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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: Purpose- Courier & Delivery Services (CDS) firms are third-party logistics companies that provide
material flow between the manufacturer and the consumer. The operational performance of CDS firms
determines the success of logistics performance. Trust at work (TW), Knowledge Sharing Behavior
(KSB), and Innovative Behavior (IB) are among the variables that affect operational performance (OP).
This research purposes to determine the effect of TW, KSB, and IB on operational performance and to
decide the finest model structure with hierarchical regression analysis.

Trust at work

Knowledge sharing behavior

Innovative behavior

Operational performance

Courier & delivery services

firms Design/methodology/approach- This study aims to the effects of trust at work, knowledge-sharing
behavior, and innovative behavior on operational performance. With this context, a survey that
consists of items about trust at work knowledge sharing behavior, innovative behavior, and

Received 10 October 2022 organizational performance is used for creating a dataset. In this process, 433 employees of CDS were
Revised 15 March 2023 interviewed face-to-face, via e-mail, and by telephone. 3 model proposals are presented and these
Accepted 20 March 2023 models are tested by hierarchical regression analysis.
Findings- Proposed Model-3 is the best model structure for explanation TW, KSB, and IB’s effects of
on OP.
Article Classification: Discussion -To improve the operational performance of CDS companies, trust, knowledge-sharing
Research Article behavior, and innovative behavior should be considered holistically.

1. Introduction

The logistics service industry provides transportation and warehousing services within the supply chain,
enabling the planning and implementation of material flow. In the logistics industry, which has the role of a
link between the producer and the consumer, material shipments are carried out through various modes of
transportation. At the same time, the safe protection and storage of goods that are not in motion are among
the logistics industry services. Courier & Delivery Services (CDS) firms are logistics service providers that
play an active role in reducing logistics costs today (Wang et al., 2021). CDS firms are considered typical third-
party logistics service providers (Wang, 2020). CDS firms that perform logistics services for enterprises are
also called logistics partner companies in the literature (Izzah et al., 2016). The logistics performances of
businesses depend on the operational performance (OP) of CDS companies. For this reason, CDS companies
should increase their OPs compared to their competitors to become preferable.

Human resources and human resources management play an important role in determining CDS firm
performance. To increase CDS firms’ performance and to get successful logistics service outputs, managerial
decisions should be taken to increase employee performance. Ensuring an environment of trust between
individuals and managers in the business environment is among the factors affecting work performance
(Dirks, 1999). While trust between individuals increases the total efficiency in logistics operations, trust in the
manager improves the sense of belonging to the job. Knowledge, which is among the critical success factors
of operational activities, should be in an accessible and shareable form. Knowledge sharing is critical for the
success of knowledge management (Asrar-ul-Haq & Anwar, 2016). Increasing knowledge sharing depends on
encouraging human behavior in this direction (Yang & Wu, 2008). The main goal is to develop knowledge-
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sharing behavior (KSB). Considering the critical importance of knowledge in logistics operations, employees
are expected to have KSB. Innovation is another variable that affects operational performance. Product and
process innovation are the main types of innovation. Process innovation in improving processes in logistics
activities brings an innovative perspective to the quality of logistics services. For the innovation process to be
successful, all employees must be involved in this process (Rao & Weintraub, 2013). Employees are expected
to have innovative behavior (IB) to contribute to the innovation process. Leaders are of great importance in
the development of IB (Yuan & Woodman, 2010). Employees generating new ideas in business processes is
defined as IB (Janssen, 2004).

This study is based on Social Exchange Theory (SET). This theory, developed by Blau (1964), is based on the
principle of exchanges in relationships. It is a common sociological theory of understanding the exchange of
assets between people in a relation (Ap, 1992). It proposed that interest exchange was formed during the
beneficiary interaction between two parties (Yu et al., 2018). Parties wishing to maintain their relationship are
willing to exchange something of economic or social value. They also expect benefits from this relationship.
At this point, trust is an important tool of change in mutual relations and it necessary for maintaining relations
in the organization. According to the theory, the trust level of an employee is low at the beginning of relation,
with the gradual expansion of mutual exchange, the intensity of these exchanges are increasing (Blau, 1964).
SET are continuous and mutual commitments characterized by TW (Vanhala & Dietz, 2015). Within the
framework of SET, to take full advantage of the gained incomes, persons may form social relations with other
persons by sharing their knowledge (Liang et al., 2008) and different exchange relations in the organization
affect the innovative behavior of the employees (Wang et al., 2015).

This study is organized in line with this theory. According to this, TW, KSB, and IB are affected with the
intensity of social exchange at organization. The variables of the study are also driving factors for increasing
operational performance and they have a significant impact on operational performance. Considering the
effect of trust at work (TW), KSB, and IB on performance, the research question is below:

Research question: Is there a significant relationship among TW, KSB, IB, and OP in CDS companies?

To examine the research question presented above, this empirical research is undertaken. In the second part
of the article, the concepts of TW, KSB, and IB are explained. In the third part, hypotheses were developed,
and research models are determined by a literature review. In the fourth part, the research methodology is
presented. In the fifth part, empirical research findings are shown. In the sixth part, the results and
implications based on the findings are shared.

2. Conceptual framework

2.1. Trust at Work

Trust reflects positive thoughts about the intentions of other individuals with whom individuals are in
communication (Deutsch, 1960). In the business environment, trust determines the risks taken to cooperate
(Johnson-George & Swap, 1982). Based on working group norms, trust refers to group members’ expectations
of mutual honesty (Shockley-Zalabak et al., 2000). In addition, trust represents the belief realize of fair, ethical,
and predictable behavior (Luhmann, 2018). Trust in decisions expresses the expectations of the individual
from the behavior of other individuals. This expectation is a one-way or two-way logical and emotional
process (Aljazzaf et al., 2010). The success of this process depends on integrity, competence, loyalty,
consistency, openness, talent, helpfulness, honesty, and friendship among individuals (Schindler & Thomas,
1993; Mayer et al., 1995).

Trust in the business environment is among the main factors that direct the behavior of employees. Positive
behaviors such as generating new ideas, helping teammates, respecting the ideas of other employees, and
sharing knowledge are observed in environments where TW is ensured (Sonnenberg, 1994). TW is a key factor
for sustain and increasing the organization because the employees who trust the others will perform with their
maximum performance to achieve the objectives of the organization (Celik et al.,, 2011). These positive
behaviors contribute to the development of the organization and the success of operational activities. In
addition to this, the trust provides support for the solution of conflicts and problems in the business
environment (Six, 2005). In particular, TW motivates individuals to eliminate uncertainties in the business
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environment and reveal tacit knowledge by increasing knowledge sharing (Wang & Noe, 2010; Nesheim &
Gressgard, 2014; Asrar-ul-Haq & Anwar, 2016; Nguyen, 2021).

Firms operating in the logistics sector need to realize trust, privacy, and transparency to meet customers’
expectations. The sense of trust of customers depends on the TW (Selim et al., 2022). CDS firms that play a role
in ensuring the flow of goods contribute as part of the supply chain integration. In CDS companies, TW
represents trust between individuals and trust in managers. This also affects trust and integration between
supply chain partners (Mora-Monge et al., 2019). Thus, TW is accepted as the main variable that contributes
to the operational performance of both CDS companies and supply chains.

2.2. Knowledge Sharing Behavior

In today's competitive conditions, knowledge management is inevitable. Knowledge sharing (KS) is among
the most critical requirements of the knowledge management process (Edwards, 2017; Serenko & Bontis, 2016;
Al-Emran et al., 2018; Fatemi et al., 2022). In the literature, KS is generally conceptualized as the transfer,
dissemination, and exchange of knowledge among individuals, teams, units, and organizations (éajeva, 2014;
Attar, 2020; Perdana & Sensuse, 2021; Osman et al.,, 2022). KS is not only about the sharing of explicit
knowledge, but also about the disclosure and sharing of tacit knowledge (Edwards, 2017). It includes the
processes of socialization, externalization, combination, and internalization within the framework of
knowledge sharing, which is accepted as a cognitive cycle (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). Socialization is the
mental sharing of tacit knowledge among individuals. Externalization is the transformation of tacit knowledge
into words, writings, graphics, etc. is to be transformed into open knowledge and shared. The combination is
the acquisition of new open knowledge by reclassifying and sorting open knowledge from different sources.
Internalization is the transformation of new explicit knowledge back into individual tacit knowledge by
understanding and adopting it individually.

Knowledge in the minds of individuals, in data warehouses, archives, and computer memories in the business
environment is not meaningful and valuable for the organization unless it is shared (Akgiin et al., 2009).
Knowledge sharing as a social process is the sharing of habits, skills, experiences, feedback, ideas, opinions,
expertise, and insights (Kim & Shim, 2019). At the end of this process, employees create new knowledge using
body language, gestures, and facial expressions. Thus, the level of individual and organizational knowledge
increases (Van Den Hooff & Ridder, 2004; Sensuse et al., 2021). In addition, in this process, leaders and
managers have duties in developing KSB (Sonmez Cakir &Adiguzel, 2020). Rohman et al. (2020) also mention
the existence of individual and organizational factors that affect KSB.

Communication-based KSB can take place between employees at all levels, top-down, bottom-up,
horizontally, and diagonally, formally, or informally. In addition, KSB is more voluntary (Teng & Song, 2011).
Therefore, individuals cannot be compelled to share knowledge effectively (Bock et al., 2005). In the literature,
it has been stated that factors such as social interaction, trust, identification, interaction, communication,
cooperation, common language, and culture are more effective than external motivations such as incentives,
extras, or job security in the development of knowledge sharing behavior (Chang & Chuang, 2011; Natu &
Aparicio, 2022). Fear of ridicule or punishment, differences in the cultural environment, lack of
communication skills, fear of losing status and position, lack of time, and lack of confidence are among the
factors that negatively affect KSB (Tsai et al, 2012; Almher, 2022).

2.3. Innovative Behavior

Innovative behavior is the suggestion, development, and application of new ideas, technologies, prototypes,
and methods in all organizational processes for the realization of organizational goals (Janssen, 2000;
Thurlings et al., 2015). IB involves employees consciously introducing products, processes, and procedures to
the work unit or organization as new ideas (Yuan & Woodman, 2010). The behavioral effort of employees to
increase the performance of the organization and to provide and implement new ideas is explained as IB. Yuan
and Ma (2022), define innovative behavior as the assimilation and reintegration of knowledge depending on
the relationships between different ideas.

Organizational innovation is a significant part in the success of operational performance. IB is among the basic
building blocks of organizational innovation (Li & Hsu, 2016). The IB development process is described in
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three basic stages. The first step is to define problems and evaluate existing ideas. The second stage is the
generation of new ideas. In the last stage, employees seek support for their new ideas and turn their new ideas
into practice (Turgut & Begenirbas, 2013). This process must be carried out step by step to get successful IB
outputs. In the literature, there are studies on the effects of innovative behavior on job performance (Turung
et al.,, 2013), task performance (Tunca et al., 2018), employee performance (Tuna, 2020), firm performance
(Kalmuk & Acar, 2018).

There are findings in the literature that there is a significant relationship between IB and innovation in logistics
companies (Aksungur & Bekmezci, 2019). To increase the efficiency of logistics services, new ideas and process
innovations are required. Thus, operational performance is increased, and logistics service quality is increased.
Cigek and Isik (2019) explained the moderator role of IB in the relationship between the performance of
logistics company employees and business performance. In this study, it is discussed whether the IB of
employees in CDS companies has a significant effect on OP.

3. Literature review, hypotheses development, and research models

The level of trust between employees at all levels triggers a feeling comfortable and safe in the working
environment. It is also an important factor affecting organizational performance. There are many studies
dealing with the effect of trust on performance. Mach et al. (2010) found that trust within the team and trust
in managers have direct and indirect effects on team performance. Fitria (2018) examined the effect of
organizational culture and trust on teacher performance. According to the findings, it was understood that
both organizational culture and trust were positively related to teacher’s performance. Dirks (1999) explained
that interpersonal trust has no direct effect on group performance. However, by explaining that trust between
individuals is a motivation-increasing factor, it has been determined that trust has a moderator effect on group
performance. Alfes et al. (2012) concluded that trust in employees has a moderating effect on the relationship
between human resource management practices and task performance. Porter and Lilly (1996) stated that
commitment and trust have only indirect effects on project team performance. Cho and Lee (2012), who used
the Merit Principles Survey in a study conducted with a sample of 690 professional elite athletes in 59 different
sports clubs, evaluated that the performance of institutions and business units would increase with
performance management. In addition, it was stated that trust in managers had a leverage effect on this
relationship. According to data from three social care institutions operating in the Netherlands, Costa (2003)
determined that there is a significant relationship between trust and perceived task performance. In a study
on international joint ventures operating in China, Ng et al. (2007) found that trust has a significant
relationship with international joint venture performance. In a study conducted on a sample of 161 employees
at an assisted living center, Simmons et al. (2009) proved that there is a significant relationship between trust
and performance. Therefore, the first hypothesis of the research is as follows:

H1: TW affects OP positively.

The trust of individuals in other employees and managers affects OP. However, due to the competitive
environment within the company, there is a tendency for individuals not to be willing to share their
knowledge. KS plays an important role in increasing the operational performance of companies. In addition,
KSB is expected by the employees. In the literature, there are studies dealing with the relationship between
KSB and performance. According to data collected from 1354 employees, van Woerkom and Sanders (2010)
found that asking questions and getting advice among employees increased individual performance. In a
study conducted on 573 white-collar employees working in the textile industry, Sonmez Cakir and Adiguzel
(2020) concluded that KSB has a positive and significant effect on business performance, company strategy,
and company performance. In a study of Gas company employees, Javadi et al. (2012) found that trust and
motivation have a significant effect on KS. They also proved that KS has a positive effect on employee
performance. In a study conducted with a sample of employees of 595 city-based organizations in Finland,
Henttonen et al. (2016) proved that KSB has a mediating effect on the relationship between KS propensity and
individual performance. Civelek and Basar (2020) explained that KS has a mediating role in the relationship
between intellectual capital and innovation. Bakar et al. (2016) collected data from 246 academic leaders
working at 20 public universities to explain the relationship between KSB and performance. According to the
research findings, it has been found that KSB has a significant effect on performance. In addition, it has been
understood that corporate entrepreneurship has a partial mediating effect in this relationship. Discussing
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information technologies, Mohammed and Kamalanabhan (2020) found that the effect of integrity-based trust
on knowledge-seeking behavior is insignificant, while benevolence-based trust and competence-based trust
have a significant effect on knowledge contribution and knowledge-seeking. In addition, it has been
determined that KSB has a significant effect on creativity performance. Studies in the literature clearly explain
the existence of a relationship between TW and KSB. It also supports that both variables have a significant
effect on performance. At this point, the second hypothesis of the research is as follows:

H2: TW and KSB affect OP positively.

In this study, the IB of employees was accepted as the third variable affecting performance. Alongside TW
and KSB, IB reveals employee performance. The OP also depends on the individual performances of the
employees. There are many studies in the literature dealing with the relationship between IB and performance.
Balkar (2015) examined the effects of organizational climate and innovative behavior on teachers' job
performance. As a result of the structural equation model application, it was supported that the organizational
climate sub-dimensions support and pressure had a significant effect on IB, and IB had a significant effect on
job performance. In a study on small and medium-sized enterprises, Omri (2015) examined the relationship
between IB and business performance. According to the research findings, it is seen that IB has a weak and
significant effect on business performance. Kim and Koo (2017) have proven that IB has a direct impact on job
performance. Widodo and Mawarto (2020) concluded that private higher education faculty members' IB
directly affect their performance. Aryee et al. (2012) found that telecommunications company employees' IBs
had a positive effect on their job performance. In a study conducted on a sample of small and medium-sized
enterprises operating in the tourism industry, Domi et al. (2019) proved that IB has a mediating effect on the
relationship between innovativeness and performance. Kiil and Sonmez (2021) determined that servant
leadership has a partial moderator effect on the effect of nurses' IB on job performance. Based on a sample of
91 law firm managers, Hogan and Coote (2014) explained that IB has a strong positive effect on firm
performance. In general, there are findings in the literature indicating that IB has a significant effect on
performance. Trust in the workplace is based on the employee's co-workers, managers, and all elements of the
organization. The distrust of one or more of these elements will cause the employee not to be able to focus on
her work, to deviate from the employee's goals, to avoid cooperation and information sharing, and decrease
the employee's creativity (Gersil & Araci, 2011). It was determined that there is a statistically significant
relationship between TW, KSB, IB and, performance (Erat, 2020).This situation will lead to a decrease in
individual performance first, and then a mutual decrease in performance within the framework of the SET,
and thus a decrease in organizational performance.

At this point, the third hypothesis of our research is as follows:
H3: TW, KSB, and IB affect OP positively.

Three hypotheses were developed within the scope of the research. Three research proposal models were
developed to test each hypothesis (Figure 1). It is aimed to observe the R2 values of the proposed models with
hierarchical regression analysis.
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Proposed Model 1
Trust at Work » Operational Performance
Proposed Model 2
Trust at Work
Operational Performance
Knowledge Sharing
Behavior
Proposed Model 3
Trust at Work
Knowledge Sharing Operational Performance
Behavior

Innovation Behavior

Figure 1: Research Models
4. Methodology

4.1. Scales of The Research

To determine the relationships between the variables, the reliability and validity-tested scales were
investigated in the literature. As a result of the literature review, Mooradian et al. (2006) used the TW scale
which was deemed appropriate for this study. This scale was adapted from the Interpersonal Trust at Work
Scale developed by Cook and Wall (1980). The TW scale consists of two sub-dimensions. These are Trust in
peers and Trust in management. There are 3 expressions in each sub-dimension. There are 6 items in total. The
average variance extracted (AVE) values of Trust in peers and Trust in management were 0.59 and 0.66,
respectively, and composite reliability (CR) values were 0.81 and 0.85, respectively (Mooradian et al., 2006).
The KSB scale was taken from Radaelli et al (2014). The KSB scale consists of 4 items. The AVE and CR values
are 0.56 and 0.84, respectively. The IB scale was taken from Radaelli et al (2014). The IB scale consists of 4 items.
The AVE and CR values are 0.80 and 0.94, respectively. The OP scale is taken from Yang et al (2022). The OP
scale consists of 4 items. The AVE and CR values are 0.51 and 0.805, respectively. Cronbach's alpha is 0.802. In
addition, demographic questions of the participants were asked in the questionnaire form. A 5-point Likert
scale was also used in the research ("1" strongly disagree, "5" strongly agree).

4.2. Sampling

The sample area of this research consists of CDS firms operating in Turkey. With the increment of e-commerce
in Turkey, there has been a great increase in CDS operations in recent years. At this point, it is necessary to
consider the variables that affect the operational performance of CDS firms. The survey method is used to
collect data. To collect data in this study, ethics committee approval was obtained from the Ethics Committee
of Artvin Coruh University. The questionnaire, which was prepared in Turkish, reached out to the employees
of the CDS via face-to-face, e-mail, and telephone. The survey was carried out between March 2022 and August
2022. The sample area was determined as a random sample selection. A total of 433 data suitable for use in the
research were obtained. Considering the 95% confidence interval, the sample size is sufficient (Bartlett et al.,
2001). Demographic characteristics of the data obtained are presented in Table 1. Approximately 65% of the
sample area is male and 35% is female. In addition, approximately 60% of the participants are married and
40% are single. According to age, approximately 50% of the sample area is between the ages of 26-45. Likewise,
according to tenure, approximately 50% of the participants have been working for 6-15 years. The universe of
the research is inaccessible. For this reason, it is assumed that the sample area represents the universe. The
sample constraint of the research is the selection of CDS firms operating in Turkey. Questionnaires that were
not filled in completely by the participants and that were filled in subjectively were not included in the
research data set.
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Table 1: Sampling

Gender Number % Marital Status Number %
Man 279 64.4 Married 257 59.4
Woman 154 35.6 Single 176 40.6
Total 433 100 Total 433 100

Tenure Number % Age Number %
0-5 53 12.3 18-25 74 17.1
6-10 114 26.3 26-35 122 28.2
11-15 124 28.6 36-45 115 26.5
16-20 73 16.9 46-55 75 17.3
21+ 69 15.9 56+ 47 10.9
Total 433 100 Total 433 100

5. Findings

5.1. Reliability and validity of the scales

The reliability and validity of the scales used in the research indicate that the correct measurement tools are
used in the analyses. In addition, whether the data set has a normal distribution or not also explains which
analyzes are applied. Four variables were used in this study. These variables have been described in the
previous sections. This empirical study, it was aimed to measure the effect of TW, KSB, and IB on OP. For this
purpose, a questionnaire was applied to CDS firms. The normal distribution of the obtained data set was
determined by SPSS. The Kolmogorov and Smirnov normality test was applied. In addition, kurtosis and
skewness values of the variables were observed. Normality test findings are shared in Table 2. According to
Kline (2011), the kurtosis value should be less than “3” and the skewness value should be less than “10” for
normality. In this case, we can talk about the normal distribution of the data set. According to the findings,
although The Kolmogorov and Smirnov normality data set indicates that it does not have a normal
distribution, the kurtosis and skewness values are at an acceptable level. Therefore, our data set has a normal
distribution. Q-Q Plots plots are presented in the Appendix.

Table 2: Normality Test Findings

Scales N Mean SD Koln.mgorov- AS}Tmp. Skewness Kurtosis
Smirnov Z Sig.

Trust at Work (TW) 433  4.34 0.55 2.570944 0.000 -0.921 0.983

Knowledge Sharing (KSB) 433  4.20 0.72 2.867757 0.000 -0.882 0.485

Innovative Behavior (IB) 433 449 0.57 3.937728 0.000 -1.420 2.674

%‘E?mzatlonal Performance 433 456 0.52 4365613 0.000 1503 2779

Kaiser Meyer Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity (BTS) test are used to determine the validity levels
of the scales. KMO and BTS test results are shown in Table 3. KMO is greater than 0.70, and BTS is less than
0.01. According to the findings, all the scales are valid (Tabachnick et al., 2007). According to the reliability
analysis findings, the Cronbach's Alpha(a) values of the scales are higher than 0.70. Thus, it is mentioned that
all scales are reliable (Table 4).

Table 4: KMO and BTS Findings

™ KSB IB OP
KMO 0.750 0.752 0.757 0.749
Approx. Chi-Square 755.872 401.211 371.669 314.988
BTS df 15 6 6 6
Sig. 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Cronbach's Alpha(x) 0.731 0.743 0.731 0.707
isletme Aragtirmalari Dergisi 616 Journal of Business Research-
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In this empirical research, the sample area consists of CDS firms operating in Turkey. For this reason, the
original scales were translated into Turkish and applied as a questionnaire. In the translation of the scales into
different languages, Brislin et al. (1973) suggested five steps were implemented. Because the scales were
applied in Turkish, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was applied to the scales. EFA findings are presented in
Table 5. All factor loads are higher than 0.40. The Total Variance Percentage is greater than 50%. At this point,
the factor loads of all items are at an acceptable level (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2016). In addition, AVE values are greater
than 0.50. Composite reliability (CR) values for each scale are greater than the AVE values. Thus, the

convergent and divergent validity of the scales is accepted (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).

Table 5: EFA Findings

Eigenvalues /

Factor . AVE
Items Loads Total Variance /CR
Percentage
TP2- “I can trust the people I work with to lend me a hand if  needed 0.870
it.” '
TP3- “Most of my colleagues can be relied upon to do as they say 0.804 2.076 /
they will do.” ’ % 34.600
TP1- “If I got into difﬁcultiss at work I know my colleagues would 0765 2005/ 0.65/
try and help me out. 9 0.91
“" . . . . (o} .
TM2-“1 feel quite confident that the firm will always try to treat me 0.818 68.019
fairly.”
TM3- “Our management would be quite prepared to gain an 0.796 2.005/
advantage by deceiving the employees (reverse coded).” ’ % 33.419
TM1- “Management at my firm is sincere in its attempts to meet the 0.789
employees’ point of view.” ]
KSB2- “During meetings, I am usually very active in sharing my
. 0.817
knowledge with my colleagues.”
KSB4- “I am usually quick in responding to my colleagues’ requests
B 0.793 0.571
to share my knowledge. 2.289/ /
KSB3- “I customarily engage in informal meetings with my 0.781 % 57.219 0.840
colleagues in which I share my working experiences.” ) '
KSB1- “I usually spend a lot of time sharing my knowledge with my 0.617
colleagues.” ]
IB1- “I usually introduce small innovations into my practice.” 0.810
IB2- “1 ofte.n dﬂevelop new procedures to improve my everyday 0.776 0.566
practice. 2267/ /
IB3- “I often succeed in transforming my innovative ideas into 0721 % 56.680 0.838
practical solutions.” ) ’
IB4- “I often develop new solutions to solve problems.” 0.698
OP4- “We provide high-level customer service to customers.” 0.789
OP3- “The lead time for fulfilling customers’ orders is short.” 0.763 2170 0.542
OP1- “We can quickly respond to changes in market demand.” 0.703 . /
u . . . % 54.523
OP2- “We have an outstanding on-time delivery record to 0.687 0.825

customers.”

Notes: “TP: Trust in peers, TM: Trust in Management, KSB: Knowledge Sharing Behavior, IB: Innovative

Behavior, OP: Operational Performance”

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was performed with the AMOS program to support the EFA analysis
findings. CFA findings are presented in Table 6. According to the CFA findings, all factor loads are at the
desired level (Tabachnick et al., 2007). Model fit values support that EFA analysis models are at an acceptable

level.
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Table 6: CFA Findings

Parameter

. Estimate S.E. Fit Values

Estimates

Measuring Model

TP3<-- TP 0.756" 0.046

TPl<—-1P 0.690 0.057 “X2 [17.5, N=433] = 8, CMIN/df (2.185)", CFI (0.987)"

TP2<--- TP 0.680" 0.055 [17.5, N=433] =8, /df (2.185)7, (0.987)",

M2 < TM 081 0,025 RFI (0.957), IFI (0.987)", TLI (0.976) NFI (0. 977)",

: : RMSA (0.052)"*

TM3 < TM 0.689" 0.024

TM1 <— TM 0.652" 0.020

KSB2 <-— KSB 0.761" 0.042 s B

KSB3 <. KSB 0.700° 0.045 X2 [4, N=433] = 2, CMIN/df (2.011)", CFI (0.995)", RFI
(0.970)*, IFI (0.995)", TLI (0.985)"", NFI (0.990)"*, RMSA

KSB4 <—-- KSB 0.694" 0.047 (0.048)"

KSB1 <--- KSB 0.463" 0.051 '

IB1 <— IB 0.760" 0.033 s ) )

B2 < IB 0.689° 0.043 X2 [1.9, N=433] = 2, CMIN/df (0.938)", CFI (1.000)*, RFI
(0.985)", IFI (1.000)™, TLI (1.001)"* NFI (0.995)*", RMSA

IB3 < IB 0.588" 0.029 (0.000)"

B4 < IB 0.563" 0.042 '

OP4 <--OP 0720 0030 s 113, N=433] = 2, CMIN/dF (0.638)", CEI (1.000)", REI

OP3 <--- OP 0.662" 0.026 [1.3, N=433] =2, /df (0.638)", (1.000)™,
(0.988)™, TFI (1.002)*, TLI (1.007)"* NFI (0.996)*, RMSA

OP1 < OP 0.571" 0.037 (0.000)

OP2 <--- OP 0.545" 0.033 )

Notes: “* p<0.01, ** CMIN/df < 3 (Good fit), **** CFI, NFI, RFI, IFI, TLI > 0.90 (Good fit), **** RMSA< 0.05

(Good fit). **** 0.05 <RMSA< 0.08 (Acceptable fit)”
5.2. Test of the research hypothesis

In this empirical research, which deals with the effects of TW, KSB, and IB variables on the OP of CDS firms’
employees, 3 model proposals are presented. The proposed models were determined by considering the
correlation relations between the variables. Spearman correlation relationships between variables are
presented in Table 7. The independent variable with the lowest correlation with the dependent variable (OP)
is TW (r(433)=0.531, p<0.01). The correlation between KSB and OP is relatively higher (r(433)=0.560, p<0.01).
The correlation between IB and OP is the highest (#(433)=0.563, p<0.01).

Table 7: Correlations Findings

Variables Mean S.D WT KSB IB orP
WT 4.346805 0.556028 1

KSB 4.208430 0.726088 0.791" 1

IB 4.493649 0.574930 0.505 0.641" 1

oP 4.561778 0.523543 0.531 0.560" 0.563" 1

Notes: “p <0.01 (2 tailed)

Three model proposals were developed considering the correlation relations. It is aimed to test the effect of
TW on OP in the first model. It is aimed to test the effect of TW and KS on OP simultaneously in the second
model. It is aimed to test the effect of TW, KSB, and IB on OP simultaneously in the third model. In this context,
the hierarchical regression model was applied. Thus, changes in corrected R? values between models can be
observed. The hierarchical regression analysis results applied via SPSS are given in Table 8.
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Table 8: Hierarchical Regression Analysis Findings

Variables Proposed Model-1 Proposed Model-2 Proposed Model-3
Beta SE Beta SE Beta SE

Trust at Work 0.531" 0.038 0.235° 0.061 0.162" 0.054

Knowledge Sharing Behavior 0.374 0.027 0.171° 0.043

Innovative Behavior 0.462" 0.039

Constant 2.388 2.464 1.486

F 169.452449 108.040536 131.079879

R 0.531 0.578 0.692

R Square 0.282 0.334 0.478

Adjusted R Square 0.281 0.331 0.475

R Square Change 0.282 0.052 0.144

Notes: " p <0.01 and dependent variable is Operational Performance

Three hypotheses were developed in the study. The first hypothesis was tested with Proposed Model-1, the
second hypothesis with Proposed Model-2, and the third hypothesis with Proposed Model-3, respectively.
According to the Proposed Model-1 findings, the TW independent variable has a significant effect on the OP
dependent variable (F431= 169.452449, p=0.000<0.01). The mathematical expression of Proposed Model-1 is
“OP=2.388+0.531 TW”. According to Proposed Model-1, TW has a significant effect on OP. The first hypothesis
is supported. However, the percentage of explanation of the Proposed Model-1 is low (Adjusted R
Square=0.281).

According to the Proposed Model-2 findings, TW and KSB independent variables have a significant effect on
the OP (Fe40= 108.040536, p=0.000<0.01). The mathematical expression of Proposed Model-2 is
“OP=2.464+0.235 TW+0.374 KSB”. The second hypothesis is supported. Moreover, the percentage of disclosure of
Proposed Model-2 has increased by approximately 5% compared to Model-1 (R Square Change=0.052).

According to the Proposed Model-3 findings, TW, KSB, and IB independent variables have a significant effect
on the OP (Fesa9= 131.079879, p=0.000<0.01). The mathematical expression of Proposed Model-3 is
“OP=1.486+0.162 TW+0.171 KSB+ 0.462 IB”. The third hypothesis is supported. In addition, the percentage of
disclosure of Proposed Model-3 has increased by about 15% compared to Proposed Model-2 (R Square
Change=0.144).

6. Conclusion and implications

The primary goal of CDS firms is to deliver the material transmissions to the correct address and on time
accurately, and perfectly. To achieve this, the concentration and operational competence of the employees
come to the fore. The success of delivery processes depends on the correct flow of knowledge. The correct flow
of knowledge depends on the environment of trust in the workplace. Trust in the workplace strengthens
coordination among employees. In addition the exchange of knowledge between employees according to SET
theory directly contributes to the realization of the delivery on time. Employees must have the intention to
share knowledge and behave accordingly. At this point, KSB increases operational efficiency. In transportation
processes, there may be confusion in issues such as changing delivery points, cancellation of shipping
transactions, returns, and determination of address delivery points. Quick and creative solutions should be
created to resolve these conflicts. IB of employees plays an active role in solving problems. It also contributes
to the improvement of delivery processes. In this research, the effect of TW, KSB, and IB on OP was tested
with three model proposals.

With the Proposed Model-1, the effect level of TW on OP was found to be low and significant. This finding is
in parallel with the findings obtained in the literature (Porter & Lilly, 1996; Dirks, 1999; Costa, 2003; Ng et al.,
2007; Simmons et al., 2009; Fitria, 2018). Although the relationship between the variables was significant, the
R? value of the model was determined as 0.282. This level shows that the model is significant but does not
have a sufficient explanation percentage. Since OP has many different antecedents, the inadequacy of its
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explanation based on a single variable, TW, has been proven by this model. For this reason, the Proposed
Model-2 was established by adding the KSB variable to the first model as an independent variable. According
to the findings of this model, it was determined that the TW and KSB variables had a significant effect on OP
(R2=0.334). This finding supports the findings in the literature (Javadi et al., 2012; Bakar et al., 2016; Sonmez
Cakir & Adiguzel, 2020). However, it was observed that the R2 change model improved by about 5%. This
significant finding points to the necessity of information exchange as well as trust in the work environment
for operational performance. At this point, the Proposed Model-2 was deemed insufficient. Proposed Model-
3 was established by adding the IB variable to Proposed Model-2. With these model findings, the model
became significant and the R? value increased to 0.478. With this finding, it was determined that the Proposed
Model-3 was explained at a rate of approximately 50%. This result is consistent with the literature findings
(Aryee et al., 2012; Omri, 2015; Balkar, 2015; Kim & Koo, 2017; Widodo & Mawarto, 2020). Thus, it has been
determined that the model structure established in the context of “trust-sharing-innovation” for operational
performance is the most successful model.

In this empirical research, a trust, knowledge, and innovation-oriented approach to the operational
performance of CDS companies have been demonstrated. In today's competitive conditions, it is seen that
these three perspectives are emphasized both in academic research and in practical applications to strengthen
communication between employees. The phenomena of trust, knowledge diffusion and innovation provide
benefits in terms of psychology, process, and innovation, respectively, and enable CDS companies to use their
human resources more effectively. Thus, the development of human-based operational activities is also
supported. The main issue to be emphasized as a result of this research is the necessity of applying these three
approaches together. It is an inevitable fact that each perspective is effective in increasing operational
performance. However, it was supported by this research that the effect of the three perspectives at the same
time is stronger.

Finally, the proposed models were tested with the hierarchical regression analysis model. According to the
variables discussed, it was determined that the best model structure was Proposed Model-3. According to this
result, it has been understood that TW, KSB, and IB should be considered at the same time to increase the
operational performance of CDS companies. For this reason, suggestions for CDS firms’ managers are as
follows: (i) Organizational structures and management models should be developed that will increase the
level of trust between employers and employees in the business environment. (ii) Employees should be
motivated to show KSB by conveying the importance of KS. (iii) Creative behaviors should be triggered by
allowing employees to take initiative. (iv) An environment of trust should be created for individuals to reveal
KSB and IB and their impact on performance should be increased. Suggestions to researchers are as follows:
(i) The relationships between variables can be tested with tool and moderator effect models. (ii) Suggested
models can be applied in different logistics sub-industry fields. (iii) Proposed models can be further developed
by identifying other variables that affect operational performance.
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