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Abstract

The last decade has shown a proliferation in empirical trust studies in scientific journals due to the
contribution of trust to organizational performance through increasing positive employee workplace
intentions and behaviors. Given the theoretical suggestions and the empirical evidence on the
importance of the referents of trust, this present study reviewed empirical research on trust considering
three trust referents: supervisor, management, and organization. This parsimony of the trust research
revealed that trust in organization has received much less empirical research attention than trust in
direct supervisor and in management. The mediating and moderating role of trust in organization has
also received much less empirical research attention than that of trust in supervisor and trust in
management. It is this study’s conclusion that subordinate workplace intentions and behaviors can be
better understood in terms of considering all reciprocal trust relationships among the subordinate, the
supervisor, and the subordinate’s peers; between the subordinate and the management; and between
the subordinate and the organization. Implications and future research directions are also discussed.

Keywords: trust in supervisor, trust in management, trust in organization, vertical trust, referents
of trust, mediators of trust, moderators of trust.

ORGUTLERDE DIKEY GUVEN: SON ON YILLIK DONEMDEKI AMPIRIK
GALISMALARIN GOZDEN GEGIRILMESI

Ozet

Glven, galisanin pozitif igyeri niyet ve davranislarini artirarak orgiitsel performansa katki
saglamaktadir. Son on yilda bilimsel dergilerde yayinlanan givenle ilgili ampirik ¢alismalarda gok biyik
bir artig gordlmistir. Given imlemlerinin (referents) 6nemi konusunda teorik tavsiyeler ve ampirik
deliller dikkate alindidinda, bu mevcut galisma, yénetici, yénetim ve organizasyon giiven imlemlerini
dikkate alarak ampirik giiven galismalarini gézden gegirmistir. Givenle ilgili galismalarin bu li¢ sekilde
birbirinden ayrilmasi, érgiitsel giiven konusunun, bir (st yoneticiye giiven ve ybnetime gliven
konularindan gok daha az arastirma konusu oldugunu ortaya gikarmistir. Orgiitsel giivenin mediator ve
moderatér rolii de yéneticiye giiven ve yonetime giivenin ayni konudaki rollerinden ¢ok daha az ampirik
arastirma konusu olmugtur. Astlarin isyeri niyet ve davranislari, astlar, bir (st y6neticileri ve astlarin is
arkadaslari; astlar ve y6netim; ve astlar ve organizasyon arasindaki karsilikli giiven iligkilerinin dikkate
alinmasi ile anlasilabilecedi bu galismanin sonucudur. Calismalarin sonuglarinin ne anlama geldigi ve
gelecek arastirmalarin hangi yénde olmasi gerektigi konulari da bu ¢alisma igerisinde tartisiimaktadir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: yoneticiye giiven, ydnetime giiven, organizasyona giiven, dikey giiven,
glivenin imlemleri (kastedilen nesne veya sey), giivenin mediatérleri, giivenin moderatérieri.
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Introduction

The construct of trust has attracted serious attention over the last three decades
due to its high potential to provide performance benefits to individuals and
organizations (Dirks and Skarlicki, 2009). Trust, on one hand, enables cooperative
behavior, reduces transaction costs within organizations, promotes adaptive
organizational forms, and reduces dysfunctional conflict (Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, and
Camerer, 1998). It is a fundamental element of effective leadership (Dirks and Ferrin,
2001, 2002; Dirks and Skarlicki, 2004), enhances spontaneous sociability among
organization's employees (Kramer, 1999), improves information sharing between
subordinates and managers (Mishra, 1996), helps advance a more effective
exchange relationship between a subordinate and a supervisor (Zand, 1972), and
drives productivity (Blau, 1964). A lack of trust, on the other hand, generates
antisocial work behavior that is harmful to co-workers (Aquino and Bayron, 2002) and
is financially counterproductive for the organization (Bensimon, 1997).

The number of special journal issues dedicated to trust research especially after
the year 1995 may highlight the importance of trust in academic research. The
special journal issues dedicated to trust research are addressed in Mbllering,
Bachmann, and Lee (2004). The intensity of empirical research in trust has also
increased over the last decade. This can be observed by investigating the number of
empirical articles published in scientific journals, some of which are also included in
this present study and shown with an asterisk in the references section, especially
the ones directly related to trust in vertical trust-relationships in business
organizations. Mdllering et al. (2004: 560) emphasize that “until the end of the 1990s,
trust research was heavily conceptual — as is typical for a “new” research topic — but
more recently, trust researchers have devoted most of their efforts to empirical
investigation. Specifically, quantitative studies aimed at hypothesis testing and
modeling currently dominate the scene.” Even though the number of empirical
studies on trust increased after Dirks and Ferrin’s (2002) meta-analytic review, no
study has provided parsimony of results as to the vertical trust in organizations by
now.

There have been two meta-analytic reviews of trust research over the last
decade. These are Dirks and Ferrin’s (2002) and Colquitt, Scott, and LePine’s (2007)
studies. Colquitt et al’s (2007) meta-analytic review tests the antecedents,
consequences, mediating role, and moderating role of trust in different referents
(trust in co-worker and trust in leader). The results of the study demonstrate that the
breakdown of trust antecedents (ability, benevolence, integrity, trust propensity) and
trust consequences (risk-taking behaviors, task performance, citizenship behavior,
counterproductive behavior) have only a minor impact on the magnitude of the trust
relationships, whereas Dirks and Ferrin (2002) reveal a different association between
different trust antecedents and different trust consequences. In addition, Colquitt et
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al.’s (2007) study also demonstrates that the trust referent has little impact on the
magnitude of the trust relationship, with the exception of integrity in which co-worker
referents resulted in weaker correlations than leader referents. The meta-analytic
review of Colquitt et al. (2007) provided complementary rather than contradictory
evidence because the two reviews considered some different variables. For example,
Colquitt et al. (2007) include ability and risk taking as variables, whereas Dirks and
Ferrin (2002) do not include them in their study. The reviews also differ in terms of
the level of aggregation employed in the two studies. For example, Dirks and Ferrin
(2002) use an aggregate definition of trust and trustworthiness, whereas Colquitt et
al. (2007) use trust in the coworker and leader as the two sub-dimensions of trust
and consider each component of trustworthiness - ability, benevolence, and integrity
- separately.

There are both empirical results and theoretical assertions in the trust literature
that indicate that contextual factors and referents matter in investigating trust (Dirks
and Ferrin, 2002; Colquitt et al., 2007; Holtz and Harold, 2008). These contextual
factors arise from many sources in organizations. For example, trust in organizations
requires considering qualities of not only a specific individual such as a direct
supervisor or a collective body of individuals such as management but also the
system to be trusted, meaning organization as a system (Cook and Wall, 1980;
Butler, 1999) because “hierarchical power differences” and the “asymmetry of
information” exist between the different parties (Schoorman, Mayer, and Davis, 2007:
351), especially in hierarchical relationships. Likewise, Shepperd and Sherman
(1998) recommended that the behavioral antecedents of trust may vary depending
upon the extent of interdependence between the constituents in the trust relationship.
The interdependency is probably high when it comes to vertical relationships
because of the expectations of both the trustor and trustee to achieve their individual
objectives as well all as their common objectives such as organizational objectives.

Moreover, Shamir and Lapidot (2003) suggest that system-level trust, group-
level trust, and individual-level trust be considered to understand subordinates’ trust
in organizational leaders. Accordingly, although group- and individual-level trusts
have been studied extensively in the literature and especially individual-level trust
has been advocated as a fundamental basis to understand trust, system-level trust
has received much less attention. System-level trust refers to trust in organizational
systems as a whole or sub-systems within an organization in specific such as high-
performance work systems (HPWS). Previous research has also demonstrated that
trust in organization and trust in supervisor are related but different constructs, with
each having its unique sets of antecedents and outcomes (Tan and Tan, 2000).
Accordingly, in terms of the antecedents, trust in organization was strongly
associated with such global variables as perceived organizational support and
justice, whereas trust in supervisor was more strongly associated with such proximal
variables as ability, benevolence, and integrity of supervisor. In terms of the
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outcomes, trust in organizations was strongly associated with such outcomes as
lower subordinate intention to leave and higher subordinate organizational
commitment, whereas trust in supervisor was strongly associated with enhanced
subordinate innovative behavior and subordinate satisfaction with supervisors.
Therefore, Tan and Tan (2000) argue that to develop trust in organization,
organizations should consider the various levels such as the supervisor level and the
organizational level and the various constituencies such as the subordinates and
management.

The specific outcomes of trust also varies according to some contextual factors
as the alternatives available to the trustor, the perceptions of the level of risk, the
stakes involved, and the balance of power in the relationship that mainly arise out of
hierarchical relationships (Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman, 1995). Of the hierarchical
relationships in an organization, the relationship that a subordinate develops with
his/her supervisors is distinct from those relationships the same subordinate forms
with his/her organization (Stinglhamber, Cremer, and Mercken, 2006).

All this discussion means that contextual differences and referents of trust are
important in studying trust. The discussion also indicates that there are mainly three
levels in vertical trust relationships that could be used as referents of trust:
subordinate-supervisor, subordinate-management, and subordinate-organization.
Each trust relationship can be reciprocal. Therefore, it seems a significant
contribution to refine the empirical trust research according to these three vertical
trust relationships. Earlier, McCauley and Kuhnert (1992) indicate that trust consists
of two elements: lateral trust and vertical trust. Lateral trust refers to the trust
relationship between a focal employee and his/her co-workers. Vertical trust, on the
other hand, refers to the trust relationship between a subordinate and his/her direct
supervisor. The study was also used as a base for an empirical study to investigate
vertical and horizontal trust relationships by Costigan, liter, and Berman (1998). This
present study extends McCauley and Kuhnert's (1992) study to include the trust
relationships between a subordinate and the management of an organization and
between a subordinate and the organization itself at the vertical trust level to
investigate the results of these relationships in terms of subordinate work-related
intentions and behaviors. Recently, Thau, Crossley, Bennett, and Sczesny (2007)
have also considered three different organizational referents of frust; supervisor,
senior managers, and organization.

This study reviewed the empirical studies on trust in vertical relationships in
business organizations over the last decade, beginning in the year 2000, inclusive. It
uses vertical trust in organizations to refer to the trust relationships in a vertical
organizational  hierarchy, including  subordinate-supervisor,  subordinate-
management, and subordinate-organization. The year 2000 was chosen because
Dirks and Ferrin’s (2002) meta-analytic study provides a summary of empirical work



Vertical Trust in Organizations: A Review of Empirical Studies Over the Last Decade

and demonstrates that different referents of trust moderate the relationship between
different trust antecedents and outcomes. This is one of the earlier indications that
referents are important in investigating trust in organizations. In addition, as
mentioned above, the intensity of empirical journal articles has intensified over the
last decade. However, no review of the literature has considered the contributions
and implications of these empirical studies at the vertical trust level. Therefore, it is
necessary to investigate the empirical work in vertical trust relationships to
understand the developments, converging and diverging results at the three different
levels of vertical trust research.

In sum, this study attempts to qualitatively review the primary trust relationships
at the vertical levels between subordinate and supervisor, subordinate and
management and subordinate and organization and, as a result, the effects of these
relationships on subordinate intentions and behavior, thus providing a contribution at
the vertical level of trust to the literature base. A review of these empirical studies will
help identify important contributions and their implications and identify possible
research areas that require further empirical research attention.

Trust as an Antecedent to Subordinate Workplace Intentions and
Behaviors Trust in supervisor

Subordinate-supervisor dyadic-trust research (e.g., Ergeneli, Ari, and Metin,
2007; Brower, Lester, Korsgaard, and Dineen, 2009) - the trust research that
investigates the trust relationship between a subordinate and an immediate
supervisor in an organization — has advanced our understanding of the trust
relationship between the two constituencies with regard to the intentional and
behavioral consequences on the part of both subordinates and organizations. This
present investigation of the empirical literature on trust has revealed that the
relationship is not limited to the specific trust relationship between subordinates and
immediate supervisors. It has been influenced by some closely related factors such
as a subordinate’s trust in peers, a supervisor's trust in subordinates, and a
supervisor's benevolence toward the subordinate’s peers as perceived by the
subordinate. All of the related factors also affected the subordinate’s trust in the
supervisor and thus the subordinate’s intentions and behaviors.

For example, not only the subordinate’s trust in the supervisor but also the
subordinate’s trust in his/her peers is a negative and significant predictor of the
turnover intention of subordinates (Ergeneli et al., 2007). Accordingly, a full
understanding of the turnover intention of subordinates requires subordinates’ trust in
peers, beyond the effect of subordinates’ trust in their direct supervisors.
Subordinates’ trust in their peers is also a significant predictor of transformational
leadership (Ferres, Travaglione, and Connel, 2002). Moreover, the interaction
between a subordinate’s trust in his/her direct supervisor and a supervisor’s trust in
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the subordinate is a significant and positive predictor of the subordinate’s individually
directed organizational citizenship behavior (OCBI) (Brower et al., 2009). Higher
levels of mutual trust lead to higher levels of subordinate OCBI.

Mayer et al. (1995) propose an integrative model of trust advocating that a
supervisor’s ability, benevolence, and integrity (factors of perceived trustworthiness)
as perceived by his/her subordinate are the main determinants of trust in the
supervisor. The proposed model was tested and validated (Davis, Schoorman,
Mayer, and Tan, 2000). Based mainly on the model, Lapierre (2007) demonstrated
that a supervisor's ability, the supervisor's benevolence toward subordinates and
toward the subordinate’s peers had a significant and positive effect on a
subordinate’s willingness to offer the supervisor extra-role efforts. The supervisor's
benevolence toward the subordinate’s peers was second in magnitude after the
supervisor's benevolence toward the subordinate. A significant interaction effect
between the supervisor's benevolence toward a subordinate and the supervisor’s
benevolence toward the subordinate’s peers is also revealed. Accordingly, the effect
was stronger when the supervisor’s benevolence toward the subordinate’s peers was
high than when it was low.

Recent research has also revealed not only that a subordinate’s trust in a
supervisor affects the subordinate’s intentions and behaviors but also that a
manager’s trust in his/her subordinates is positively and significantly associated with
subordinate task performance and negatively associated with subordinates’
intentions to quit (Brower et al., 2009). In addition, a manager’s trust in subordinates
is associated with employee perceptions of the quality of the leader-member
exchange (LMX) theory of leadership (Gomez and Rosen, 2001) — an exchange
relationship of a leader with various employees in which the type of the relationship is
qualitatively different for each employee (Dansereau, Graen, and Haga, 1975).
Accordingly, a higher level of a supervisor's trust in a subordinate was associated
with a higher level of quality of exchange between supervisors and their immediate
subordinates. Moreover, there existed a full mediation effect of the LMX on the
relationship between supervisors’ trust in the subordinates and subordinates’
perceptions of empowerment (Gomez and Rosen, 2001), in that in-group members
are provided more rewards, responsibility, and support than out-group members.

Subordinates’ trust in supervisors predicted organizational citizenship behavior
positively and significantly. For example, subordinates’ trust in their supervisors was
found to be significantly and positively associated with subordinates’ organization-
directed citizenship behavior (OCBO) (Brower et al., 2009), organizational citizenship
behaviors (OCBs) (Menguc, 2000; Wat and Shaffer, 2005), and task performance
(Brower et al., 2009).

Holtz and Harold (2008) demonstrate that subordinates’ trust in their
supervisors was a positive and significant antecedent to such perceptions as
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explanation adequacy, legitimacy, and sincerity or managerial explanations for a
rejected request of a subordinate. In addition, subordinates’ trust in their supervisors
was a positive and significant predictor of justice perceptions following a rejected
request. It also interacted with employees’ explanation perception of a rejected
request by their supervisors to influence subordinates’ justice perceptions
(informational justice, interpersonal justice, procedural justice). A noteworthy
contribution of Holtz and Harold's (2008) study is their finding that subordinates’ trust
in their supervisors did not correlate with the big-five personality traits
(agreeableness, conscientiousness, extraversion, neuroticism, and openness).

A negative relationship between trust in the supervisor and a subordinate’s
antisocial work behaviors existed (Thau et al., 2007). A further analysis reveals that
the relationship is fully mediated by subordinates’ intention to stay. Poon (2006)
demonstrates that there is a positive and significant association between trust in
supervisors and subordinates’ willingness to help co-workers in a way that costs the
employees in the form of time and effort that could be used in some work- or social-
life-related activities. He also demonstrates that trust in supervisor interacted with a
subordinate’s perception of organizational politics to influence subordinates’
willingness to help coworkers. This indicated the availability of the perception of
organizational politics as the moderator of the relationship between trust in the
supervisor and subordinates’ perception of organizational politics. The relationship is
found to be stronger when perceived politics is low than when the perceived politics
is high. When subordinates trust in their supervisor, subordinates become more
satisfied with their supervisors, and, as a result, the subordinates’ innovative
behaviors improve (Tan and Tan, 2000). This has a real implication for those
professional managers whose subordinates are supposed to be creative to develop
innovative solutions to business problems and create new product and process
innovation in ever-increasing competitive global markets.

Affect- and cognition-based trust have been demonstrated to represent the
foundation for interpersonal cooperation in organizations (McAllister, 1995).
Cognition-based trust refers to the trust that depends on such elements as the
competence, responsibility, reliability, and dependability of managers as perceived
by their subordinates in their previous interactions with their supervisors, whereas
affect-based trust refers to the emotional bonds between subordinates and their
immediate superiors (McAllister, 1995). Cognition-based trust in supervisory and
managerial positions are direct, positive determinants of psychological
empowerment, which consists of the dimensions as defined by cognitive perspective
(Spreitzer, 1995) as meaning, competence, self-determination, and impact (Ergeneli
et al., 2007). More specifically, (1) cognition-based trust in supervisor is the direct,
positive determinant of the meaning and competence aspects of psychological
empowerment, (2) cognition-based trust in supervisor and managerial position are
the direct, positive determinants of the impact aspect of psychological empowerment,



Adnan Ozyilmaz

and (3) only managerial position was the direct, positive determinant of self-
determination aspect of psychological empowerment (Ergeneli et al., 2007).
Psychologically empowered subordinates may reflect this feeling in many different
positive ways for their organization, such as helping customers in a more appropriate
manner, investing more time to solve customer complaints, and increasing their
efficiency in work.

A subordinate’s affect- and cognition-based trust in his/her supervisor are
positive and significant but modest predictors of that subordinate’s enterprising
behavior — a subordinate’s behavior of initiative taking, speaking out, independent
judgment, and active involvement as defined by Campbell (2000) and as
operationalized by Costigan, Insigna, Berman, llter, Kranas, and Kureshov (2006).
An interesting aspect of this last authors’ study is its finding that neither power
distance nor in-group collectivism interacted with affect- and cognition-based trust in
a supervisor to predict the subordinate’s enterprising behavior. Put another way, the
relationship between subordinates’ trust in their supervisors and the subordinates’
enterprising behavior was not moderated by two cultural variables — power distance
and in-group collectivism — contrary to the thinking that culture is an important
determinant of intentions and behaviors (Hofstede, 1980) in organizational behavior.

Team-level outcomes of player trust in direct leaders have also been revealed.
For example, trust in leaders, indeed, trust in the coach of a basketball team, was
found to positively and significantly lead to team performance (Dirks, 2000; Bijlsma-
Frankema, Jong, and van de Bunt, 2008). Players’ trust in their direct leader also
mediates the relationship between past team performance and future team
performance, and it is thus acknowledged that trust in leadership affects team
performance and is affected by team performance (Dirks, 2000). A logical conclusion
of this might be that winners always win and losers always lose.

The lack of subordinates’ trust in their direct supervisor, on the other hand,
implies negative consequences not only on the part of organization and direct
supervisors but also on the part of subordinates. The trust of the sales force in the
supervisor, for example, is an antecedent to dysfunctional behavior by salespeople
that can create undesired consequences for both the direct supervisors and the
organizations in the form of unmet sales quotas and, as a result, decreases in sales
performance (Choi, Dixon, and Jung, 2004). In light of this, the trust relationship
between the two constituencies is increased by means of affording sales force with
information about their self-efficacy by their supervisors (Choi et al., 2004).

Trust in management

Trust in management refers to a subordinate’s trust in the management of an
organization at different levels of its hierarchy, not necessarily his/her immediate
manager. Like subordinates’ trust in their direct supervisors, trust in management
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has been found to be another determinant of a subordinate’s workplace intentions
and behaviors. Trust in management, trust in peers, and dispositional trust or
propensity to trust are found to be significant predictors of the transformational
leadership perception of subordinates (Ferres et al., 2002), a conclusion that
supports the previous argument presented above that not only trust in direct
supervisors but also trust in peers must be addressed to fully explore and understand
the effects and outcomes of trust at both individual and organizational levels.

The organizational performance implications of trust in management are also
revealed by a study of Davis et al. (2000), who mainly investigate the effect of
subordinates’ trust in their general managers on organizational performance with
regard to sales, profit, and employee turnover. The results indicate that subordinates’
trust in their general managers is a predictor of sales and profits performance but not
subordinate turnover. This emphasizes that a greater degree to which a general
manager gains the trust of his/her subordinates is linked to a greater competitive
advantage that his/her organization gets over its competitors. Namely, subordinates’
trust in their general managers generates competitive advantage. The unique
contribution of Davis et al.’s (2000) study is that it connects subordinates’ trust in
general management to organizational performance. Trust in general management,
therefore, is considered as a construct to gain competitive advantage. A study
conducted by Child and Mollering (2003) demonstrates that Hong Kong managers’
trust in their staff in mainland China was a positive and significant predictor of
performance in the form of the growth of profits and sales from operations in China.
The two studies provide evidence that both subordinates’ trust in their management
and the management’s trust in their subordinates generate positive organizational
outcomes.

Zacharatos, Barling, and Iverson (2005) report a positive and significant
correlation between trust in management and HPWS, safety climate, safety
compliance, safety initiative, safety knowledge, safety motivation and a negative and
significant association between trust in management and first-aid and near-miss.
HPWS refer to “a group of separate but interconnected human resource practices
that together recruit, select, develop, motivate, and retain employees” (Way, 2002;
Wood and Wall, 2002; Zacharatos et al., 2005). Zacharatos et al. (2005) also further
reports that trust in management is a predictor of safety incidents and safety climate.
In sum, HPWS enacted in an organization by management helps create
subordinates’ trust in management that in turn affects subordinate intentions and
behaviors. It is noteworthy to mention at this point that beyond the ability,
benevolence, and integrity as defined by Mayer et al. (1995) as trustworthiness
factors that directly affect trust in management, such management practices as
HPWS affect trust in management. Therefore, trust in management is not limited to
such behavioral trust-antecedents as ability, benevolence, and integrity; HPWS
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enacted by management help increase trust in management, producing a safe
environment and decreasing safety incidents.

Subordinates’ trust in their plant manager and top management team are
independent predictors of subordinates’ ability to focus attention — “one’s ability to
pay attention to value-producing activities devoid of concern over the use of power
by others in one’s organization” (Mayer and Gavin, 2005: 875) — in that trust in one’s
plant manager is a stronger predictor of a subordinate’s ability to focus attention than
trust in one’s top management team. Also, subordinates’ trust in their plant manager
and top management team affects OCBI and OCBO only indirectly through its effect
on subordinates’ ability to focus attention but not in-role performance. Therefore,
managers at all levels of an organization should pay attention to the issue of
subordinates’ trust in management to the extent that they want to increase OCBI and
OCBO because each management level has its unique independent effect on the
subordinate ability to focus attention (Mayer and Gavin, 2005). These results support
and extend many of the findings of Dirks and Ferrin’s (2002) meta-analytic review of
trust in leadership. One extension provided by Mayer and Gavin (2005) to the work of
Dirks and Ferrin (2002) regards the importance of trust in organizational leadership.
Mayer and Gavin (2005: 884) argue that “the importance of trust in organizational
leadership may be even more important than they [Dirks and Ferrin, 2002]
concluded,” emphasizing that subordinates’ trust in multiple levels of management is
required to affect subordinate intentions and behaviors for an organization to
completely benefit from those subordinate intentions and behaviors.

Subordinates’ trust in their general management has been found to produce
mixed results with regard to subordinates’ turnover intentions. For example, Davis et
al. (2000) find subordinates’ trust in management to be an insignificant predictor of
employee turnover, while Dirks and Ferrin (2002), Connell et al., (2003), and Ferres
et al. (2002) reveal high trust in management to be a direct predictor of low employee
turnover intention.

Trust in management has been demonstrated to have an effect on
subordinates’ intentions and behaviors with regard to many job-related outcomes. In
both high and low individual-job congruence situations, trust in management is a
positive and significant predictor of a subordinate’s satisfaction with work,
supervision, promotion, co-workers, overall job satisfaction, and subordinate
performance (Goris, Vaught, and Pettit Jr., 2003). High trust in management also
results in high affective and continuance commitment among subordinates but not in
OCB conscientiousness (Connell et al., 2003). Thau et al's (2007) study
demonstrates that there exists a negative relationship between trust in senior
management or organizational authorities and antisocial work behaviors. There also
exists a full mediation effect of a perception of workgroup cohesion - an indicator of
an subordinate’s attachment to the organization or its members - between

10
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subordinates’ trust in senior management or organizational authorities and
subordinate antisocial work behaviors.

Moreover, trust in management predicts an employee’s willingness to be flexible
- “willingness to change jobs, willingness to combine jobs or tasks, willingness to
work in several departments, willingness to develop new competencies, and ability to
change jobs within the department, within the organization, and outside the
organization” (Van den Berg and van der Velde, 2005: 113). Furthermore, Van den
Berg and Van der Velde (2005) reveal a positive and significant correlation between
trust in management and the willingness to be flexible and a negative and significant
correlation between trust in management and task formalization. This means a chain
effect in which a formalized task results in low trust in management that also results
in low employee flexibility.

Research has revealed no difference between contingent and core workers’
trust towards an employer, in which trust towards the employer is positively and
significantly related to such constructive behaviors as loyalty and OCB and
negatively and significantly related to such destructive behaviors as exit and neglect
(Gilder, 2005). Further investigation also demonstrates that the relationship between
trust and OCB depends on the type of worker considered, core and contingent
employees, in that the availability of a positive and significant relationship between
trust towards the employee and OCB for core employees is assured, whereas the
same relationship is not sustained for contingent employees.

Trust in leadership was associated with such correlates in the order of
magnitude as satisfaction with leader (r = .73) and LMX (r = .69); with such job
attitudes and intentions as job satisfaction (r = .51), organizational commitment (r =
49), intent to quit (r = -.40), belief in information (r = .35), and decision commitment
(r =.24); and finally with such behavioral and performance outcomes as job
performance (r = .16), OCB - courtesy (r = .22), conscientiousness (r = .22),
sportsmanship (r = .20), altruism (r = .19), and civic virtue (r = .11) (Dirks and Ferrin,
2002). These results demonstrate that job satisfaction and organizational
commitment are the two job attitudes and intentions that have the most significant
relationship with trust in leadership. The results also demonstrate that OCBO (except
altruism) has a larger relationship with trust in leadership than job performance.
Connell et al. (2003) also demonstrate that trust in managers is a significant and
positive predictor of organizational commitment.

Trust in organization

Compared with subordinates’ trust in their immediate supervisors and with
subordinates’ trust in management as antecedent, subordinates’ trust in their
organizations as an antecedent to subordinate intentions and behaviors has received
much less attention. Trust in organization is defined as “positive expectations

1
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individuals have about the intent and behaviors of multiple organizational members
based on organizational roles, relationships, experiences, and interdependencies”
(Shockley-Zalabak, Ellis, and Winograd, 2000: 37; Huff and Kelley, 2003). Similarly,
Tan and Tan (2000: 241) defined organizational trust as “the composite trust of the
various constituent groups in the organization.”

This present review could identify only few empirical studies conducted over the
last decade that considered trust in organization as an antecedent. For example,
Chiaburu and Byrne (2009) reveals trust in organization to be a significant and direct
predictor of OCB role definitions, which refers to “the extent to which subordinates
perceived specific behaviors directed toward organizational improvement as part of
their work roles” (Chiaburu and Byrne, 2009). The study also reveals that the
relationship between trust in organization and OCB role definitions are fully mediated
by organizational commitment and that the same relationship is moderated by job
satisfaction, in that “employees with higher job satisfaction will define their roles more
broadly as a positive function of their trust in the organization” (p. 206). Earlier, Tan
and Tan (2000) reveals that trust in organization is a significant and positive predictor
of organizational commitment and a significant and negative predictor of employee
turnover intentions. Both Chiaburu and Byrne (2009) and Tan and Tan (2000)
demonstrates trust in organization to be an antecedent to organizational
commitment. Shockley-Zalabak et al. (2000) also demonstrates that trust in
organization predicts positively and significantly employee job satisfaction and overall
perceptions of organizational effectiveness, the first being the strongest in
magnitude.

Only recently have there been an attempt to investigate some of these issues at
cross-cultural level. For example, the third study in Thau et al. (2007) demonstrates
that there exists a negative direct relationship between subordinates’ trust in
organization and subordinates’ antisocial work behaviors. They also find that there is
a partial mediation of perceptions of workgroup cohesion on the relationship between
subordinates’ trust in their organizations and subordinate antisocial work behaviors.
Moreover, Thau et al. (2007) study demonstrates that the relationship between
subordinates’ trust in supervisor, trust in management, and trust in organization and
antisocial behaviors are indirect, through a perception of work group cohesion and an
subordinate’s intention to stay. Because Thau et al.’s (2007) study includes three
different studies conducted in three different countries and addresses three different
organizational referents — direct supervisor, senior managers, organization — the
generalizability of the findings across cultures and across organizational referents
are supported.

Lee (2004) considers workers on the shop floor to investigate a possible role of
trust in predicting continuous improvement efforts among employees. The results of
the study demonstrate that trust in organization does not predict continuous
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improvement efforts, a conclusion contrary to the expectation in the paper. However,
trust in organization interacts with employees’ organizational identification to have an
effect on continuous improvement efforts. Accordingly, a higher level of employee
organizational identification among workers makes the relationship between trust and
continuous improvement positive, whereas a lower level of employee organizational
identification among employees produces a negative result for the same relationship.
A moderate level of employee identification among employees produces no
relationship between subordinates’ trust in their organizations and continuous
improvement efforts among employees. Therefore, a higher level of organizational
identification is required for trust in organization to have an effect on such
organizational outcome as continuous improvement efforts of workers. Hierarchical
regression analysis reveals that the control variables tenure (positively) and sex
(negatively) are significant predictors of continuous improvement efforts among
employees.

Trust as a Mediator

Trust in supervisor as a mediator

Over the last decade, there has been an increase in trust research to
investigate the mediating role of subordinates’ trust in their direct supervisor in the
relationship between antecedents of subordinates’ trust in their supervisors and their
consequences for subordinates’ intentions and behaviors. A mediating relationship
attempts to “explain how external physical events take on internal psychological
significance. Whereas moderator variables specify when certain effects will hold,
mediators speak to how or why such effects occur” (Baron and Kenny, 1986: 1176).
The main idea of a mediating relationship is “that the effects of stimuli on behavior
are mediated by various transformation processes internal to the organism” (Baron
and Kenny, 1986: 1176). Therefore, subordinates’ trust in their direct supervisors,
trust in management, and trust in organization are considered to be ‘a transformation
process internal to the organism’ through which certain antecedents are turned into
some other consequences that may or may not be beneficial to the related party or
parties considered.

The studies that consider trust a mediator have revealed that trust acts as a
transformation mechanism between many antecedents and outcomes. Brashear,
Manolis, and Brooks (2005), for example, demonstrate salespeople’s trust in their
sales managers to be a mediating variable in the relationship between decision
control and procedural justice and between process control and distributive justice. In
addition, trust in one’s sales manager was also found to be partially mediating the
relationship between process control and procedural justice and between decision
control and distributive justice. Process control refers to a type of control in which a
subordinate has some control over the information used in decision making in the
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subordinate and manager relationship whereas decision control refers to a type of
control in which a subordinate has some control over the final decision in the same
relationship. Control in the relationship can be thought of a kind of participation in
decision making because it gives the subordinate the chance to provide information
needed to reach a decision. An earlier study by Wong et al. (2002) reveals that trust
in supervisor fully mediates the relationship between perceived interactional justice
and loyalty to supervisor, which in turn positively and significantly affects employee
performance. Wong et al. (2002) study demonstrates that the mediation model
outperforms the direct effects model considered in the same study.

Subordinate participation in supervisory processes and capability information
that supervisors provide to their subordinates are found to have an effect on
dysfunctional subordinate behavior through trust in supervisor (Choi et al., 2004). Put
another way, Choi et al.’s (2004) study demonstrates that subordinates’ trust in their
supervisors is a mediator of the relationship between supervisory participation (from
the LMX literature) and dysfunctional behavior. It also demonstrates that trust in
one’s supervisor is a mediator of the relationship between capability information
control and dysfunctional behavior. Capability information refers to information and
support that supervisors provide to their immediate subordinates, such as
recommending opportunities for subordinates’ development and confirming
subordinates’ skills, for subordinates to get maximum results out of their efforts. It
also includes helping subordinates to specify goals, monitor goal attainment, and
furnishing guidance for improvement aligned with the subordinates’ skills and abilities
(Challagala and Shervani, 1996). When supervisors provide this kind of information
and support to their immediate subordinates, subordinates then have more trust in
their supervisors, which in turn reduces dysfunctional subordinate behavior. This is
also valid for the relationship between supervisor participation and dysfunctional
behavior. As such, when supervisors let their subordinates participate in the
supervisory processes (supervisory participation), subordinates’ trust in their
supervisors increases. This increase in trust in supervisor then reduces dysfunctional
subordinate behavior. Therefore, the effect of both capability information and
supervisory processes on dysfunctional subordinate behavior is through trust in
supervisor.

Trust in supervisor also fully mediates the relationship between procedural
justice, distributive justice and sportsmanship dimension of OCB (Wat and Shaffer,
2005). Wat and Shaffer (2005) specifically demonstrate that trust in supervisor fully
mediates the relationship between interactional justice and sportsmanship, courtesy,
and altruism dimension of OCB. Trust in supervisor also fully mediates the
relationship between LMX and the conscientiousness dimension of LMX. Moreover,
trust in supervisor partially mediates the relationship between interactional justice
and civic virtue of OCB. Earlier, Menguc (2000) demonstrates that trust in manager is
a partial mediator of the relationship between procedural justice and OCBs and that
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procedural justice has both direct and indirect effects on OCBs through trust in direct
manager. Ertlirk (2007) demonstrates that trust in supervisor fully mediates the
relationship between organizational justice (distributive justice, procedural justice,
and interactional justice) and OCBO. However, the mediator role of trust on the same
relationship produces only partial mediation. Accordingly, trust in supervisor only
partially mediates the relationship between organizational justice and OCBI.
Interactional justice is the major source of trust in supervisor when compared to
distributive and procedural justice. Based on these conclusions, it is therefore
necessary to emphasize that the effect of justice on OCB dimensions is through trust
in supervisor.

Trust in supervisor is also found to fully mediate the relationship between
interactional justice and loyalty to supervisor (Wong et al., 2002) and between past
team performance and future team performance (Dirks, 2000). Dirks (2000) indeed
considers trust in one’s basketball coach. However, there has been no study
investigating whether Dirk’s (2000) conclusion is true for employees working at
business organizations. Such a research would further our understanding of trust in
supervisor for a possible relationship between past employee performance and
future employee performance.

Followers’ trust in direct managers and value congruence — an indication that
followers’ values are congruent with their leaders’ values — are found to be the
mediators of the relationship between transformational leadership, transactional
leadership and followers’ performance measured in terms of the quantity and quality
of the recommendations generated by the student participants and in terms of
followers’ satisfaction with their leaders (Jung and Avolio, 2000). Although trust in
leadership is found to be a mediator of the relationship between transformational,
transactional leadership and performance measures, Hartog (2003) shows that this
conclusion may not be fully replicated and extended to other leadership theories. For
example, Hartog (2003) demonstrates that trust in the focal leader only partially
mediates the relationship between leadership (only the individualized consideration
dimension of inspirational leadership and not the vision-based dimension of
inspirational leadership or the contingent reward and performance-monitoring
dimensions of transactional leadership) and trust in management. In addition, trust in
one’s focal leader does not mediate the relationship between leadership
(inspirational and transactional leadership) and trust in colleagues. Moreover, only
the integrity dimension among the mediators (integrity, fairness and trustworthiness
of trust in the focal leader) partially mediates the relationship between leadership
(only the individualized consideration dimension of inspirational leadership and not
the vision dimension of inspirational leadership or the contingent reward and
performance monitoring dimensions of transactional leadership) and trust in
management. Finally, none of the mediators (leader’s integrity, fairess, and
trustworthiness) mediates the relationship between inspirational and transactional
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leadership and trust in colleagues. Accordingly, a full mediation hypothesis of the
study by Hartog (2003) is not supported. Very recently, Holtz and Harold (2008)
demonstrate that subordinates’ trust in their managers mediates the relationship
between transformational leadership and explanation perception (adequacy,
legitimacy, and sincerity of the explanation provided to subordinates by their
managers following a rejected request). Subordinates’ trust in their managers also
mediated the relationship between transformational leadership and subordinate
justice perceptions (informational justice, interpersonal justice, procedural justice).
However, subordinates’ trust in their managers does not mediate the relationship
between transactional leadership and explanation perception.

Yang, Mossholder, and Peng (2009) investigate the mediating role of cognitive
and affective trust in supervisor on the relationship between supervisory procedural
justice (Supervisory PJ) and such employee behaviors and attitudes as task
performance, job satisfaction, and helping behavior. The results provide evidence for
the mediating role of cognitive trust in supervisor on the relationship between
supervisory PJ and task performance/job satisfaction. In addition, affective trust in
supervisor does not mediate the relationship between supervisory PJ and helping
behavior. However, affective trust in supervisor moderates the relationship between
supervisory PJ and helping behavior. These results provides clear evidence that
supervisory PJ does influence such employee attitudes and behaviors as task
performance, job satisfaction, and helping behavior through trust in supervisor.

Trust in management as a mediator

A newly developing area of research in organizational behavior has been
psychological capital (PsyCap), which is mainly drawn from positive organizational
behavior and positive psychology. PsyCap refers to “an individual's positive
psychological state of development and is characterized by; (1) having confidence
(efficacy) to take on and put in the necessary effort to succeed at challenging tasks;
(2) making a positive attribution (optimism) about succeeding now and in the future;
(3) persevering toward goals and, when necessary, redirecting paths to goals (hope)
to succeed; and (4) when beset by problems and adversity, sustaining and bouncing
back and even beyond (resilience) to attain success” (Luthans, Youssef, and Avolio,
2007: 3). Clapp-Smith, Vogelgesang, and Avey (2009) demonstrate that group-level
trust in management is a full mediator of the relationship between follower PsyCap
and performance as measured by sales growth. In addition, group-level trust in
management is a partial mediator of the relationship between authentic leadership
and sales growth. One important contribution of Clapp-Smith et al.’s (2009) study is
its use of a group-level analysis that aggregates individual-level responses to the
independent, mediator, and outcome variables at the group level.
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One of the early contributions to trust in management comes from Whitener's
(2001) study. The study demonstrates that trust in management is a partial mediator
of the relationship between subordinates’ perception of organizational support and
subordinate commitment, meaning that perceived organizational support has both
direct and indirect (through trust in management) relationships with organizational
commitment. Further investigation also reveals that organizations with highly
developmental appraisal systems have a stronger relationship between perceived
organizational support and trust in management. However, the same relationship is
weaker in organizations with highly comprehensive training opportunities. All told,
Whitener's (2001) study demonstrates that only when subordinates perceive their
organization’s commitment and support for them do they trust their managers and, as
a result, show their commitment to their organization. Advancing Whitener's (2001)
study is the study conducted by Macky and Boxall (2007). Accordingly, trust in
management mediates the relationship between HPWS practices and affective
commitment (Macky and Boxall, 2007). In addition, trust in management, affective
commitment, and job satisfaction are found to be mediators of the relationship
between subordinate perceptions of HPWS practices and behavioral commitment.

Ayree, Budhwar, and Chen (2002) define job satisfaction, turnover intentions,
and organizational commitment as ‘work attitudes’ and OCBO, OCBI, and task
performance as ‘work behaviors.” Accordingly, trust in supervisor fully mediates the
relationship between interactional justice and work behavior but not the relationship
between interactional justice and work attitude. Even organizational level variables
such as HPWS show their effect on safety incidents through trust in management
and perceived safety climate (Zacharatos et al., 2005). Put another way, trust in
management and safety climate fully mediate the relationship between HPWS and
safety incidents. Zacharatos et al. (2005) also reveals that trust in management and
safety climate fully mediates the relationship between HPWS and safety incidents,
that trust in management predicts safety incidents and safety climate, and that trust
in management is a consequence of HPWS, as is safety climate. In sum, it is worth
mentioning that HPWS enacted in an organization by management helps create
subordinates’ trust in their management, which in turn affects subordinate intentions
and behaviors.

Trust in management has also been found to be a partial mediator of the
relationship between trust antecedents — ability, benevolence, and integrity as
defined by Mayer et al., (1995) — and such employee outcomes as risk taking and job
performance (Colquitt et al., 2007). Trust in management also partially mediates the
relationship between trust propensity and the same outcomes. It is thus appropriate
to conclude tentatively that the relationship between the trust antecedents and
consequences is only partially mediated by trust in management, a conclusion in
contrast with the full mediation thesis of Mayer et al., (1995), which advocates a full
mediation model between the trust antecedents and outcomes. An interesting finding
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of Colquitt et al. (2007) is that like trust in management, affective commitment
(another construct indicating a social exchange relationship like trust) partially
mediates the relationship between ability, benevolence, integrity, and trust propensity
and the trust consequences risk taking, task performance, citizenship behavior, and
counterproductive behavior. Based on these contributions, the meta-analytic review
of Colquitt et al.’s (2007) study provides complementary, rather than contradictory,
evidence to the work of Dirk and Ferrin’s (2002) meta-analytic review because the
two reviews consider some different variables. For example, Colquitt et al. (2007)
include ability and risk taking as variables, whereas Dirks and Ferrin (2002) do not. In
addition, Dirks and Ferrin (2002) use an aggregate definition of trust and
trustworthiness, whereas Colquitt et al. (2007) use trust in the co-worker and leader
as the two sub-dimensions of trust and consider each component of trustworthiness
— ability, benevolence, and integrity — separately.

Trust in organization as a mediator

This present study could identify only Ayree et al. (2002) study as addressing
the mediator role of trust in organization on the relationship between its possible
antecedents and consequences. Ayree et al. (2002) demonstrate that trust in
organization fully mediates the relationship between interactional justice and job
satisfaction, turnover intentions, and organizational commitment. In addition, trust in
organization partially mediates the relationship between distributive justice and job
satisfaction, turnover intentions, and organizational commitment. Finally, trust in
organization partially mediates the relationship between procedural justice and job
satisfaction, organizational commitment.

Trust as a Moderator

Trust in supervisor as a moderator

The last decade has also shown a paucity of research investigating the
moderating role of trust in vertical relationships in an organization, even though trust
research has gained momentum during this period. That might be why this present
study could identify only one study investigating the moderating role of subordinates’
trust in their supervisors, which is Chang and Chi’s (2007) study. It mainly considers
managerial roles in the context of human relations (HR) — administrative experts,
strategic partners, employee champions, and change agents — and HR performance
indicators — HR alignment, employee relation, and HR efficiency. The study
demonstrates affective trust in supervisors to be the moderator of the relationship
between strategic partner role and human resource (HR) indicators. It also found that
affective trust moderates the relationship between the change agent role and human
resource alignment indicators. However, contrary to expectations, affective trust in
supervisor does not moderate the relationship between the employee champion role
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and employee relation indicators. With regard to cognitive trust, it does not moderate
the relationship between HR manager roles and HR performance indicators. The
existence of a positive relationship between HR manager roles and HR performance
indicators was weakened with a high level of affective trust. Therefore, it seems
imperative to investigate the moderator role of trust in specific situations to
acknowledge whether assured effects will be sustained in different conditions. For
example, future research could investigate the moderating role of trust in supervisor
between organizational culture and subordinate intentions and behaviors.

Trust in management as a moderator

Trust in management moderates the relationship between individual job
congruence (especially in low-congruence situations) and overall job satisfaction and
the quantity of performance but does not moderate the same relationship in high-
congruence situations (Goris et al., 2003). A meta-analytic review of Dirks and Ferrin
(2002) sheds light on two important issues related to trust as a moderator between
different trust antecedents such as transformational leadership, procedural justice,
and propensity to frust and outcomes such as OCBs, job performance, job
satisfaction, intent to quit, and satisfaction with one’s leader. Trust in direct leader
and trust in organizational leadership are the two moderators used in Dirk and
Ferrin’s (2002) study. The study reveals the trust reference as a moderator of the
relationship between trust and job performance, altruism (OCBO), job satisfaction,
and organizational commitment (outcome variables). Accordingly, when the referent
of trust is trust in direct leader, the relationship between trust and job performance,
altruism, and job satisfaction is significantly higher than the same relationships found
in trust in organizational leadership. When the referent of trust is trust in
organizational leadership, the relationship between trust and organizational
commitment is significantly higher than the same relationship found for trust in direct
leader. The referent does not operate as a moderator of the relationship with the
intention to quit.

The study also revealed referent of trust as a moderator of the relationship
between trust and interactional justice, procedural justice, participative decision
making (PDM), perceived organizational support (antecedent variables). Accordingly,
when the referent of trust is trust in direct leader, the relationship between trust and
procedural justice, interactional justice, PDM is significantly higher than the same
relationship found in trust in organizational leadership. When the referent of trust is
trust in organizational leadership, the relationship between trust and perceived
organizational support is significantly higher than the same relationship found in trust
in direct leader. The referent of trust was not found as a moderator of the relationship
between trust and distributive justice.
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Dirk and Ferrin’'s (2002) study uses cognitive trust and overall trust as
moderators of the relationship between trust antecedents and outcomes. The
insufficient number of studies on affective trust available in the trust-related literature
has precluded its inclusion as a third moderator in the analysis. Among the outcome
variables, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and intent to quit are found to
have a greater association with cognitive trust when compared to overall trust,
whereas job performance and civic virtue are found to have a larger association with
overall trust when compared to cognitive trust. The correlate, LMX, also has a
greater association with overall trust than with cognitive trust. No significant
differences are revealed as to the relationship of the definition of trust with altruism.
Among the antecedent variables, procedural justice was found to have a significantly
greater association with cognitive trust when compared to overall trust, whereas no
significant association is found in the relationships of trust with interactional justice
and distributive justice.

The propensity to trust has been considered a control variable in the empirical
literature of trust with the reason that individuals with different propensities to trust
would adjust their intentions and behaviors accordingly. The propensity to trust is
also tested as a moderator of the relationship between procedural or interactional
justice and employee task performance or counterproductive behavior (Colquitt,
Scott, Judge, and Shaw, 2006). Accordingly, the propensity to trust does not
moderate the effects of procedural justice on task performance and
counterproductive behavior. Colquitt et al.’s (2006) study also reveals that the
propensity to trust moderates the effects of interactional justice on task performance
in the predicted direction at a p < .10 level of significance and on counterproductive
behavior in the opposite direction from that stated in the hypothesis. In sum, Colquitt
et al. (2006: 123) indicate that “the effects of interpersonal justice on
counterproductive behavior were actually stronger for individuals high in trust
propensity, opposite to the task performance results.”

Casimir, Waldman, Bartram, and Yang (2006) reveal that trust in the leader is
lower in Chinese leader-follower relationships than in Australian leader-follower
relationships. In addition, trust in leader mediates the relationship between both
transactional and transformational leadership and performance in Australian
samples, whereas trust in leadership does not mediate the relationship between both
transactional and transformational leadership and performance in Chinese samples.
Therefore, the mediation effect of trust in leaders on the relationship between both
transactional and transformational leadership and performance is stronger in an
individualistic culture (Australia) than in a collectivistic culture (China). Accordingly,
culture moderates the mediating relationship as explained above.
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Conclusion

Over the last decade, empirical research on trust has provided advances to our
understanding of subordinates’ trust in their supervisors, management, and
organizations. Up to now, however, there has been no attempt to qualitatively
summarize and explore the contributions of these studies at the vertical trust level.
This present article provides parsimonious breakdown of vertical trust research as
subordinate-supervisor, subordinate-management, and subordinate-organization and
investigates the findings and implications of studies regarding subordinates’
intentions and behaviors. In so doing, it identifies and presents future research
directions. In addition, it explores the mediating and moderating role of trust at the
three vertical trust levels.

Subordinate-supervisor  dyadic-trust research has contributed to our
understanding that subordinates’ trust in their direct supervisors and supervisors’
trust in their subordinates have important implications on subordinate intentions and
behaviors that may generate beneficial consequences for both supervisors and the
organizations they represent. When trust between the constituencies is low, the
detrimental consequences of it are obvious in the form of below-average
performance on the part of the subordinates. In addition, it also shows that
subordinates’ trust in their peers as perceived by a focal subordinate has an effect on
the same subordinate’s intentions and behaviors beyond the effect of a subordinate’s
trust in his/her supervisor and the supervisor’s trust in his/her subordinate. Moreover,
it highlights that supervisors’ benevolence toward their subordinates’ peers affects
subordinate intentions and behaviors. An assessment of the findings of subordinate-
supervisor dyadic-trust research conducted over the last decade demonstrates that
the issue is more complex than previously thought. The complexity arises from the
fact that the relationship involves trust not only in one’s direct supervisor but also in
one’s subordinates, supervisors, and peers, as well as in the reciprocal trust
relationships between and among them, all of which have a potential to affect
subordinates’ job-related intentions and behaviors. There might be a possibility that
even if subordinates do not fully trust their direct supervisors, they may still wish to
stay with the organization because they trust in their peers when the other variables
are controlled, thus making the relationship between trust in one’s direct supervisor
and turnover intentions insignificant. However, none of the empirical studies included
in this review empirically examines a possible effect of the peers’ trust in the
supervisor and the peer's trust in the focal subordinate as perceived by the focal
subordinate on the relationship between the focal subordinate’s trust in his/her
supervisor and his/her intention and behaviors in general and specifically between a
focal subordinate’s trust in his/her supervisor and his/her turnover intentions.
Therefore, this review suggests that future studies focus more on the effect of peers’
mutual trust on the relationship between subordinates’ trust in their supervisors and
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supervisor’s trust in their subordinates and subordinate intentions and behaviors to
further our understanding of subordinates’ trust in their supervisors and its
consequences.

This review also observes that a subordinate’s trust in his/her supervisor is a
determinant of that subordinate’s OCBs (Thau et al., 2007). In addition, when
subordinates trust their supervisors, the subordinates’ antisocial work-related
behaviors decrease and their willingness to help co-workers increases, as well
(Poon, 2006). When trust in supervisor is high, subordinates’ innovative behavior
significantly improves (Tan and Tan, 2000). This finding has real implications for
R&D managers in manufacturing organizations and for managers of service
organizations, where the ideas for innovation may come from subordinates. When
subordinates trust in their supervisors, they do not negatively perceive managerial
explanations for their request rejected by their supervisors (Holtz and Harold, 2008).
When subordinates’ cognition-based trust is high, they feel psychologically
empowered (Ergeneli et al., 2007). Neither power distance nor in-group collectivism
is a moderator of the relationship between a subordinate’s trust in his/her supervisor
and his/her enterprising behavior (Costigan et al., 2006).

When subordinates’ trust in their supervisors and subordinates’ trust in
management are high, antisocial work behaviors of subordinates are low (Choi et al.,
2004; Thau et al., 2007). Subordinates’ trust in their supervisors is found to be a
positive and significant predictor of OCBs (Menguc, 2000; Wat and Shaffer, 2005;
Brower et al., 2009) whereas subordinates’ trust in management was found to be an
insignificant predictor of OCB conscientiousness (Connell et al., 2003).

Research endeavors should be directed to subordinates’ trust in organization
because of the paucity of research devoted to subordinates’ trust in organization and
its effect on subordinates’ intentions and behaviors. Considering the constantly
changing business environment in today’s business world, the effect of change on
subordinates’ trust in organization and its impact on subordinates’ intentions and
behavior is also required. Additionally, the ever-increasing diversity of the workforce
must also be considered to understand whether a diversified workforce is different in
terms of trust in organization and subordinates’ intentions and behaviors. Some
research questions include “Is there a difference in the level of trust in management
among subordinates who are diverse?” If so, “What are its implications in terms of
subordinate intentions and behaviors?” These and other similar questions should be
investigated so as to reveal the directions in which diversity may affect subordinates’
perceptions of trust in their organization. The investigation should also be extended
to trust in supervisor and trust in management to observe the possible different
effects on trust in supervisor, trust in management, and trust in organization.

Research endeavors should also include a newly developing construct, positive
organizational behavior (POB), so as to investigate a possible effect of subordinates’
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trust in their supervisors on the positive organizational behavior of subordinates.
POB is defined as “the study and application of positively oriented human resource
strengths and psychological capacities that can be measured, developed, and
effectively managed for performance improvement in today’s workplace” (Luthans,
2002: 59). Youssef and Luthans (2007) use state-like constructs such as hope,
optimism, and resilience, constructs that meet the criteria for inclusion in POB, to
investigate their influence on such work-related outcomes as performance, job
satisfaction, work happiness, and organizational commitment, outcomes that the
research in trust in supervisor, trust in management, and trust in organization have
also been using. This study thus suggests that the influence of subordinates’ trust in
their supervisors, subordinates’ trust in their management, and subordinates’ trust in
their organizations on such POB behaviors of subordinates be investigated. Future
research should also investigate a possible mediating role of POB in the relationship
between subordinates’ trust in their supervisors and its subordinate work-related
intentions and behaviors. Finally, the moderating effects of such trait-like constructs
as hope, optimism, resilience, and self-efficacy on the relationship between
subordinates’ trust in their supervisor, subordinates’ trust in their management, and
subordinates’ trust in their organizations and subordinates’ work-related outcomes
should be investigated to further our understanding of subordinates’ trust and, as a
result, its effects on subordinates’ intentions and behaviors.

Empirical research in subordinates’ trust in their organizations has received
much less attention than empirical research in subordinates’ trust in their supervisors
and subordinates’ trust in their management. It is necessary to reemphasize that this
study could not identify any empirical study on subordinates’ trust in organization as
a moderator in a possible relationship between some possible antecedents of trust in
organization and subordinates’ intentions and behaviors. For example, it would be a
large contribution to investigate whether subordinates’ trust in their organizations
moderates a possible relationship between organizational culture as perceived by
subordinate and their intentions and behaviors. Because organizational culture takes
a long time to implant in an organization and evolves over time, neither a direct
individual supervisor nor a specific middle- or top-management team can be held
responsible for that. In this case, it is the organization itself that is held responsible
for its culture. It is important to recall that culture in an organization has a very high
potential to affect subordinates’ intentions and behaviors. Trust in organization can
thus be a moderator of the relationship between organizational culture and
subordinates’ intentions and behaviors.
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