts and indulged into 
blatant unethical corporate practices. The shocking financial 
irregularities that have been uncovered in companies like 
Tyco International, WorldCom, Adelphia, HealthSouth, and 
Enron and more recently Transmile [52] etc. bring to fore the 
need for ethical leadership more than ever before. 

Ethical perspective has been discussed in the authentic 
model of leadership [25]. Authentic leaders display high 
degree of integrity, have deep sense of purpose, and 
committed to their core values. They build enduring 
organizations that meet the needs of all stakeholders. As a 
result they promote a more trusting relationship in their work 
groups that translates into several positive outcomes such as 

 
Arf Hassan is a professor at International Islamic University Malaysia 

(phone:+603 61964186, fax:+603 61964856, e-mail: arifh@iiu.edu.my) 
Forbis Ahmed is a graduate student with International Islamic University 

Malaysia (phone:+603 61964000, fax:+603 61964856) 

job satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to stay, 
and work engagement. 

Interpersonal trust between leaders and members of the 
work group is central to their effective functioning. Though 
leaders play the primary role in establishing and developing 
trust, little research has examined the specific leadership 
practices which engender trust towards them. There are some 
evidences, however, to suggest that some leaders, such as 
authentic and transformational, seem to be more effective than 
others in promoting a trusting relationship with their followers 
[23],[29],[51],[7].  

Trust in leaders is particularly important for effective 
functioning in organizations such as banks where tasks are 
complex and require high levels of interdependence, 
cooperation, information sharing and above all trust. To the 
best of our knowledge no research has been conducted in the 
banking sector in Malaysia which examines relationship of 
authentic leadership with trust and the way they contribute to 
employees’ work attitude and behavior, such as work 
engagement.  

II. RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
As such the study intended to examine the following research 
questions. 

1. To what extent authentic leaders promote subordinates 
trust in them and their work engagement?  

2. How does subordinates’ trust in leaders facilitate 
employees work engagement? 

3. How does trust mediate the relationship between 
leadership authenticity and employees work 
engagement? 

III. WHAT IS TRUST? 
Trust is manifest by one’s actions – ultimately reflecting 

core beliefs, assumptions [60], and the depth of personal 
commitment [61]. Thus, trust is basically defined as the 
mutual understanding between two persons that vulnerabilities 
will not be exploited and that the relationship is safe and 
respectful [51],[55]. According to [19], trust is “a willingness 
to rely on another party and to take action in circumstances 
where such action makes one vulnerable to the other party”.  

IV. INTERPERSONAL TRUST 
Over the years, trust in interpersonal relationships at work, 

specifically, between a trustor (the subordinate) and the 
trustee (the superior/leader) has been examined as a central 
explanatory construct in organizational studies. Interpersonal 
trust is conceptualized as a belief about a set of particular 
characteristics of another specific individual(s). These 
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characteristics have typically included the dependability or 
reliability, caring or benevolence, competence and integrity of 
coworkers (lateral) and leaders 
(vertical)[17],[45],[48],[28],[44]. Interpersonal trust was 
measured within the dimensions of competence, benevolence 
and reliability [43],[46]. The relationship of interpersonal trust 
and it’s mediating role with other research variables are major 
concerns in this study.   

V. LEADERSHIP AND TRUST 
Little attention has been given to leadership studies on the 

role of trust in influencing follower’s behavioral outcomes. 
Trust is the building block of social exchange and role 
relationship. Leader member relationship needs trust. 
Leadership is considered trustworthy based on leadership’s 
conduct, integrity, use of control, ability to communicate, and 
ability to express interest for members [63]. When trust is 
broken it can have serious adverse effects on a group’s 
performance [18].  

Research indicates that trust, most specifically leadership 
trust, is a necessary and viable component of organizational 
success [10],[16],[18],[22],[33],[49],[53],[63]. Leadership 
trust is literally defined as a leader-member relationship based 
on mutual respect, cooperation, commitment, reliability and 
equity [12], [18]. Effective leadership trust is also based in 
exchange theory, which proposes that leaders and members 
create a mutual reciprocal relationship [56]. When followers 
trust leader, they are willing to be vulnerable to the leader’s 
action—confident that their rights and interests will not be 
abused[28].  

Leaders have a significant responsibility to increase 
member involvement to breed leadership trust. Honesty, for 
instance, consistently ranks at the top of most people’s list of 
characteristics they admire in their leaders. It is also important 
that leadership trust only exists if leadership is aligned with 
organizational values, demonstrates fairness with members, 
and does not exploit members. Furthermore, organizations 
that experience greater trust in leadership can compete more 
effectively in economic markets and maintain organizational 
viability [63]. 

VI. AUTHENTIC LEADERSHIP 
Authentic leaders are those who are deeply aware of how 

they think and behave and are perceived by others as being 
aware of their own and others’ values/moral perspectives, 
knowledge, and strengths; aware of the context in character 
[7],[5],[23],[36],[30]. Authentic leadership theory has been 
advanced as an approach to leadership that includes behaviors 
such as transparency [7], altruistic actions [47], and behavioral 
consistency [23],[20].  

In fact, authentic leadership theory leverages synergies 
from Avolio’s past research on transformational[9],[2],[9] and 
full-range leadership[3],[6],[4] past work in positive 
organizational behavior [37], psychological capital 
[35],[38],[40], and positive approaches to leadership [39]. 

Rooted in ancient Greek lore and philosophy, the modern 
concept of authenticity has evolved during the past 80 years 
[21].  

In the [7] leadership framework, trust is a key intervening 
variable linking authentic leadership to followers’ attitudes 
and behaviors. Although research in authentic leadership is 
relatively new, three studies have shown that relational 
transparency is a key component of authentic leadership and is 
a significant predictor of trust in the leader [24],[29],[51]. 

VII. AUTHENTIC LEADERSHIP AND TRUST 
Reference [36] describes an authentic leader as one who is 

“genuine, reliable, trustworthy, real, and veritable”. Thus, 
trustworthiness is proposed to be an intrinsic feature of 
authentic leadership. In this sense, trustworthiness is also 
viewed as an antecedent to authenticity. That is, trustworthy 
leaders are seen as more authentic.  

Reference [36] viewed that consistency; integrity, openness, 
promise fulfillment, and receptivity to suggestions and input 
are also some of the core components of authenticity. 
Moreover, reliability and dependability are usually seen to be 
fundamental components contributing to cognitive trust levels 
[45]. 

VIII. EMPLOYEE WORK ENGAGEMENT 
Work engagement is a broad concept that comprises as core 

features like high involvement, affective energy, and self 
presence at work [11],[41]. The concept of employee 
engagement was first promoted by [31], [32] who described it 
as different from other constructs such as job involvement, 
commitment or intrinsic motivation.  

According to Kahn employee engagement is a multi 
dimensional construct in that employees could be emotionally, 
cognitively and physically engaged. Some scholars believed 
that employee engagement was simply the opposite of burnout 
[42] as it consisted of energy, involvement and efficacy that 
employee brought to their role. More recent research [1],[8] 
has supported the notion that employee engagement is a valid 
and reliable concept. Studies reviewing the burnout literature 
argued that employee work engagement is a distinct construct 
characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption in one’s 
work [58]. Unlike satisfaction, work engagement includes a 
person’s attachment towards his/her organization [37], it is not 
momentary and specific state [54] but rather more persistent 
and pervasive affective-cognitive state that is not focused on 
any particular object, event, individual, or behavior [57].  
Vigor reflects the readiness to devote effort in one's work, an 
exhibition of high levels of energy while working and the 
tendency to remain resolute in the face of task difficulty or 
failure [58]. Dedication refers to a strong identification with 
one's work and encompasses feelings of enthusiasm, 
inspiration, pride, and challenge [58],[14]. Absorption is 
characterized by being fully concentrated and happily 
engrossed in one’s work whereby time passes quickly and one 
has difficulty with detaching oneself from work [58].   
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IX. EMPLOYEE WORK ENGAGEMENT AND TRUST 
This study posits that the relationship between trust and 

work engagement is mutually reinforcing and leads to an 
upward spiral effect [14]. Research evidence indicates that a 
climate of trust leads to wide and diverse benefits for 
individuals who are engaged in particular organizations. 
Previous studies have demonstrated that increase in trust result 
directly or indirectly in more positive workplace behaviors 
and attitudes like organizational commitment and employees 
work engagement [18]. 

X. EMPLOYEE WORK ENGAGEMENT AND LEADERSHIP 
When employees recognize that their immediate superiors 

and top management have the skillful insight and ability to 
augment the growth and productivity of the organization by 
making competent decisions, it would give them increased 
assurance of a more profitable future with the organization 
[62]. In other word, there can be an increase in work 
engagement amongst employees if there is a sound sense of 
trust in the competence and capability of their immediate 
supervisors. Furthermore, supervisory coaching in the form of 
assisting employees in locating their goals, organizing their 
work, highlighting drawbacks, taking a keen interest in their 
professional and career advancement, and offering advice as 
needed, has been positively related to work engagement [59]. 

XI. THEORITICAL FRAMEWORK AND HYPOTHESES 
Based on the literature review the following theoretical 
framework and hypotheses were developed. 

 
Fig 1 Proposed Theoretical Framework 

 
H1: All core components of authentic leadership positively 
contribute to interpersonal leadership trust, i.e., subordinates’ 
trust in their leader. 
H2: The core components of interpersonal leadership trust 
positively contribute to employee work engagement. 
H3: All core components of authentic leadership has direct 
positively relationship with the employee work engagement. 
H4: Interpersonal trust has a significant mediating effect 
between leadership authenticity and employee work 
engagement. 

XII. RESEARCH METHOD 

A. Sample and Procedure 
The study was conducted in the banking sector in Malaysia. 

A total of 800 survey questionnaires were distributed to the 
bank employees both in HQs and branch offices located 

around Kuala Lumpur. Out of that 395 (almost 50%) valid 
questionnaires were returned.  

Purposive random sampling method was employed in this 
study. It is a sampling technique in which researchers choose 
participant arbitrarily for their unique characteristics or their 
experiences, attitudes, or perceptions, etc. It is a non-
probability sample that conforms to certain criteria [15]. To 
participate in this study, the respondents (employees) should 
have a length of service of not less than one year, their 
immediate superior or managers under assessment should also 
have at least one year at their position. The set criterion was to 
make sure that the employees have a fair perception of their 
leaders. But the specific proportion of population and sample 
ratio for this study was neglected as it was difficult to obtain a 
precise list of the number of total employees from the 
participating organizations. 

B. Instrumentation 
Standardized tools such as Authentic Leadership 

Questionnaire (ALQ), [4]; Interpersonal Trust Scales (ITS), 
[44],[46]; and Utrechet’s Work Engagement Scale (UWES), 
[58] were used to collect data. A 5-point Likert scale ranging 
from ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly disagree’ was used. The 
original ALQ comprised of 19 items. It was slightly modified 
base on the lower Alpha value and poor factor loading in the 
pilot study. The modified final versions of the instrument 
consisted of 14, 15, and 9 items respectively in ALQ, ITS and 
UWES. 

XIII. RESULTS 

A. Background Characteristics of Sample 
The sample consisted of 395 employees (Males = 179; 

Females = 216) drawn from seven banks and their branches 
located around Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia.  They represented 
several job positions such as clerks (23%), supervisors (16%), 
executive officers (47%), and managers (14%).  47 percent of 
them had worked with the current employer between 1 to 4 
years, another 20% between 5 to 9 years and the rest for more 
than 9 years. Furthermore, 66% of them had worked with their 
current supervisor between 1 to 2 years and the rest for more 
than 2 years. In terms of age distribution 14% belonged to 20- 
25 years age group, 25% to 26-30 years, 20% to 31- 35 years 
and the rest between 35 and 51 years. In terms of academic 
qualification 23% had diploma, and 37% had a university 
degree. Few (7%) had master’s degree and the rest were 
secondary school graduates. 
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TABLE I 
 MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND CRONBACH’S ALPHA (N=395) 

Variable Factor No. of 
Item 

Mean Std. 
Dev

. 

Alpha 

 
Authentic 
Leadership 
 

 
Relational 
Transparency 

 
4 

 
3.55 

 
.81 

 
.91 

Authentic 
Action 

5 3.54 .82 

Balance 
Processing 

3 3.55 .78 

Self 
Awareness 

2 3.49 .83 

 
Interperson
al  
Trust 

 
Leader’s 
Competence 

 
6 

 
3.50 

 
.83 

 
.94 

Leader’s 
Benevolence 

5 3.54 .77 

Leader’s 
Reliability 

4 3.45 .80 

 
Employee  
Work 
Engagemen
t 

 
Vigorous 

 
3 

 
3.57 

 
.90 

        
      
.91       Dedication 3 3.78 .85 

Absorption 3 3.62 .89 

 
Table II presents the correlation coefficients among the 

study variables. The recommended inter-item correlation 
coefficient (r) is between ‘‘0.3 to 0.8’’ in order to avoid 
multicoliniarity. Thus all the r values in the table ranged from 
0.30 to 0.77 (p<0.01). 

TABLE II 
CORRELATIONS COEFFICIENT AMONG THE COMPONENTS OF AUTHENTIC 

LEADERSHIP, INTERPERSONAL TRUST AND EMPLOYEE WORK ENGAGEMENT 
Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Rel. 
Trans. 

          

Auth. Act. .6
4*
* 

         

Bal. Proc.  .7
0*
* 

.5
9*
* 

        

Self-
Awar. 

.6
7*
* 

.6
2*
* 

.6
0*
* 

       

Reliability .6
0*
* 

.5
6*
* 

.5
7*
* 

.4
7*
* 

      

Competen
ce 

.6
2*
* 

.5
8*
* 

.5
7*
* 

.4
7*
* 

.7
7*
* 

     

Benevolen
ce 

.5
6*
* 

.5
7*
* 

.5
5*
* 

.4
7*
* 

.7
2*
* 

.7
1*
* 

    

Vigor .4
8*
* 

.4
1*
* 

.4
0*
* 

.3
0*
* 

.4
4*
* 

.4
4*
* 

.4
7*
* 

   

Dedicatio
n 

.4
8*
* 

.4
2*
* 

.4
5*
* 

.3
6*
* 

.4
4*
* 

.4
6*
* 

.4
5*
* 

.7
5*
* 

  

Absorptio
n 

.4
6*
* 

.3
6*
* 

.4
0*
* 

.3
6*
* 

.4
0*
* 

.4
4*
* 

.4
4*
* 

.6
7*
* 

.7
5*
* 

 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
 
 

B. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 
TABLE III  

DISPLAYS THE GOODNESS OF FIT STATISTICS FOR THE MEASUREMENT MODEL. 
ALL THE INDICES SATISFIED THE RECOMMENDED LEVEL OF THRESHOLD 

Variables χ2/df GFI TLI CFI RMS
EA 

Authentic Leadership 2.607 .949 .946 .962 .064 
Interpersonal Trust 2.299 .939 .962 .970 .057 
Employee Work Engagement 2.569 .972 .973 .986 .063 

XIV. STRUCTURAL MODEL  
According to [26],[13], the structural model analysis 

identifies how the latent variables in the model are related to 
each other. Therefore, in this study, three main variables: 
authentic leadership, interpersonal trust, employee work 
engagement (with 10 summated) latent constructs were used 
to investigate the direct and indirect relationships.  

In the structural model the value of coefficient paths were 
statistically significant (p < 0.01). The fit indices like χ2/df = 
2.389; RMSEA = .059; GFI = .966; TLI = .976 and CFI = 
.983 satisfied the criterion. Therefore, no modification was 
required in the theoretical model. The AMOS result further 
revealed that the standard path coefficient between authentic 
leadership and interpersonal trust was significant (.80, p < 
0.01) supporting H1. Positive relationship was also observed 
between the components of interpersonal trust and employee 
work engagement. The standard path of coefficient was 0.32 
(p<.01) that strongly supported H2. Likewise, the structural 
equation model showed that the authentic leadership was 
positively related to employee work engagement and its major 
components (vigor, dedication, and absorption). The standard 
path coefficient of 0.35 was significant (p<.01) supporting 
H3. Finally, AMOS output indicated that the direct standard 
path coefficient between leadership authenticity and employee 
engagement was significantly reduced to 0.35 (p<.01) in the 
mediated model from 0.60 (p<.01) in the unmediated model. 
Therefore, the result suggested partial mediation effect of 
interpersonal trust between authentic leadership style and 
employee work engagement and thus partially supporting H4. 
Figure 2 and 3 respectively displays the unmediated and 
mediated model. 

Leadership
Authenticity

aul_rt

e1

aul_aa

e2

aul_bp

e3

aul_sa

e4

Interpersonal
Leadership Trust

ipt_lb

e7

ipt_lc

e6

.88

ipt_lr

e5

Employee
Engagement

ee_vi

e8

ee_de

e9

ee_ab

e10

d1

d2

Chi-Square = 382.422;
P = .000  DF  = 34

CMIN /DF  = 11.248;
GFI = .878 TLI = .825

CFI = .868  RMSEA = .161

.76
.87 .77

.80

.82 .83
.91

.88 .81

.60

 
Fig. 2 Unmediated model: Showing direct effect of authentic 

leadership on employee work engagement 
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.87 .75

.80
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.91

.87 .82

.80

.32

.35

 
Fig. 3 Mediated model: Showing mediating effect of interpersonal 
trust between authentic leadership on employee work engagement 

XV. DISCUSSION 
It is believed that a great place to work is one where people 

trust the people they work for, take pride in what they do, and 
feel enthusiastic about the work they do. This study was 
conducted to investigate and confirm some such observations. 
Essentially it aimed to examine the linkages between authentic 
leadership, interpersonal leadership trust and subordinates’ 
work attitude, namely work engagement in Malaysian banking 
sector.  

Banking sector was chosen for the study because of few 
reasons: First, trust in leaders is particularly important for 
effective functioning in organizations such as banks where 
tasks are complex and require high levels of interdependence, 
cooperation, information sharing and above all trust. Second, 
most of the public scandals, fraudulent cases, financial crises, 
recessions and so on, are very critical issues being discussed 
of late in the financial industry.  

Findings of the study supported all four hypotheses of the 
study. First, authentic leadership promoted subordinate trust in 
leader (H1). Second, authentic leadership contributed to 
employees’ work engagement (H2). Third, subordinates’ trust 
in leader facilitated their work engagement (H3). Finally, 
interpersonal trust partially mediated the relationship between 
authentic leadership and employees’ work engagement (H4). 
The results are in line with previous findings.  For example, 
[36] had argued that in order for a leader to be perceived as 
more authentic by the follower, there must be a level of trust 
between the leader and the followers. Reference [64] had 
earlier reported that components of leadership authenticity like 
leader’s relational transparency and authentic action were 
positively associated with subordinates’ trust in leader. 
Interpersonal trust between subordinates and leaders also 
significantly predicted employees’ work engagement. 
Previous evidence indicates that employees are more likely to 
engage in their work when they have developed a high level 
of organizational trust [14]. Although research in authentic 
leadership is relatively new, three recent studies have 
supported that relational transparency, authentic action, 

balanced processing, and self-awareness  are key components 
of authentic leadership and are significant predictors of trust 
in the leader [24],[29],[51]. In one widely used employee 
engagement survey [27], it was indicated that immediate 
supervisors and leaders have a significant influence over the 
employee's level of commitment and engagement to an 
organization. This relationship suggested that higher the 
leadership authenticity the more the subordinates develop 
positive attitude towards their work. The authentic 
characteristic of a leader include coaching in the form of 
assisting employees in locating their goals, organizing their 
work, highlighting drawbacks, taking a keen interest in their 
professional and career advancement, and offering advice as 
needed. These attributes are positively related to work 
engagement [59].  

To conclude, findings of the study supported authentic 
leadership theory. Authentic leaders create trusting 
relationship with their subordinates and employees enjoy 
working in such organizations. According to [34]  
organizations that are recognized as great place to work for 
put great emphasis on quality of relationship between 
employees and their leaders, between employees and their 
jobs, and among employees. The centrality of these three 
relationships influences employees’ loyalty, commitment, and 
willingness to organizational goals and priorities. If leaders 
are seen as transparent, acting according to espoused values, 
and not displaying self protective motives then they develop 
trusting relationship with their employees which in turn 
contribute to positive employees work outcomes such as work 
engagement. 

REFERENCES   
[1] Avery, D.R., McKay, P.F., and Wilson, D.C. (2007), “Engaging the 

aging workforce: The relationship between perceived age, similarity, 
satisfaction with coworkers, and employee engagement”, Journal of 
Applied Psychology, Vol. 92 No. 6, pp.1542-1556. 

[2] Avolio, B.J. and Bass, B.M. (1988), “Transformational leadership, 
charisma, and beyond”, in J.G. Hunt, B.R. Baliga, H.P. Dachler & C.A. 
Schriesheim (Eds.), Emerging leadership vistas. Lexington, MA: 
Lexington Books, pp. 29-49. 

[3] Avolio, B.J, Bass, B.M., and Jung, D.I. (1999), “Re-examining the 
components of transformational and transactional leadership using the 
multifactor leadership questionnaire”, Journal of Occupational and 
Organizational Psychology, Vol. 72 No.4, pp. 441-462. 

[4] Avolio, B.J., Luthans, F., Avey, J.B., and Norman, S.M. (2007), 
“Psychological capital: Measurement and relationship with performance 
and satisfaction”, Personnel Psychology, Vol. 60, pp.  541–572. 

[5] Avolio, B.J., and Gardner, W.L. (2005), “Authentic leadership 
development: Getting to the root of positive forms of leadership”, 
Leadership Quarterly, Vol. 16 No.3, pp. 315-338. 

[6] Avolio, B.J., Dvir, T., Eden, D., and Shamir, B. (2002), “Impact of 
transformational leadership on follower development and performance: 
A field experiment”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 45 No. 4, 
pp. 735-744. 

[7] Avolio, B.J., Gardner, W.L., Walumbwa, F.O., Luthans, F., and May, 
D.R. (2004), “Unlocking the mask: A look at the process by which 
authentic leaders impact follower attitudes and behaviors”, Leadership 
Quarterly, Vol. 15 No. 6, pp. 801-823. 

[8] Bakker, A.B., Hakenen, J.J., Dermerouti, E., and Xanthopoulou, D. 
(2007), “Job resources boost work engagement, particularly when job 
demands are high”, Journal of Educational Psychology, Vol. 99, pp. 
272-284. 

World Academy of Science, Engineering and Technology
International Journal of Economics and Management Engineering

 Vol:5, No:8, 2011 

1040International Scholarly and Scientific Research & Innovation 5(8) 2011 ISNI:0000000091950263

O
pe

n 
Sc

ie
nc

e 
In

de
x,

 E
co

no
m

ic
s 

an
d 

M
an

ag
em

en
t E

ng
in

ee
ri

ng
 V

ol
:5

, N
o:

8,
 2

01
1 

pu
bl

ic
at

io
ns

.w
as

et
.o

rg
/1

03
97

/p
df



 

 

[9] Bass, B.M., and Avolio, B.J. (1994), “Transformational Leadership and 
Organizational Culture”, International Journal of Public Administration, 
Vol. 17 No. 3&4, pp. 541-554. 

[10] Bracey, H. (2002), Building trust. How to get it. How to keep it, 
Taylorsville, GA: HB Artworks, Inc. 

[11] Britt, T.W., Dickinson, J.M., Greene-Shortidge, T.M., and McKibben, E. 
(2007), “Self engagement at work”, in C. L. Cooper & D. Nelson (Eds.), 
Positive organizational behavior, Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage, pp. 143-
158. 

[12] Brower, H.H., Schoorman, F.D., and Tan, H.H. (2000), “A model of 
relational leadership: The integration of trust and leader-member 
exchange”, Leadership Quarterly, Vol. 11 No. 2, pp. 227-250. 

[13] Byrne, B.M. (2005). Structural equation modeling with AMOS: basic 
concepts, applications and programming, London: LEA Publishers. 

[14] Chughtai, Amir Ali, Buckley and Finian. (2008), “Work Engagement 
and its Relationship with State and Trait Trust: A Conceptual Analysis”, 
Journal of Behavioral and Applied Management. Available at: 
http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_qa5335/is_200809/ai_n29493978/?t
ag=content;col1 

[15] Cooper, D.R., and Schindler, P.S. (2008), Business Research Methods 
(12th Ed), McGraw-Hill/Irwin.  

[16] Csorba, L.T. (2004), Trust. The one thing that makes or breaks a leader, 
Nashville, TN: Thomas Nelson Publishers. 

[17] Cummings, L.L., and Bromiley, P. (1996), “The organizational trust 
inventory (OTI)”, in Kramer, R.K., Tyler, T.R. (Eds), Trust in 
Organizations: Frontiers of Theory and Research, Sage, Thousand 
Oaks, CA, pp.302-30. 

[18] Dirks, K.T., and Ferrin, D.L. (2002), “Trust in leadership: Meta-analytic 
findings and implications for research and practice”, Journal of Applied 
Psychology, Vol. 87 No. 4, pp. 611-628. 

[19] Doney, P., Cannon, J., and Mullen, M. (1998), “Understanding the 
influence of national culture on the development of trust”, Academy of 
Management Review, Vol. 23 No. 3, pp. 601-620. 

[20] Eagly, A.H. (2005), “Achieving relational authenticity in leadership: 
Does gender matter?”, The leadership Quarterly, Vol. 16 No. 3, pp. 459-
474. 

[21] Erickson, R.J. (1995), “The importance of authenticity for self and 
society”, Symbolic Interaction, Vol. 18 No. 2, pp. 121-144. 

[22] Galford, R., and Drapeau, A.S. (2002), The trusted leader. Bringing out 
the best in your people and your company, New York: The Free Press. 

[23] Gardner, W.L., Avolio, B.J., and Walumbwa, F.O. Eds. (2005), 
Authentic leadership theory and practice: Origins, effects and 
development, Oxford, UK: Elsevier Science. 

[24] Gardner, W. L., Chan, A., Hughes, L., and Bailey A. (2006, August 15), 
“Leader exemplification and ethical conduct: Effects on perceived 
authenticity, trusts, and organizational advocacy”, Paper presented at 
Academy of Management Meeting, Atlanta. 

[25] George, B. (2003), Authentic leadership: Rediscovering the secrets to 
creating lasting value, San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.  

[26] Hair, J.F., Black, W.C., Babin, J.B., and Anderson, R.E., (2010), 
Multivariate Data Analysis. (7th ed.), Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice 
Hall.  

[27] Harter, J.K., Schmidt, F.L. and Hayes, T.L. (2002), “Business-unit level 
relationship between employee satisfaction, employee engagement, and 
business outcomes: a meta-analysis”, Journal of Applied Psychology, 
Vol. 87, pp. 268-79. 

[28] Hosmer, L.T. (1995), “Trust: The connecting link between 
organizational theory and philosophical ethics”, Academy of 
Management Review, Vol. 20 No. 2, pp. 393-403. 

[29] Hughes, L.W. (2005), Transparency, translucence or opacity? An 
experimental study of the impact of a leader’s relational transparency 
and style of humor delivery on follower creative performance. 
Unpublished doctoral dissertation. University of Nebraska. 

[30] Ilies, R., Morgeson, F.P., and Nahrgang, J.D. (2005), “Authentic 
leadership and eudemonic well-being: Understanding leader-follower 
outcomes”, Leadership Quarterly, Vol. 16 No. 3, pp. 373-394.  

[31] Kahn, W.A. (1990), “Psychological conditions of personal engagement 
and disengagement at work”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 33 
No. 4, pp. 692–724.  

[32] Kahn, W.A. (1992), “To be fully there: Psychological presence at work”, 
Human Relations, Vol. 45 No. 4, pp. 321-349. 

[33] Kouzes, J.M., and Posner, B.Z. (2002), The leadership challenge (3rd 
ed.), San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 

[34] Levering, R. (2000). A great place to work: What makes some 
employers so good- and most so bad? CA: Great Place to Work Institute.   

[35] Luthans, F. (2004), “Organizational Behaviour”, McGraw Hill Higher 
Education. 

[36] Luthans, F., and Avolio, B.J. (2003), “Authentic leadership 
development”, in K. S. Cameron, J. E. Dutton, & R. E. Quinn (Eds.), 
Positive organizational scholarship. San Francisco: Barrett-Koehler. Pp. 
241-261 

[37] Luthans, F., and Peterson S.J. (2002), “Employee engagement and 
manager self efficacy: Implications for managerial effectiveness and 
development”, The Journal of Management Development, Vol. 21 No. 
5/6, pp. 376-387. 

[38] Luthans, F., and Youssef, C.M. (2004), “Human, Social, and Now 
Positive Psychological Capital Management: Investing in People for 
Competitive Advantage”, Organizational Dynamics, Vol. 33 No. 2, pp. 
143-160. 

[39] Luthans, F., Luthans, K.W., Hodgetts, R.M., and Luthans, B.C. (2001), 
“Positive approach to leadership (PAL): Implications for today’s 
organizations”, Journal of Leadership & Organizational Studies, Vol. 8 
No. 2, pp. 3-20. 

[40] Luthans, F., Norman, S.M., Avolio, B.J., and Avey, J.B. (2008), “The 
mediating role of psychological capital in the supportive organizational 
climate - employee performance relationship”, Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, Vol. 29, pp. 219–238. 

[41] Macey, W., and Schneider, B. (2008), “The meaning of employee 
engagement. Industrial and Organizational Psychology”, Perspectives on 
Science and Practice, Vol. 1 No. 1, pp. 3-30. 

[42] Maslach, C., and Leiter, M.P. (1997), The Truth about Burnout, San 
Fransisco: Jossey Bass.  

[43] Mayer, R.C., and Davis, J.H. (1999), “The Effect of the Performance 
Appraisal System on Trust in Management: A Field Quasi-Experiment”,  
Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 84 No. 1, pp. 123-136. 

[44] Mayer, R.C., Davis, J.H., and Schoorman, F.D. (1995), “An Integration 
Model of Organizational Trust”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 
20, pp. 709-729. 

[45] McAllister, D.J. (1995), “Affect- and cognition-based trust as 
foundations for interpersonal cooperation in organizations”, Academy of 
Management Journal, Vol. 38 No. 1, pp. 24-59. 

[46] McKnight, H.D., Choudhury, V., and Kacmar, C. (2002), “Developing 
and Validating Trust Measures for e-Commerce: An Integrative 
Typology”, Information System Research, Vo. 13 No. 3, pp. 334-359. 

[47] Michie, S., and Gooty, J. (2005), “Values, emotions, and authenticity: 
Will the real leader please stand up?”, Leadership Quarterly, Vol. 16 No. 
3, pp. 441-457. 

[48] Mishra, A.K. (1993), “Organizational Responses to Crisis: The 
Centrality of Trust”, in Kramer, R. M. & Thomas T. (eds.) Trust In 
Organizations, Newbury Park, CA: Sage. (1996), pp. 261-287. 

[49] Morgan, D.E., and Zeffane, R. (2003), “Employee involvement, 
organizational change and trust in management”, International Journal of 
Human Resource Management, Vol. 14 No. 1, pp. 55-75. 

[50] Morrow, J., Hansen, M., and Pearson, A. (2004), “The cognitive and 
affective antecedents of general trust within cooperative organizations”, 
Journal of Management Issues, Vol. 16 No. 1, pp. 48-64.  

[51] Norman, S.M. (2006), The role of trust: Implications for psychological 
capital and authentic leadership, Unpublished doctoral dissertation. 
University of Nebraska. 

[52] Ponnu, C.H., and Tennakoon, G. (2009), “The Association between 
Ethical Leadership and Employee Outcomes – the Malaysian Case”, 
Electronic Journal of Business Ethics and Organization Studies, Vol. 14 
No.1, pp. 21-32. 

[53] Reina, D.S., and Reina, M.L. (1999), Trust and betrayal in the 
workplace. Building effective relationships in your organization, San 
Francisco, CA: Berrett-Koehler Publishers, Inc. 

[54] Rothbard, N.P (2001), “Enriching or depleting? The dynamics of 
engagement in work and family roles”, Administrative Science 
Quarterly, Vol. 46 No. 4, pp. 655-684. 

[55] Rousseau, D., Sitkin, S., Burt, R., and Camerer, C. (1998), “Not so 
different after all: A cross-discipline view of trust”, Academy of 
Management Review, Vol. 23 No. 3, pp. 393-404. 

[56] Rusaw, C.A. (2000), “The ethics of leadership trust”, International 
Journal of Organizational Theory and Behavior, Vol. 3 No. 3-4, pp. 547-
569. 

World Academy of Science, Engineering and Technology
International Journal of Economics and Management Engineering

 Vol:5, No:8, 2011 

1041International Scholarly and Scientific Research & Innovation 5(8) 2011 ISNI:0000000091950263

O
pe

n 
Sc

ie
nc

e 
In

de
x,

 E
co

no
m

ic
s 

an
d 

M
an

ag
em

en
t E

ng
in

ee
ri

ng
 V

ol
:5

, N
o:

8,
 2

01
1 

pu
bl

ic
at

io
ns

.w
as

et
.o

rg
/1

03
97

/p
df



 

 

[57] Schaufeli, S.W.B., Salanova, M., Gonzales-Roma, V., and Bakker, A.B. 
(2002), “The measurement of engagement and burnout: A two sample 
confirmatory factor analytic approach”, Journal of Happiness Studies, 
Vol. 3 No. 1, pp. 71-92. 

[58] Schaufeli, W.B., and Bakker, A.B. (2004), “Job demands, job resources, 
and their relationship with burnout and engagement: A multi-sample 
study”, Journal of Organizational Behavior, Vol. 25 No. 3, pp. 293-315. 

[59] Schaufeli, W.B. and Salanova, M. (2007), “Work engagement: An 
emerging psychological concept and its implications for organizations”, 
in Gilliland, S.W., Steiner, D.D. and Skarlicki, D.P. (Eds), Research in 
social issues in management, Information Age Publishers, Greenwich, 
CT, pp. 135-177.  

[60] Schein, E.H. (2004), Organizational culture and leadership (3rd ed.), San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

[61] Senge, P.M. (2006), The Fifth Discipline: The Art and Practice of the 
Learning Organization. 

[62] Spreitzer, G.M., and Mishra, A.K. (2002), “To stay or to go: voluntary 
survivor turnover following an organizational downsizing”, Journal of 
Organizational Behaviour, Vol. 23, pp. 707-729.  

[63] Whitener, E.M., Brodt, S.E., Korsgaard, M.A., and Werner, J.M. (1998), 
“Managers as initiators of trust: An exchange relationship framework for 
understanding managerial trustworthy behavior”, Academy of 
Management Review, Vol. 23 No. 3, pp. 513-530. 

[64] Walumbwa, F.O., Avolio, B.J., Gardner, W.L., and Wernsing, T. (2006), 
“Development of a scale of authenticity”, Current Working Paper. 

 
 
 
 
 

 

World Academy of Science, Engineering and Technology
International Journal of Economics and Management Engineering

 Vol:5, No:8, 2011 

1042International Scholarly and Scientific Research & Innovation 5(8) 2011 ISNI:0000000091950263

O
pe

n 
Sc

ie
nc

e 
In

de
x,

 E
co

no
m

ic
s 

an
d 

M
an

ag
em

en
t E

ng
in

ee
ri

ng
 V

ol
:5

, N
o:

8,
 2

01
1 

pu
bl

ic
at

io
ns

.w
as

et
.o

rg
/1

03
97

/p
df




