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Abstract

It is assumed that the employees who manage tgrattewith their organizations receive the requisagdport
and protect the reputation of their company byesitig that this support could be maintained. Is 8tudy it is
aimed to determine the effect of organizationasttand organizational support on organizationahtifieation
and whether there is an indirect effect of orgamoral prestigeon this effect. Cummings, and Bromiley’s
organizational trust inventory (1996), Eisenberdduntington, Hutchison, and Sowa’ (1986) organizai
support and Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) organizatladentification and organizational prestigeales are used
in the survey carried on 191 participants workimgthe electronics sector. Cronbach’s Alpha Coeffits
showed that the scales are found highly reliablgamizational trust scale is verified with its 3f@ar structure
and the other scales with their single factor $tnmes. As a result of the analyses done by strakctguation
model it is determined that organizational trustl anganizational support have direct effect on pizgtional
identification and organizational prestige. It iscadetermined that organizational prestige hamdiect effect
on the relationship between organizational trusganizational support and organizational identifma The
results are thought to contribute to future studies
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1. Introduction

Today organizations are looking for a way to gaistainable competitive advantage in order to mairttaeir
existence, meet the requirements of their stakensldnd survive no matter whichever sector thefjoperin.
When the effect of globalization is taken into ddasation, it could be mentioned that this comjpetitis not
only experienced within the country but also arothrelworld. As a result, providing the effectivene$ all the
company production resources and most importahtlynan resources is an inevitable necessity in cwer
maintain sustainable competitive advantage.

Basic studies done on management science, frontidrzal management approach to postmodern managemen
approach in our day, have focused on organizatiattiide and behaviors and factors which are thotmbe
effective on these could increase the effectiveinésbe employees (Ashforth, 2016). Eventually,niity and
identification remain attractive constructs for angzational scientists (Albert, Ashforth, & Dutto2Q00:; 13).
Organizational identification, the most importamtriable, is considered as one of the supplemertasjness
manners in terms of being one of the most crusiliés in the science of organizational behavioitidaki,
2013). For this reason, the main idea behind thardzational identification is that it should helge employee
to integrate, in other words to identify with habj to feel himself energetic while working, todimeaning in
what he’s doing and to focus on his job more angetbsatisfaction (Okten & Erben, 2010: 94). Orgational
identification has become a very popular topicljates it consists the idea of being an employeey wan
identify himself with the organization and therefpcontributing to increase the organizational seasqBrown,
2015).

In an environment where there is downsizing, |d&ylos of job security, decrease in additionalaid no more
regular pay rise, the employees’ possibility ofighg that the employers are discharging theipoesibilities
and obligations is rather low (Deery, Iverson & 8fal2006). As most organizations are trying to isenn

such difficult economic conditions, how to protélse emotion of connection between the employeethad
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organization is a crucial organizational probleresi8les, the changing nature of employment relagmushow
much it affects organizational identification iso#tmer important issue. It is assumed that employdesbelieve
that their organizations support and will continaesupport them could integrate with their orgatiees more
easily. It is also considered that the organizatigmestige perceptions of the employees are tigte regarding
their organizations which provide sustainable suppo

When the studies and several factors with whichaoizational identification is related are takenoint
consideration, it could be mentioned that more aefmgnsive studies and studies that examine diffenadels
are required to be done on the variables whichcaféeganizational identification in order to undersd
organizational identification better. In this studyhich is done in order to meet this requiremeatt least
partially-, the effect of perceptions of organipatil trust and organizational support on orgaroreti
identification is examined and whether organizaloprestige plays a moderating role in this effect
determined.

In this study, literature studies on making assummgt regarding the relations of organizational tirus
organizational support and organizational prestiggables which are considered as effective onrorgdéional
identification and the antecedents of organizatiethantification are mentioned. Besides, in the meblogy
part, research model and findings are presentedetfindings are interpreted in the conclusionssamgjestions
part and some suggestions are made for the futaeanic studies and practitioners.

2. ThelLiterature Study Regarding the Presentation of the Variables

Organizational identification is the situation wheperson perceives himself as one, the same aibla with
the organization and accepts its achievements @ahdds as his own (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). In atheords,
the employee’s seeing himself as a part of the nizgsion is a dimension of organizational identfion
(Miller, Allen, Casey, & Johnson, 2000; Scott & lgr?000). The employee has formed a connectiondsstw
organizational identification and identifying hinffsand identifying the organization (Dutton, Dukri &
Harquail, 1994), and he has developed an emotiattathment to become a member of that organizétjon
linking organizational values with the cognitive ar@ness of becoming a member (Tajfel, 2010). Ardefiore,
it increases the self-respect of the employee arables him to have positive ideas of himself (Astfifo
Harrison, & Corley, 2008).

Organizational identification helps the employeeidentify and locate himself in the organizatiomegent a
respectful identity, form a meaningful relationsldmong different roles and identities, create cehes and
maintain it, and finally feel himself unique and partant (Rogers, & Ashforth, 2017). Organizational
identification fulfills the employees’ requirements feeling themselves belonging to a group, safd a
prestigious by increasing their ego, consciousraass perception. It also makes the individual fesfe shy
decreasing the uncertainties that may arise fraabk of social relations.

The concept of organizational identification whighs used together with the concept of motivaticfirsit (Lee,
2013) means that the individual regards the losgaar of the group he belongs to as his own losgaor; that
is, he identifies himself with the identity of tigegoup (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). For this reason, argational
identification can be categorized not only in grdexel, but in three different levels. These amnitification in
individual level, identification in group level andentification in organizational level (Miller etl., 2000).
Organizational identification occurs as a resulinééraction and communication, no matter whickelevoccurs
in.

Organizational identification is created when syfitbdonds are formed between the individual and the
organization and are developed in time (Edward6520The employees who identify with these bondsiidy
themselves, transfer this to other employees aapestheir lives and their relationships with otaeployees in
the light of this identification (Ashforth, Harrisp& Corley, 2008). It is known that employees wéthigh level

of organizational identification prefer being witiie organization not only in ordinary but also kiraordinary
situations such as a crisis, due to the psychadbdiond they have with their organization (DuttBukerich &
Harquail, 1994), they also adopt the organizatimadles and aims as their own and protect the heredfthe
organization (Ciice, Guney & Tayfur, 2013). The bdsundation of the organizational identificatiantiied to

be explained by an approach which is put forwarddmjial identity theory (Balci et al., 2012).

Social identity theory tries to explain why and haw individual creates a business identity (Leek P& Koo,
2015). This theory states that the social groupitwkhe individual belongs to are effective in singpthe
individual's ideas, emotions and behavior. In otwerds, the individual shapes and develops hisas@béntity
according to the groups he belongs to (Tajfel, 198#fel, & Turner, 1985). The individual is affect by the
values, attitude and behavior of the group he'wiiile creating his social identity (Riketta, 200%bis social
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identity formed by the individual is about how muitte characteristics of the group complies with dn
characteristics (Yuki, 2003).

Trust is considered as ‘social glue’ that holddedént organizational structures together (AtkingoButcher,
2003). Organizational trust, which is a very impottconcept in organizational life, can be defiasda process
during when certain values such as honesty, bétigélty and sincerity are formed in the relatioipshof the
organization members within the organization tophlem reach their aims (Singh, & Srivastava, 20116)
other words, organizational trust is a web of org@tional relations and behaviors that occur whepleyees’
feel that they trust other employees, the group they're in, the managers and the organizatiogeneral
regarding the interaction and the relationshipthénorganization (Cummings & Bromiley, 1996; Du& illy,
2013). According to Huff and Kelley (2003), orgaatibns which have employees with a high level oétrare
more successful and innovative organizations coetp#r the ones which have employees with a lowl lefre
trust. In addition, organizational trust can besidared as a psychological environment that shbaldreated
with the participation of all the members basedhenpositive expectations that the organizatioate® (Fulmer
& Gelfand, 2012).

Another factor which is effective on organizatiordgntification is organizational support. It istd that as the
perception of organizational support, one of théeegdents of organizational identification, incesgsthe
tendency of the employees to develop a bond wigtir thrganizations increases as well (Edwards & &ecc
2010). In this respect, organizational supporhés perception regarding when other people in tigarazation
show respect to the employee and agree that herperigood behavior (Eisenberger et al., 1986).Heanore,
organizational support which is defined as thediglof the employees concerning how much the orgdion
notices the contributions of the employees, how miticzalues them and how much it cares about thveit-
being, depends mostly on communicatidplik, iplik & Efeoglu, 2014). On the other hand, it is the indicator
that employees whose needs are respected and effode are valued properly are going to performyvsell

in order to help the organization reach its aimq@is & Eisenberger, 2002).

The perception of organizational prestige is anotiesearch variable examined in the context of shisly.
Institutional factors that organizations can infilae are reputation and perceptions of organizdtiprestige
(Smidts, Pruyn, & Van Riel, 2001). Organizationedgtige, from a general point of view, is about Hgeod’ or
‘bad’ an organization is evaluated (Weiss, Ander€oiMacinnis, 1999; Roberts & Dowling, 2002; Walker,
2010). In other words, organizational prestige hiaped by perceptions that are owned by differetgraal
stakeholders related to the organization (Carmeliighler, 2005; Feldman et al., 2013). As it is éagized by
Smidts, Pruyn and Riel (2001), perceived orgarozati prestige is the ideas or beliefs of employa®sut the
firm. However, perception of organizational prestgpints to a broad belief held by employees reggrdow
external stakeholders view the organization (Maehshforth, 1992; Dutton, Dukerich & Harquail, 199%he
perception of organizational prestige refers toiiodial perceptions and information about the oigaiion
(Smidts, Pruyn, & Van Riel, 2001) is related to Wmace attitudes, such as affective commitment jahd
satisfaction, as well as employees’ overall affectivell-being(Carmeli & Freund, 2002; Herrbach & Mignonac,
2004).

Organizational prestige is explained by signalihgoty, strategy theory and resource based theanitl{S
Smith, & Wang, 2010). Although the concepts of tagion, prestige, esteem, and goodwill are defibgd
different disciplines, e.g., economics, marketiaggiology, and accounting, there are two commonessn
both definitions (Shenkar, & Yuchtman-Yaar, 199¢&|dman, Bahamonde, & Velasquez Bellido, 2013).tkirs
the concept of organizational prestige is aboutiabomognition and is shaped by knowledge, imprasgsio
perception and belief. And secondly, this socigition is formed on the minds of external obses@&indova,
Williamson, & Petkova, 2010). On the other handjamizational prestige is a concept that could bdused
with certain concepts. The most common one is catpamage. Organizational prestige and corporatge
are similar concepts. However, organizational pgesthould not be confused with corporate image.

Although organizational prestige is a concept basethe organization’s history, it also affects éxpectations
of the organization regarding its future acts (Gii®iOksuiz, 2009; Smith, Smith, & Wang, 2010). Coigter
image is a visual that can be formed in quite atsie, whereas, organizational prestige is ae/dhat can be
gained as a result of the efforts of the organirain the long run (Chun, 2005). Organizationalspige is
related to certain organizational values due tdoitg-term structure and studied as the prior aostguior of
these variables (Huff & Kelley, 2003; Castro ef 2006; Dortok, 2006; Esen, 2012; Aracl, 2015).

Therefore, the aim of this study is to examine éffiect of organizational trust and organizationaport
perceptions on organizational identification andraine the indirect effect of perceived organizadlgurestige
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on this effect, which are presented and definedra@lio the context of this study. In addition to theoretical
framework presented above regarding organizatim@aitification, organizational trust, organizatibsapport
and organizational prestige, an analysis of theipus studies that support the formation of thaiagstions and
the model in the light of the aim of this study aresented in the following part.

3. Inter-variable Relations

Organizational identification was first presentadhe literature in 1960 and has been studied déiethe last
30 years (Pratt, 1998; Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004; r&¢ 2008). The curiosity about which variables
organizational identification affects and whichiabfes it is affected by has been continuouslydasing. It is
stated that organizational identification is retht® positive behaviors such as organizational Itgyahe
decrease of the turnover intention (Akgunduz, &dadoglu, 2015), the increase of job satisfactionming a
positive corporate image and organizational cit&rém (Yousef, 2017).

When certain studies on variables affected by argdinnal identification are examined, it is detared that
organizational identification is related to mangtéas such as organizational trust (Puusa & Toina2€06;
Ertirk, 2010; Campbell & Im, 20148irin, 2016), performance evaluation system, orgamnal learning
(Wang, Tseng, Yen, & Huang, 2011), organizationadstige (Keh & Xie, 2009; Oz & Bulutlar, 2009),
transformational and interactionist leadership (©piaki & Martin, 2005), inter-organizational comnication
(Taztn & Calar, 2008), managing diversity (Jlyan, Hirlak & Ciftci, 2016), organizational loysl
(Cakinberk, Derin & Demirel, 2011), job satisfacti¢Oktug, 2013; Akbg & Cetin, 2015; Bgar & Basim,
2015), person-organization harmony (Akb& Cetin, 2015), organizational support (Ozdemi®1Q; Turung,
2010), structural empowerment (Erbay & Turgut, 2Q0XBganizational justice (Clice, Guney & Tayfur130
Ates, 2015), cynicism (Argon & Ekici, 2016), organizail image (Karabey &iscan, 2007), individual
creativity (Kesen, 2016), integrating with the jgbkten & Erben, 2010), organizational citizenshighavior
(Karabey & kcan, 2007) and organizational climate (Smidts, Rr&/Van Riel, 2001).

Besides, in some studies it is determined thatrorgéional identification has an indirect effect the effect of
transformational /transactional leadership peromgtiof the employees on their job satisfaction @#or&
Carikel, 2016), the relationship between the peszkbrganizational support and business performédicen et
al., 2014), the relationship between procedurdigesand organizational loyalty (He, Zhu, & Zhergf)14),
between the intention of resignation and orgarorati citizenship behavior (Shen et al., 2014),rtHationship
between compulsory citizenship behavior and orgsditinal citizenship behavior (Zhao & Peng, 2014ween
organizational support perceptions and organizatioitizenship behaviorlik, iplik & Efeoglu, 2014) and the
effect of power tendency on organizational loyaityerms of organizational culture (Polat & Meyda0,11).

Recently analyzing organizational trust and orgatiinal identification together has become poputar
literature. The reason for this could be the comnfieatures they share. Both organizational trust and
organizational identification are affected by meaniunderstanding and evaluation within the orgation.
Both are formed by the social interaction withie tirganization (Puusa & Toivanen, 2006). Orgarorai trust
plays a critical role in activities and processashsas creating a common aim, developing coordihated
harmonious behavior, leadership, forming a teamitspreating a sense of belonging, organizatidoydlty and
contributing to the increase of job satisfactiomjch are considered as important in terms of orgitn (Huff

& Kelley, 2003). When these issues that are aftebieorganizational trust are taken into considenatt could

be stated that organizational support could alseladed to organizational identification and aiffect it.

Some studies showed that there is a positive oglship between organizational support and organizattrust
(Narang & Singh, 2012; Duffy & Lilly, 2013) and thsocial support perceived by the employees helps th
creation of organizational trust (Eisenberger, kas& Davis-LaMastro, 1990). The studies on thetiehship
between organizational support, organizational tansl organizational identification point out thwath of these
organizational issues affect organizational idés#tfon (DeConinck, 2010). On the other hand, oizgtional
communication being put forward as a factor streeging organizational identification (TUzln & gar, 2008)
shows that it could both affect the relationshipoodanizational support and organizational idecdiiion with
communication and these two factors could alsocaffach other. For instance, according to Borg®01p, a
strong organizational identification is an impottemist building mechanism. In another study, donghysical
education teachersgirin (2016), found a significant relationship betmeorganizational identification and
organizational support perception.

In a study analyzing the relationship between fffiece of teachers’ perceptions of organizationgbsart and
their levels of organizational identification, Oxzdie (2010) determined a presence of a positiveticglahip
between the teachers’ perceptions of organizaticnglport and organizational identification. Simifar
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Campbell and Im (2014), in their study they did ®®.222 people in Australia, determined a high level
relationship between organizational identificatiamd organizational support perception and stateat th
organizational support is a powerful antecedemtrgénizational identification.

In another study done by Turun¢ and Celik (20103nalyze the effect of organizational support anizlgtress
on organizational identification and job performani is presented that organizational support jabdstress
have significant effect on organizational identfion. It is also determined that organizationanitification
affects job performance significantly and playsoanplete mediating role between organizational stipgod
job performance.

Ashforth and Mael (1989), in their study concernitigking social identity theory with organizational
identification, state that if the organization isrgeived as superior by the individual when comgpdoeother
organizations, if the appeal and prestige percegtiof the organization is high for the individuél,the
individual has a high level of common past exparéanand common aims with the organization, thene&yaps
will have a high level of identification potentiadllthough corporate reputation concerns all thé&ettalders of
the organization, when considered as inter-orgéinizal, the organizational prestige perception bé t
employees is at the forefront. In this respect, esstndies include organizational factors whicheffective on
the organizational prestige perceptions of the eyg#s. For example in the study of Araci (2015)isit
determined that individuals take the reliabilitje tvision, the financial situation, the effect amdqueness, the
leadership situation of the organization into cdasition while evaluating organizational prestige. the other
hand, organizational prestige applications cregp@sitive and significant effect on organizatiotraist (Esen,
2012).

It is accepted that perceived organizational pgesis a product of repetitive interactions of théeinal and
external stakeholders and their experiences gamgohe (Castro et al., 2006; Dortok, 2006) andamigational
trust and organizational support affect the peeiwrganizational prestige of the employees in titne
addition, it is assumed that both organizationantdication and perceived organizational prestigeld be
affected by organizational trust and support. Gndther hand, there are also studies in whichriéadized that
perceived organizational prestige has an effeqieneived organizational identification (Smidtsyr, & Van
Riel, 2001; Keh & Xie, 2009; Oz & Bulutlar, 200974 & Balmer, 1998).

4. Research M ethodology
4.1. Study Model

This study is an applied research and it is streckas causal. The model and the hypotheses afedgsrch are
determined in accordance with the literature exgians mentioned above. As it can be seen in theareh
model presented in Figure 1, the main dependeridblar of this research is organizational identifiwa. In
addition to this, perceptions of organizationabktrand organizational support are two independanables and
they are assumed to be affecting organizationattifigation and organizational prestige.

Organizational
Trust

Organizational Organizational
Prestige Identification

H2

Organizational
Support

Furthermore, organizational prestige is the mealiptvariable with an indirect effect. In the light these
evaluations, the research hypotheses related t@#learch model presented in Figure 1 are as fsilow

Figure 1: The Research Model

Hypothesis 1: Organizational trust has a signifiGard positive direct effect on organizational itfezation.

Hypothesis 2: Organizational support has a sigmific and positive direct effect on organizational
identification.

Hypothesis 3: Organizational trust has a significard positive direct effect on organizational gges
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Hypothesis 4: Organizational support has a sigaifi@nd positive direct effect on organizationastige.

Hypothesis 5: Organizational prestige has an icdireffect on the effect of organizational trust and
organizational support on organizational identifiza.

4.2. Research Scales

Perceived Organizational Trust Scale: A short wersdf the scale which was developed by Cummings and
Bromiley (1996) to measure the organizational tthat the employees perceive is used in this stiidyas used
in Tlzun's (2006) study and consists of 12 stateamehhe participants are asked to give answershéo t
questions about their perceptions of trust regardiveir organizations according to the 7-Likerteypcale (I
totally disagree=1 and | totally agree=7). The saveloped by Cummings and Bromiley (1996) congift3
factors and 19 statements; however, in this stuBlffactor and 12-statement short form of this socat@ch was
adapted into Turkish by Tiziin (2006) is used. lmgbale of Cummings and Bromiley (1996), cognitiust is
measured by 7 (1, 2, 3, 7, 8, 9, 11), emotionattrsl measured by 5 (4, 5, 6, 10, 12) and behavinrst is
measured by 7 (13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19) statsm@ie short form of this scale leaves out theabiinal
dimension. The reason why this short form is useithat because it has a higher validity level caegbdo the
long one. The scale is used as a single factor.

Perceived Organizational Support Scale: A shorsiger of the scale which was developed by Eisenbgerge
Huntington, Hutchison, and Sowa (1986) to measugestipport level of the employees is used in thaystThe
scale was re-considered by Stassen and Ursel (20@9& short version of it was created. And in shigly, this
short version, which was adapted into Turkish byuhg and Celik (2010) is used. The scale consitts0o
guestions and there are statements such as ‘thengbilities undertaken for the benefits of thgaorization are
appreciated’, and ‘my well-being and satisfactisrinnportant for the organization | work for’ in tiseale. The
answers are collected by the help of a 5-Likeretgpale. (I totally disagree=1 and | totally agfee¥ he factor
analysis showed that the factor load of a stater(statement 9) was too low so it was taken outumgrand
Celik (2010) also stated that they took statemeout9of the scale as they too had a similar resulhe factor
analysis they did.

Perceived Organizational Identification Scale: Bhguestion scale developed by Mael and Ashfort®2]and

was adapted into Turkish by Tuziin (2006) is usetthénstudy. This organizational identification schhs been
used in many other studies as well (Bhattacharya.ef1995; Mael & Tetrick, 1992; Mael & Ashfortth992;

Van Knipperberg & Van Schie, 2000; Smidts, Pruyny&n Riel, 2001). For Mael and Ashforth’s (19923lsg

which consists of 6 questions, the Cronbach’s Al@bafficients are stated to be above 0.80. Theakbaihas a
single dimension.

Perceived Organizational Prestige Scale: The staleloped by Mael and Ashforth (1992) is used tasues
the organizational prestige perceptions of the eggss. The scale consists of a total of 8 questibiod which
are reverse questions. (For example, ‘the emplogédise other organizations in our sector undemest the
organization | work for’ and ‘this workplace is cidered as the best in its sector’. The summartheffactor
loads, gathered at the end of the exploratory faatalysis is presented in Table 1 and it is foantthat the
scale has a single factor structure similar toathes in the previous validity analyses (Girbiz,®20esiltas et
al., 2011).

4.3. Sample and Data Collection Method

The sample is determined as the employees of ain-tantered organization, which activates in threc#bnics
sector in the Aegean Region. A survey, which cagsié previously prepared close-ended questionssésl in
order to collect data. In the context of applicatia total of 420 employees were sent these ssinmegiuding
the ones that are not going to be returned. The date collected both electronically and on printeidvey
forms. 236 surveys were answered by the participdriie rate of the returning surveys is %56.1. Agnthrese
surveys 191 of them, which were answered propedyevevaluated. The application of the survey wasedo
between18, August and 3, November 2016.

The survey consists of five parts. In the firsttptivere are 8 questions regarding demographicrmdton such
as job description, age, sex, education, maritdlst length of service in that workplace, totalgli of service
and workplace. In the second part, there are & ¢6td4 questions, 12 of which measure organizatidrust
perception, 10 of which measure organizational superception, 6 of which measure organizational
identification perception and 8 of which measurecpived organizational prestige. The participanésasked to
give answers with a 5 and 7-Likert type scalestdlty disagree=1 and | totally agree=7).
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4.4. The Analysis of the Scales Used in the Research

To test the validity of the scales used in the wtadsingle factor exploratory factor analysis wase for all the
variables. As the adaptive values produced by thasmrement models were not in the acceptable Jisoise
modifications suggested by the program were dosea Aesult of these modifications, a total of fstatements,
two of which from the organizational trust scalel ahree of which from the perceived organizatiomastige
scale were taken out. And finally, the single disien structures of all the scales were confirmethasdaptive
values produced by the measurement models wehe iadceptable limits.

To test the reliability of the scales Cronbach’ghd Coefficients are calculated. The coefficiemésalculated
as 0.76 for the organizational trust scale, 0.80tlie organizational support scale, 0.87 for thganizational
identification scale and 0.77 for the perceivedaoigational prestige scale. These scores provethiascales
are reliable.

4.5. The Analysis of the Data and Findings
4.5.1. The Demographic Features of the Participants

%37.2 of the participants are women (N= 71) and &2 them are men (N=120). %47.6 of them are redrri
(N=91) and %52.4 of them are single (N= 100). %5%.them are high school graduates (N= 101), %58.9
them have been working for this company for 1-3Iry¢l= 103) and %40.3 of them have work experiefce

3 years (N= 77). The average age of the participiar30.

4.5.2. The Correlation Analysis Findings Relateth® Research Variables

The findings related to the average, standard tewiand correlation values of the study varialales presented
in Table 1. The dimension average between 0.1 a?@ €hows low correlation, the average betweerna@d
0.49 shows medium and the average between 0.5.@rghdws high correlation (Pallant, 2001). As allte is
determined that there is a significant correlatomong the four study variables.

Table 1. Correlations between variables studied

Mean sd OG oD (e]0)
Organizational TrugfOG) 4.2513 1.05700 -
Organizational Suppo(OD) 3.0162 .68549 .368** -
Organizational IdentificatiofOO) 3.3752 .96184 .641** .405** -
Organizational Prestig& 1) 3.1550 75272 .384** .648** .346**

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

It can be seen that while there is a significantl @ high level of correlation between organizationa
identification and organizational support (r=0.64150.01) and organizational support and organinatio
prestige (r=0.648; p= 0.01), there is a medium ll@fecorrelation between the relationship of orgational
trust and organizational support (r=0.368; p=0.@4) organizational prestige (r= 0.384; p= 0.01)val as
between organizational support and organizatiortEntification (r=0.405; p=0.01) and organizational
identification and organizational prestige (r=0.3@6 0.01).

4.5.3. Structural Equity Model

The structural equity model developed in orderesi the study hypotheses 1 and 2 is presentedjimd=R. The
adaptive values (X2: 793.892; df: 272; X2/df: 2.9CFI: 0.86; CFI: 0.98; RMSEA: 0.079) of the st
model in Figure 2 are considered to be within tteeptable limits (Meydan &esen, 2011).
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Figure 2. Structural Equity Model

Hypotheses 1 and 2 are supported as it is foundhattorganizational trust has an effect on orgational
identification = 0.76; p<0.05) and organizational support has féecteon organizational identificatiorf£
0.14; p<0.05).

The evaluation of the R2 values of the model shitnat59% of the organizational identification ipkined by
the help of organizational trust and organizaticngdport variables.

The mediating role of organizational prestige ia #ifect of organizational trust and organizatiaagbport on
organizational identification is tested with thestdge method that Baron and Kenny (1986) introdubethe
first stage of this method that the writers devethpthe effects of the independent variable ondéggendent
variable are presented (Figure 2).

The structural equity model formed to analyze theosd and the third stages is presented in Figurend
adaptive values (X2: 1111.924; df: 399; X2/df: Z7&FI: 0.88; CFl: 0.97; RMSEA: 0.075) of the stural
model in Figure 3 are considered to be within theeatable limits (Meydan &esen, 2011).
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Figure 3. Structural Equity Model for Indirect Eife

Study hypotheses 3 and 4 are supported as it iglfout that organizational trust has an effect iganizational
prestige = 0.20; p<0.05) and organizational support hasf@atteon organizational prestigf= 0.80; p<0.05).
Now that the effects of independent variables @nrttediating variable are found out, which is theose stage
of Baron and Kenny (1986), the third stage is tbtbedetermine the mediating role.

As it is p>0.05 in the relationship between perediorganizational prestige and organizational ifleation, no
significant effects of the mediating variable wefgund statistically on the dependent variable. As a
consequence, it is considered that there is noatirdieffect since Baron and Kenny’s (1986) thiabs wasn’t
achieved. Therefore, study hypothesis 5 is not cupg.

The R2 values of the model show that 61% of theamizational identification is explained by the help
organizational trust and organizational supporiades.

5. Conclusion and Suggestions

In the literature of management and organizati@oppe are still trying to find answers to the gigest, ‘how
could we increase the effectiveness of the empk®eand ‘which business manners would contribute to
increase it?’. However, it wouldn’t be wrong to sthat the real problem is to find out how to kedp t
employees within the organization after helpingnitiacrease their effectiveness. For this reasanjrtreasing
rate of the employees changing jobs and the costhisf are the most two important problems for the
organizations in our time, no matter which sectoeyt perform in. Therefore, the factors related he t
antecedents of the organizational identificatioreleof the employees with increased effectivenessthe effort

of fulfilling conditions play a critical role in #hsuccess of the organizations.

111



European Journal of Business and Management www.iiste.org
ISSN 2222-1905 (Paper) ISSN 2222-2839 (Online) “—.i.l
Vol.9, No.18, 2017 IIS E

Organizational identification, which is becomingr@re and more popular concept in achieving sucaess
analyzed by many people, is dealt as an importasiness manner in this study as well. So thisysfaduses

on the relationship of organizational identificatiovith organizational trust, organizational supparid
perceived organizational prestige, which are carsid as its antecedents and analyzes the effect of
organizational trust and organizational supportegtions on organizational identification and thdirect effect

of perceived organizational prestige on this effect

According to the findings of the study, as the esypks’ perceptions of organizational trust and wigional

support increase, their level of organizationahtifecation also increases. This is because thel@yaps who
trust and are supported by their organizations gieecthemselves integrated with the organizatibeytsee
themselves as a part of it and perceive the acimemts and the failures of the organization as tbein.

Besides, this finding points out that the organdal identification of the employees could be expdd by
organizational trust and support. It is found cuatf although both variables are effective on omgdional

identification, the effect of organizational trust organizational identification is much strongdeart the effect
of organizational support on organizational idecdifion. Such a finding shows us that trust cowddcbnsidered
as a result of the individual's critical role asc¢tal glue’ that he plays in the organization, ia telationships
and interactions.

Search of trust could come even before searchpgast If the employee has no trust in the orgaimaor if
it's relatively low, then he will have a low or rexpectation of support. In our communitarian anehiféne
dominant social culture of our country, an emplogaéng importance to trust in his workplace, imet words,
first of all feeling himself safe could be a reasonthe explanation of this finding.

Another finding in the context of this researchtli®t as organizational trust and organizationalpsup
perceptions increase, the perceived organizatjmestige levels of the employees also increase l@ymes who
trust their organizations and are supported by tlwemsider the perceived organizational prestigethefr
organizations as high. Although both variablese&ffective on organizational prestige it is deteredirthat the
effect of organizational support on perceived oizgtional prestige is stronger than the effect rgfanizational
trust on organizational prestige. This situationvise versa regarding the effect of organizatiotmabt on
organizational identification being stronger thae effect of organizational support, which is expda above.
The reason for this is the organizational prespigeception is more dependent on organizational aupghen
compared to organizational identification.

Employees are affected by organizational suppa@tbfa more in raising the perceived organizatiquaktige.
Organizational support, having a more concrete @asily noticeable structure than organizationastiris
effective in acquiring such a result. The suppbat the organization provides is measureable, staletable,
expressible, and therefore transferable comparé&disg which is abstract.

The results of the analyses in the context of tadysshow that perceived organizational prestigesdwt play a
mediating role in the effect of organizational trasxd organizational support perceptions on orgditinal

identification. It could be stated that the reagmmthis is organizational trust and organizatiosapport don’t
have the same amount of effect on organizatioremtification and perceived organizational prestig¢hile

organizational trust affects organizational idaadifion more than organizational support does, mipgdional
support affects perceived organizational prestiggemIt could be considered that this situationvpnts
perceived organizational prestige to play an irdirele in the effect of organizational trust anganizational
support perceptions on organizational identifiaatio

This study has some limitations such as time amanfiial difficulties. Although the subject of thesearch is
about the relationship of employees’ perceptionmgfanizational trust and organizational suppotivben
organizational identification, organizational trustlimited with a single factor. Another limitatiois that the
research population and the research sample aredinvith the employees of only one organizatiorthie

electronics sector. In the future studies to beedwith the same variables, different research nsodeuld be
created in the light of the findings of this studg that it would help organizational identificatite be
understood better. For future studies, it would &le useful to study on bigger samples and indiffesectors.
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