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� This study compares levels of organizational trust and connected variables between two
groups of employees from an Australian public health organization.

� One group ( N = 123) is based in a hospital that will close as part of the organization’s
transformational strategy, and the other group ( N = 152) is based in other hospitals
that will remain open. The first group will become redeployed amongst departments in
the remaining hospitals.

� The relationships between trust, transformational leadership, fairness, perceived orga-
nizational support (POS), commitment, organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB con-
scientiousness) and intention to turnover were investigated, in addition to the relative
levels of these variables between the two cohorts of employees.

� The hypothesis that future redeployment would result in comparatively negative evalu-
ations of organizational trust and associated constructs was not supported, whereas the
hypothesis that traditional exchange relationships would be relevant regardless of an
employee’s situation was partially upheld.

� The theoretical and managerial implications of these findings are discussed.
Copyright © 2005 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.
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helpful in assisting health organizations in
determining the effectiveness of change ini-
tiatives.To date this type of research has either
been ignored or largely descriptive and anec-
dotal (Luthans and Sommer, 1999). This is
problematic given that successful change is as
much a function of individuals’ attitudes and
consequent behaviours as it is a consequence
of top management strategies, structures and
systems (Ghosal and Bartlett, 1996). Hence,
this study compares the attitudinal context
relating to two groups of employees from an
Australian public health organization: one
group is based in a hospital due to close as part
of the organization’s transformational strategy
and the other is based in other hospitals that
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Introduction

This paper focuses on the effect of future 
redeployment on organizational trust within
an Australian public health care organization.
The prevalence of attempted organizational
renewal and change is integral to any 
corporate strategy designed to improve 
effectiveness and efficiency. Thus, systematic
research into the impact of restructuring 
on employee–manager attitudes should be
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will remain open. The first group will become
redeployed amongst departments in the
remaining hospitals.

In order to provide the widest range of 
redeployment options possible, a number of
human resource strategies were instigated by
the health care organization to support the
redeployment group under investigation.
These included widespread communication,
employee participation and increased oppor-
tunities for training and development, both for
employees and managers.

First, the paper briefly reviews literature
relating to trust and the psychological con-
tract, organizational change and redeploy-
ment. Next, the conceptual framework and
hypotheses are presented. Here the authors
outline their rationale for examining potential
associations amongst trust, transformational
leadership, fairness, perceived organizational
support (POS), commitment, organizational
citizenship behaviour (OCB conscientious-
ness) and intention to turnover, in addition to
the relative levels of these variables between
the two cohorts of employees. Finally, the
method, results and implications are dis-
cussed. The finding that forthcoming rede-
ployment did not result in relatively negative
evaluations of trust, and the other attitudes
measured in this study, has interesting 
implications both for research and change
managers.

Trust and the psychological contract

Workforce reduction, re-engineering and rede-
ployment have become prominent features of
most organizational landscapes in recent
years. ‘Redeployment’ is an operational
process that aims to relocate current employ-
ees elsewhere in the organization. Thakur and
Calingo (1992) contend that increases in rede-
ployment have elevated the demands of align-
ing human resource functions with corporate
strategy-making. They compare the human
resource management function with the rela-
tionship between hospital administrators and
practising physicians, explaining that physi-
cians generate the volume and value for the 
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hospital, while the administration (in this case
HRM) generates the appropriate organiza-
tional system through which the volume and
value are augmented.

As HR policies and practices are on the 
organizational ‘front-line’ they are pivotal to
employees forming positive psychological
contracts (Westwood et al., 2001). Despite
this, Greller (1996) reports that a growing
number of organizations fail to give any atten-
tion to maintaining employee commitment
and competence, appearing willing to scrap
the traditional psychological contract between
employers and employees.

The ‘traditional’ psychological contract was
founded on communal aims and reciprocal
employer/employee commitment (Bishop et
al., 2001). Since the 1980s, however, labour
markets have been transformed and this type
of contract is becoming increasingly rare
(Connell and Burgess, 2002). As organizational
change programmes often result in tension
and disharmony in the implicit factors of
employment, this may result in a sense that the
psychological contract has been violated
(Brooks and Harfield, 2000: 92). Similarly,
Westwood et al. (2001: 622) contend that
when frequent organizational restructuring
entails lay-offs, redundancies and redeploy-
ment, this can lead to a sense of uncertainty
and insecurity, resulting in a perception that
the psychological contract has been breached.
Nonetheless, not all change initiatives result in
such breaches. As individuals hold psycholog-
ical contracts, they are likely to be highly dif-
ferentiated. Thus, change proposals may be
accommodated or resisted according to a
range of contingency factors such as tenure,
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position, status, perceptions of procedural and
substantive fairness, and so on. For example,
Robinson (1996) provided evidence that if
workplace trust is established and maintained,
organizations might be immune to the nega-
tive consequences of psychological contract
breach.

Guest (1998) stated that organizational trust
is a significant component of an employee’s
psychological contract, suggesting that greater
trust, amongst other factors, leads to increased
commitment (see also Tan and Tan, 2000;
Laschinger et al., 2000), increased organiza-
tional citizenship behaviours (see Robinson
and Morrison, 1995; Deluga, 1994) and
decreased intentions to leave the organization
(Konovsky and Cropanzano, 1991). Specifi-
cally, where employers earn the trust of
employees, perceptions of contract breach
(often manifested in negative attitudes and
behaviours) are less likely to occur.

Within this perspective, researchers have
assumed diverse but interrelated theoretical
views when outlining trust processes. Kramer
(1999) noted that trust entails a state of 
perceived vulnerability or risk that is derived
from individuals’ expectations regarding the
motives, intentions and prospective actions of
others on whom they depend. Lewis and
Weigert (1985: 971) characterized trust as the
‘undertaking of a risky course of action on
the confident expectation that all persons
involved in the action will act competently
and dutifully’. Similarly, Robinson (1996: 576)
defined trust as a person’s ‘expectations,
assumptions, or beliefs about the likelihood
that another’s future actions will be benefi-
cial, favorable, or at least not detrimental to
one’s interests’. Lewicki and Bunker (1996)
identified three kinds of trust, which they sug-
gested have direct bearing on the trust expe-
rience, suggesting that cognitive processes
involved in calculus-based trust, knowledge-
based trust and identification-based trust
impact directly on trust development. In 
calculus-based trust decisions are principally
based on rationally derived costs and benefits,
while knowledge-based trust is grounded in
the other’s predictability, or knowing the

other sufficiently well so that the other’s be-
haviour is anticipatable. Finally, identification-
based trust denotes a significant degree of
attachment towards another individual or
his/her group representatives. Each of these
trust types does not necessarily have a purely
cognitive basis. For instance, identification-
based trust has a crucial affective component
since it involves the development of emotions
as feelings of personal attachment towards
another increase (Lewicki and Bunker, 1996).

Within the extant trust literature, there is a
marked emphasis on the importance of trust
within manager–employee relationships. Pre-
vious Australian (Albrecht and Travaglione,
2003) and international research (Nachmias,
1985; Laschinger et al., 2000) illustrates that
levels of trust in public sector management are
not high. Moreover, it has been noted that
trust within peer groups is also an important
influence on constructive employee attitudes,
in addition to factors influencing organiza-
tional solidity and effectiveness (Cook and
Wall, 1980; Clarkson, 1998; Velez, 2001). Con-
sequently, this study measured both trust in
management and trust in peers. It also
includes a measure of dispositional trust, as
some evidence suggests that individuals vary
greatly in their inclination to trust others
(Gurtman, 1992). Based on this assessment, it
may be constructive to measure propensity to
trust as an individual difference variable when
exploring trust in organizational environ-
ments. This is consistent with Mayer and
Davis’ (1999) assertion that dispositional trust
is likely to explain a significant amount of 
variance in organizational trust scores over
and above other situational or organizational
variables.

Conceptual framework

For this study, the authors aimed to examine a
range of trust relationships (variables outlined
in Table 1) amongst employees from two hos-
pitals within the same organization: one in
which employees are facing redeployment 
following closure, and another where em-
ployees in the same organization will remain
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Table 1. Constructs forming the basis for the conceptual framework and related questionnaire measures

Trust in management/trust in peers: Ten questions measured trust in management and peers and were
adapted from Cook and Wall’s (1980) trust measure. Five were chosen from two six-item subscales; trust in
management and trust in peers. Two negative items were omitted from each subscale as robust arguments have
been forwarded to suggest that it is risky to think of distrust as the opposite of trust. That is, the use of reverse
coded trust items, being structured in terms of distrust, may not be measuring trust (Kramer, 1996). Reliability
scores on two different facets of the original subscale were 0.69 and 0.78 (Cook and Wall, 1980). The reliability
scores for the trust scales for this study were 0.86 and 0.87 for trust in management and trust in peers,
respectively.

Dispositional trust: Five self-rating items were used to measure trust as a personality trait. These questions were
taken from the trust subscale in the Revised NEO Personality Inventory (Costa and McCrae, 1985). Three
negatively worded items from the original scale were not included. The alpha reliability of the original subscale
was 0.90 (Costa and McCrae, 1985). The reliability coefficient of the scale employed in this study was 0.85.

Transformational leadership: Filippino (2001) suggests that organizations should not attempt to implement
change before they have developed transformational leaders. This leadership concept is defined by Howell and
Avolio (1993) as a perspective that explains how leaders facilitate change by creating, communicating and
modelling a vision, and inspiring employees to strive for that vision. That is, in a climate where constant change is
the norm, transformational leadership has emerged as an answer to what constitutes those leaders who can
promote, adapt to and survive change (Alimo-Metcalfe and Alban-Metcalfe, 2001). Transformational leadership is
also recognized as a principal determinant of trust (Gillespie and Mann, 2000).

Eight items measured the transformational leadership levels of respondents’ immediate managers/supervisors.
These questions were adapted from Hartog et al.’s (1997) scale of inspirational leadership. The internal reliability
coefficient for the items used in the current study was 0.98.

Perceived organizational support: POS may mediate whether or not employees are willing to, or intend to,
participate in organizational change initiatives. Perceived organizational support is also an integral component of
the exchange relationships associated with trust (Tan and Tan, 2000) and commitment (Bishop et al., 2001).
Extant research also notes a negative relationship between POS and turnover intention (Allen et al., 2001; Wayne
et al., 1997), and a positive relationship with OCB (Kaufman et al., 2001). The literature clearly identifies that
perceived organizational support is important in influencing a psychological contract.

Three questions measured POS and were extracted from the short version of the Survey of Perceived
Organizational Support (SPOS) instrument devised by Eisenberger et al. (1986). The reliability of the SPOS has
been reported as 0.93 (Eisenberger et al., 1986). The internal reliability of the three-item construct used for the
current study was 0.92.

Procedural justice: Procedural justice is a component of ‘perceived fairness’, which describes the fairness of
organizational outcomes, and the equity of procedures used to determine these outcomes (Alexander and
Ruderman, 1987; Folger and Konovsky, 1989; Moorman, 1991). Procedural justice deals with issues such as
procedures for appeals, the availability of change mechanisms, and procedures for defining the decision process.
Procedural justice can also extend to the provision of opportunity for input and participation in decision-making.
Procedural justice was chosen as a focal construct in the current study as it impacts on most of the other
variables investigated (Hendrix et al., 1998; Verdi, 1996; Aryee and Chay, 2001) and it can be seen as central to
effective change management (Brockner, 1990) and trust formation (Konovsky and Pugh, 1994).

Procedural justice within the workplace was measured using three items adapted from an instrument developed
by Sweeney and McFarlin (1997). Reliability for the original scale ranged from 0.70 to 0.90. The internal reliability
of the three items used in this study was 0.69.

Commitment: According to Jaros et al. (1993) the past two decades have seen the definition of organization
commitment evolve into a complex construct that stresses the insufficiency of single-factor models. The
multidimensional approach poses that organization commitment is influenced by three constructs, emotional
attachment, perceived costs and moral obligation. Allen and Meyer (1990) devised a model that identified three
dimensions of commitment; affective, continuance and normative commitment. Affectively committed employees
remain at an organization because they want to, those with a strong continuance commitment remain because
they need to, and those with strong normative commitment remain because they feel they ought to do so (Allen
and Meyer, 1990). As normative measures generally correlate highly with affective commitment surveys (Meyer
and Allen, 1997), the normative dimension was excluded from the current study. Organizational commitment has
been found to mediate attitudes towards change (Yousef, 2000a,b), and impact on variables related to
organizational effectiveness. For example, there is significant theoretical and empirical support for the existence
of a linkage between organizational commitment and trust (Albrecht and Travaglione, 2003; Tan and Tan, 2000). A
negative relationship has been shown for commitment and turnover intention (Schnake and Dumler, 2000).

The six questions on commitment were extracted from the three-dimensional Allen and Meyer (1990)
commitment instrument. Meyer and Allen (1997) have reported the internal consistency estimates (alpha 



unaffected by change. In particular, the asso-
ciations amongst trust, transformational lead-
ership, fairness, POS, OCB conscientiousness
and intention to turnover are investigated, in
addition to the relative levels of these variables
between the two cohorts of employees. Each
of these constructs is described in detail
within the methodology section; therefore,
the intention here is to ascertain the various
linkages between them.

To begin with, previous studies have
revealed that organizational commitment
develops, in large part, from global percep-
tions that the organization cares about and
values its employees (POS) (Eisenberger et al.,
2001). Moreover, affective commitment has
been established as an outcome of transfor-
mational leadership (Freund, 1995) and a rela-
tionship has also been discovered between
transformational leadership and continuance
commitment (Freund, 1995). Consequently, it
could be argued that organizations should be

aiming to increase employees’ emotional
attachment and loyalty to the organization,
rather than facilitating employees’ feelings that
they must stay with the organization because
of limited career choices being offered else-
where. Social exchange theory suggests that,
if employees experience greater uncertainty
and insecurity in their jobs, an employee may
feel the psychological contract has been vio-
lated, and this perception may manifest in
reduced trust and negative organizational atti-
tudes. Based on this discussion and the rea-
soning that upcoming redeployment is likely
to lead to heightened insecurity, the following
hypotheses are forwarded:

Hypothesis 1a: trust and organizational
antecedents. Employees in the ‘non-
redeployment’ group will report greater
levels of trust, transformational leadership,
POS and procedural justice compared to
those in the redeployment group.
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Table 1. Continued

coefficients) of the affective normative and continuance scale items. Median reliabilities for affective, normative
and continuance commitment scales respectively are 0.85, 0.73, 0.79. This study made use of only the affective
scale and the continuance scale. Affective and continuance commitment were measured by three items each,
with internal reliabilities of 0.80 and 0.72, respectively.

Turnover intention: Turnover intention has been defined as ‘a conscious and deliberate wilfulness to leave the
organization’ (Tett and Meyer, 1993: 262). Though several models have been presented, the common ground lies
in the constructs of job satisfaction, organizational commitment and perceived equity being antecedents to
turnover intention (Schnake and Dumler, 2000). Specifically, evidence shows that high levels of these variables
are related to low levels of intention to turnover. Greater levels of transformational leadership (Bycio et al., 1995)
and perceived organizational support (Allen et al., 2001; Wayne et al., 1997) have also been linked to a reduced
desire to leave the organization.

Three questions measured the turnover intention of the respondent and were adapted from the Intention to Turn
Over Scale in the Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire (Cammann et al., 1979). The internal
reliability of this scale was reported by these researchers as 0.83. The internal reliability of this scale in the
present study was 0.66.

OCB Conscientiousness: Conscientiousness is one dimension of the OCB construct and relates to an employee
going beyond normal job requirements (Organ, 1988). That is to say, these behaviours are not a formal obligation
stated in a job description. OCB conscientiousness, therefore, refers to behaviours that go above and beyond the
call of duty. This means acting in a generally helpful and reliable way. General OCB is another important Social
exchange outcome that has a positive relationship with trust, perceptions of fairness, organizational commitment
(Organ and Konovsky, 1989) and transformational leadership (Podsakoff et al., 2000). If change processes lead to
a breach of psychological contract, then OCBs can also be expected to decline amongst employees (Bultena,
1998).

Three items were used to measure the OCB dimension of conscientiousness. The three items constitute Jordon
and Sevastos’ (2001) shortened version of the conscientiousness subscale derived from the Podsakoff et al. (1990)
OCB questionnaire. Jordon and Sevastos (2001) reported that the alpha reliability of the shortened subscale was
0.76. The alpha reliability of the three items in the current study was 0.82.
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Hypothesis 1b: organizational outcomes.
Employees in the ‘non-redeployment’ group
will report greater levels of affective com-
mitment, continuance commitment, OCB
conscientiousness and lower turnover
intention compared to those in the rede-
ployment group.

While it is proposed that the levels of certain
variables will differ across employees from the
different environments, it is hypothesized that
the exchange relationships that link these 
variables will still be relevant regardless of
employee location. Accordingly:

Hypothesis 2. The relationships linking
trust, transformational leadership, POS and
procedural justice to the outcomes of 
affective commitment, continuance com-
mitment, OCB conscientiousness and
turnover intention will apply across both
employee groups.

Method

Sample

A total of 275 employees from a large Aus-
tralian public health authority were included
in the study. There were 123 subjects in the
redeployment group (employees of the hospi-
tal being closed) and 152 subjects in the non-
redeployment group (employees from three
alternate facilities within the health authority
unaffected by future redeployment). 86.9% of
respondents were female. 89.1% labelled their
position as non-management or ‘other’. 32.2%
of respondents were aged less than 36 years,
45.2% were aged between 37 years and 47
years, and 22.6% were aged over 48 years.
16.2% of respondents had been with the orga-
nization for up to 2 years, 31.8% had tenure
between 2 years and 10 years, and 52% of
respondents had been with the organization
for over 10 years. A response rate of approxi-
mately 29% was obtained.

The distribution of gender, position level,
age and tenure in the sample was representa-
tive of the demographics of the organization

where the study was conducted. For example,
90% of all employees at the health authority
are female. There were no significant demo-
graphic differences between the two
employee groups.

Questionnaire measures

A seven-point Likert response format (ranging
from 1 = Strongly Disagree to 7 = Strongly
Agree) was used to measure the constructs
outlined in Table 1.

Results

Levels of trust and other 
organizational variables

In order to test the hypotheses, the data was
divided into two groups: (1) redeployment
employees and (2) non-redeployment
employees. Table 2 lists the means, standard
deviations and MANOVA results across the
variables for both groups. On average,
reported levels of five factors were quite low,
or below the scale midpoint of 4, for both
groups. These factors included trust in 
management, turnover intention, procedural
justice, POS and affective commitment.
From a possible score of 7, mean employee
responses from both groups indicated modest
levels of dispositional trust, trust in peers,
transformational leadership, moderate contin-
uance commitment and relatively high OCB
conscientiousness.

MANOVA was implemented to determine
group differences after initial analysis found
many of the dependent variables were moder-
ately correlated (see Table 3). While the
MANOVA showed a significant overall differ-
ence in employee responses between the two
different employee groups (Wilks = 0.988,
F(10,264) = 3.06, p < 0.05, effect size = 0.11),
Table 3 illustrates that both groups had com-
parable means for 7 out of the 10 variables
studied: trust in management, trust in peers,
dispositional trust, POS, procedural justice,
continuance commitment and OCB conscien-
tiousness (all p’s < 0.05). Significant group 
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differences were found for three organiza-
tional variables. As hypothesized, redeploy-
ment employees displayed higher intentions
to turnover F(1,273) = 4.76, p < 0.05. Against
predictions, the employees to be redeployed
were also found to have greater affective com-
mitment compared to their colleagues who
would remain unaffected by the hospital
closure, F(1,273) = 5.93, p < 0.05. This may be
due to significantly higher perceptions of
transformational leadership amongst rede-
ployment employees compared with non-
redeployment employees, F(1,273) = 4.9, p <
0.05. In summary, the data did not support
Hypothesis 1.

Relationships between 
organizational variables

To examine whether the relationship between
the variables was affected by impending rede-
ployment, correlations were performed using
responses from both employee groups. These
correlations are reported in Table 3. It can be
seen that the pattern of correlations, with few
exceptions, was largely the same across the
two groups. While many of the correlations
were moderate, none were over r = 0.8.

Organizational outcomes: prediction 
of turnover intention, OCB
conscientiousness and 
organizational commitment

To examine Hypothesis 2 and identify the best
set of predictors for exchange relationship 
outcomes (OCB conscientiousness, turnover
intention and commitment), standard multiple
linear regressions were computed for each
group. A comparison of the regression results
between groups is combined in Table 3. Partial
support was found for the hypothesis that tra-
ditional relationships linking trust, transfor-
mational leadership, POS and procedural
justice to the outcomes of affective commit-
ment, continuance commitment, OCB consci-
entiousness and turnover intention will apply
across both employee groups. All regression
equations were significant, p < 0.05, with 
the chosen determinants and demographics
explaining between 14% and 48% of the vari-
ability in employee outcome responses. These
effects were evidenced after controlling for
the effects of age, gender, tenure and disposi-
tional trust. Table 4 shows that R2 scores for
turnover intention, affective commitment and
continuance commitment were the same, or
very similar, across both groups. However, the
dependent variables explained 24% of the vari-
ability in OCB conscientiousness scores for the
redeployment group, compared with 14% for
the second group of employees. While the
results showed many similarities in exchange
relationships between the groups, there were
some differences in the relative importance of
some of the predictors.
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Table 2. Organizational variable means, standard devia-
tions and MANOVA results across groups

Variable Ma–c SD F d

Trust in management
(1) Redeployment employees 3.66 1.8 0.08
(2) Non-redeployment employees 3.6 1.6

Trust in peers 
(1) Redeployment employees 5.46 1.33 0.13
(2) Non-redeployment employees 5.4 1.10

Dispositional trust
(1) Redeployment employees 5.7 0.99 0.4
(2) Non-redeployment employees 5.56 1.11

Transformational leadership
(1) Redeployment employees 4.16 2.14 4.9*
(2) Non-redeployment employees 3.64 1.78

Perceived organizational support
(1) Redeployment employees 3.17 1.82 0.25
(2) Non-redeployment employees 3.07 1.57

Procedural justice
(1) Redeployment employees 3.46 1.47 0.16
(2) Non-redeployment employees 3.39 1.25

Affective commitment
(1) Redeployment employees 3.92 1.77 5.9*
(2) Non-redeployment employees 3.33 1.51

Continuance commitment
(1) Redeployment employees 4.56 1.8 0.35
(2) Non-redeployment employees 4.44 1.71

Turnover intention
(1) Redeployment employees 3.66 1.76 5.12*
(2) Non-redeployment employees 3.19 1.71

OCB conscientiousness
(1) Redeployment employees 6.25 0.93 0.06
(2) Non-redeployment employees 6.27 0.88

a Higher scores indicate higher levels for each variable.
b n = 275 for each variable.
c Scale range = 1–7 for each variable.
d Wilks = 0.988, F(10,264) = 3.06, p < 0.05, effect size =
0.11.
* p < 0.05.
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Turnover intention. Trust in peers (Group 1
b = 0.37, p < 0.001; Group 2 b = 0.28, p < 0.05)
and age (Group 1 b = -0.2, p < 0.05; Group 2
b = -0.19, p < 0.05) were significant predic-
tors of turnover intention for both groups.
That is, greater trust in colleagues reduced
employees’ intentions to quit, and as age
increased, turnover intention scores tended to
decrease regardless of organizational environ-
ment. Higher POS and greater trust in 
management were significant predictors of
lowered intention to turnover for the non-
redeployment employees (b = -0.3, p < 0.001
and b = -0.25, p < 0.05) but not for redeploy-
ment employees.

OCB conscientiousness. Demographic factors
were more significant than any organizational
variable in the prediction of OCB (conscien-

tiousness) for both groups of employees.
Higher dispositional trust scores related to
stronger conscientiousness behaviours for the
employees to be redeployed (b = 0.37, p <
0.001), and gender was the strongest predic-
tor of conscientiousness for the second group
(b = 0.3, p < 0.001).

Affective commitment. Higher reported levels
of transformational leadership (b = 0.45,
p < 0.001) and POS (b = 0.25, p < 0.05) were
central to predicting greater affective com-
mitment for the redeployment employees.
However, transformational leadership was not
a significant predictor of affective commit-
ment for employees who would remain
unchanged by the facility closure. POS (b =
0.57, p < 0.001) and trust in peers (b = 0.15,
p < 0.05) were found to be important to 
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Table 4. Summary of standard regression analysis for factors predicting outcomes

Variable Turnover OCB Affective Continuance
intention conscientiousness commitment commitment

b b b b

Group 1: Redeployment employees (N = 123)
Trust in management -0.04 -0.13 -0.02 0.08
Trust in peers -0.37** 0.03 0.13 0.11
Dispositional trust 0.11 0.32** -0.02 -0.07
Transformational leadership -0.14 0.21 0.25* -0.09
Perceived organizational support -0.13 -0.18 0.45** 0.12
Procedural justice 0.06 0.22 -0.02 0.04
Age -0.2* 0.16 0.18* 0.12
Gender -0.04 0.22* -0.1 0.14
Tenure 0.06 -0.04 0.05 0.23*

R = 0.55 R = 0.49 R = 0.68 R = 0.38
R2 = 0.3 R2 = 0.24 R2 = 0.46 R2 = 0.15
F = 5.3** F = 4.0** F = 10.8** F = 2.2*

Group 2: Non-redeployment employees (N = 152)
Trust in management -0.25* -0.17 0.14 0.05
Trust in peers -0.28* 0.01 0.15* -0.09
Dispositional trust 0.14 0.05 0.02 0.01
Transformational leadership 0.06 0.22 -0.06 -0.24*
Perceived organizational support -0.3* -0.05 0.57** 0.32**
Procedural justice 0.11 0.16 -0.02 0.13
Age -0.19* 0.00 0.13 0.03
Gender -0.04 0.3** -0.02 -0.14
Tenure -0.07 -0.03 0.15 0.32**

R = 0.52 R = 0.37 R = 0.69 R = 0.38
R2 = 0.27 R2 = 0.14 R2 = 0.48 R2 = 0.15
F = 11.8** F = 2.5* F = 14.4** F = 3.72**

* p < 0.05.
** p < 0.001.
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affective commitment for this second em-
ployee cohort.

Continuance commitment. Longer tenure
was related to increased continuance commit-
ment in both groups (Group 1 b = 0.23, p <
0.05; Group 2 b = 0.32, p < 0.001), while
higher POS (b = 0.32, p < 0.001) significantly
influenced greater continuance commitment
for the non-redeployment group only. Also,
higher reported levels of transformational
leadership were related to lower continuance
commitment for the non-redeployment
employees (b = -0.24, p < 0.05).

Discussion

The objective of the current study was to
determine how impending redeployment
might affect employee trust levels within an
Australian public health organization. Particu-
lar attention was focused upon their attitudes,
exchange relationships and aspects of their
psychological contract. Overall, the expecta-
tion that upcoming redeployment would
result in comparatively negative evaluations of
organizational trust and other attitudes was
not supported. Mixed results were found for
the first hypotheses that projected group 
differences in trust and its correlates, com-
parable results were found across the rede-
ployment and non-redeployment employee
groups. One exception was that the redeploy-
ment group reported greater intentions to
leave the organization, as might be expected.
Contrary to the first hypothesis that employ-
ees in the ‘non-redeployment’ group would
report greater levels of trust, transformational
leadership, POS and procedural justice com-
pared to those in the redeployment group, the
redeployment group communicated more
emotional attachment to the organization and
reported their leaders to be more transforma-
tional. The second hypothesis, that traditional
exchange relationships would be relevant
regardless of employee situation, was gener-
ally supported. Nonetheless, there were some
exchange differences across the two groups.
For example, employees in the redeployment

group were more likely to display affective
commitment in response to transformational
leadership practices, although this was not
evident for the employees in the non-
redeployment group.

Theoretical implications

There are several theoretical implications to
these findings. The first derives from the lack
of differences found across the two groups
studied. Even though several ‘desirable’ factors
resulted in low levels for employees to be
redeployed, equivalent levels were gener-
ally found among members of the non-
redeployment group. At first glance, this
seems to negate social exchange theory or the
reciprocity norm. These concepts suggest that
employees who were about to be redeployed
perceive that a psychological contract breach
had occurred and responded in a negative way
compared to those who would be unaffected
(Bishop et al., 2001). Our findings relate to
studies of ‘survivor syndrome’, where compa-
rable levels of decline in attitudes such as trust
and commitment among downsized and non-
downsized employees were found (e.g.
Grunberg et al., 2000; Bishop et al., 2000;
Iverson and Pullman, 2000; Mossholder et al.,
2000). Although this study concerns rede-
ployment, rather than redundancy, it is worth
noting that Bishop et al. (2000) expected
employees in non-downsized departments to
be relieved compared with those ‘laid off’.
Conversely, their results suggested otherwise,
possibly reflecting empathy for the survivors
towards those affected. Arguably, employees
that were not downsized may have perceived
that the organization has not completed
employee reduction cycles, being concerned
that they may be the next to go.

While results confirmed the expectation
that the redeployment employees would
report greater intentions to leave the organi-
zation, it was unprecedented that emotional
attachment would also be higher for the
employees being redeployed. To the best of
the authors’ knowledge, there are no compar-
ative results in the literature to help explain

Copyright © 2005 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. Strategic Change, March–April 2005



this directly. Higher levels of transformational
leadership in the closing hospital could, in
part, explain the redeployment employees
reporting greater affective commitment and
transformational leadership, as these factors
were the most important in predicting affec-
tive commitment variability for this group.
This is consistent with other studies noting a
positive relationship between a transforming
leadership style and emotional attachment to
the organization (Podsakoff et al., 1996; Bycio
et al., 1995). It is also possible that our results
relate to occupational commitment that can
contribute independently to the prediction of
attitudes, professional activity and work
behaviour (Meyer and Allen, 1997).

A further implication concerns the focus of
attention for negative and positive employee
responses. Both the redeployment and non-
redeployment groups reported low levels of
factors such as trust in management, organi-
zational support and justice, and higher levels
of trust in peers. These results suggest that
employees are more likely to target their frus-
trations against the organization and managers
rather than against their colleagues (in
common with Bishop et al., 2000). This study
also concurs with previous research where
low levels of trust in management were
reported (Nachmias, 1985; Carnevale and
Wechsler, 1992; Laschinger et al., 2000), con-
currently with higher trust in peers (Cook and
Wall, 1980).

Limitations of the study and 
future directions

This study has a number of limitations. First,
not all possible variables or exchange rela-
tionships inherent in the psychological con-
tract were explored. Future studies may
include additional determinants such as met
expectations, compensation schemes, HRM
policies and procedures, communication
processes, cynicism to change, psychological
contract breach and distributive justice. Poten-
tial outcomes, such as absence and other OCB
dimensions, may also be built-in. Second, the
effect of position level on results was also not

explored because of unequal numbers 
of employees at each level. Third, while the
management and gender distribution was 
representative of the organization under inves-
tigation, care must be taken when generaliz-
ing these results to other organizations and
industries, especially those in the private
sector. Finally, future research may involve the
researchers repeating the study within the
same organization in order to discover how
many employees from the redeployment and
non-redeployment groups actually left the
organization and to determine any differences
in results once redeployment has actually
taken place.

Conclusions and implications 
for managers

While not all expected exchange relationships
were evident in this study, we found that orga-
nizational decision-makers can encourage pos-
itive employee attitudes through engendering
trust, organizational support, justice and trans-
formational leadership. Perceived organiza-
tional support and trust develop through a
social exchange relationship, whereby
employees interpret the actions of manage-
ment and reciprocate in kind. Therefore, high
or low trust in managers (who tend to be the
primary sources of embodied organizational
actions) is a likely response to employees’ per-
ception of organizational support. A study by
Whitener (2001) also found that human
resource practices are significantly associated
with differences in trust and commitment.
Consequently, our results and the research 
of others, continues to demonstrate that 
managers and HR practitioners can influence
positive organizational outcomes through 

Organizational support
and trust develop through

a social exchange
relationship
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effective, fair and supportive policy and prac-
tices. In this case the redeployment group
were exposed to HR practices, in relation to
increased communication and training and
development, which were designed to
improve their employment options once re-
deployment occurred. These practices may
have been sufficient to explain the unexpect-
edly positive results from the redeployment
group.

Forced employee relocation or redeploy-
ment is a form of organizational change and is
commonly undertaken in order to either
pursue growth and development or to solve
financial and operational problems. In the case
of the organization reported here, both factors
were influential in the decision to close one of
the hospitals and relocate staff. As Sagie et al.
(2001) point out, such change involves all
employees, and as such, the entire social
network. Consequently, employees have one
of two choices: they can either move with the
organization or they can sever all ties. Factors
related to turnover intention are, of course,
related to opportunities in the broader labour
market, in addition to each individual’s career
stage, age, future plans and so on. For
example, our results showed that as age
increased, turnover intention decreased. In
addition, the location of the closing hospital is
situated in an area where unemployment is
almost twice the national average. Neverthe-
less, the high levels of trust in peers, demon-
strated across both the non-redeployment 
and redeployment groups, suggests a strong
social network is in place throughout the 
organization.

In summary, it is proposed that this study
contributes to the negligible research on trust
and change within the public health sector.
Specifically, the research offers an empirical
investigation on the effects of planned rede-
ployment and some aspects of the psycholog-
ical contract within such an environment. As
such, the study responds to Cameron and
Mishra’s (1991: 69) recommendation for 
more research on the ‘precursors, processes,
and effects’ associated with organizational
restructuring.
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