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Trust

Abstract
Organizational trust is an important element of an organization’s long-term success, as it is a
central component of effective work relationships. This study examines the extent to which
one’s trust in the organization mediates the relationship between three drivers of social
exchange relationships and three attitudinal outcomes. The results from a sample of 1,300
manufacturing employees revealed that trust in the organization partially mediated the
relationship between perceived supervisor support and turnover intentions, affective
organizational commitment and job satisfaction, and fully mediated the relationship between
distributive justice and information receiving and these outcomes. This paper extends the
empirical literature about the antecedents and consequences of trust in organization, giving

special attention to the mediating role of trust in organizations.
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Clarifying the Importance of Trust in Organizations as a Component of
Effective Work Relationships

Over the past 20 years, organizational researchers have become increasingly
interested in high quality relationships between employees and the organization (Rousseau &
Parks, 1993). Much of this research has employed social exchange theory as the underlying
framework for understanding how these relationships develop and their importance (Blau,
1964). Unlike economic exchange relationships which are based on the exchange of tangible
resources, the development of socio-emotional resources such as trust, support and fairness is
the basis for social exchange relationships because they involve unspecified obligations for
which no binding contract can be written between the exchange partners (Rupp &
Cropanzano, 2002). As relationships develop, feelings of mutual obligation, support and trust
may develop (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). This reinforces and stabilizes trust among the
exchange partners as they discharge obligations with each other; thereby, aiding in the
maintenance of the relationship over time.

Building trust within organizations is a key component for developing social
exchange relationships because of the discretionary nature of the reciprocation process. For
example, employees are more likely to reciprocate greater effort and have more positive work
attitudes when they have trust in the organization (Aryee, Budhwar, & Chen, 2002). To
understand how to develop trust in organizations, researchers have investigated numerous
antecedents of trust such as organizational justice (Aryee et al., 2002), perceived
organizational support (Chen, Aryee, & Lee, 2005), human resource practices (Whitener,
1997), leader-member exchange (LMX; Loi & Ngo, 2009), and communication (Gilbert &
Tang, 1998). Furthermore, trust in organization is related to various job attitudes such as
organizational commitment, job satisfaction, and intentions to stay (Aryee et al., 2002) and to

various employee behaviors such as task performance and organizational citizenship
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behaviors (Chen et al., 2005). While this research underscores some of the ways in which
trust in the organization is developed, we believe there is room to expand the nomological
network of the trust in organization literature. To accomplish this, the purpose of this study is
to examine three antecedents of trust in the organization that have been either under-
emphasized in the extant trust in the organization literature (i.e., distributive justice), or
shown to relate to trust in supervisor (i.e., information receiving and perceived supervisory
support). Moreover, we demonstrate how trust in the organization mediates the relationship
between these antecedents and various outcomes such as job satisfaction, affective
organizational commitment and turnover intentions.
Trust in the organization

Mishra (1996) proposed that trust is a central factor in enhancing an organization’s
long-term success and survival. This is especially true because of the uncertainty and
competitiveness inherent within the current global business environment. Trust is important
because it facilitates the adaptation to new processes and forms of work and as noted by
Crawford (1998, p.24) “all great organizations have one basic similarity - they are built on
trust.” Employees differentiate between two referents of trust - trust in others (i.e., supervisor
and coworkers) and trust in the organization. While both foci of trust are important, the focus
of this paper is trust in the organization. Regardless of the foci, trust has an important
influence on employee attitudes and behavior. In fact, research suggests that when
employees have trust in the organization they are more likely to reciprocate effort back
toward the organization with higher satisfaction and commitment (Chen et al., 2005;
Whitener, 2001) and better performance and lower quit intentions (Aryee et al., 2002).

McAllister (1995) differentiated between two forms of trust, cognitive-based trust and
affect-based trust. Cognitive-based trust reflects a rational belief that the trustee is reliable,

dependable, and competent. While much of the literature on trust in the organization has
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been driven by the cognitive-based model, some have argued that this model is overly
calculative and overlooks the social and relational nature of trust (Mayer, Davis, &
Schoorman, 1995). The affect-based of trust on the other hand refers to the emotional
attachment garnered from the mutual care and concern developed by individuals engaged in
social exchange relationships. Such relationships motivate employees to reciprocate back to
the organization by being more committed to the organization; engaging in more
organizational citizenship behaviors and staying with the organization (Williams, 2001).

As previously noted, researchers commonly utilize the social exchange perspective
when investigating trust in the organization (e.g., Aryee et al., 2002; Whitener, 2001). Social
exchange theory postulates that employees acquire economic (e.g., pay) and socioemotional
(e.g., support) resources through the relationships with supervisors (Rhoades Shanock &
Eisenberger, 2006), coworkers (Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008) and the organization
(Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986). Social exchange relationships entail
unspecified obligations in which the parties involved reciprocate effort toward one another
overtime; whereas, economic exchanges emphasize the financial and tangible aspects of
exchange relationships. As such, feelings of trust and mutual obligation are a key for
developing social exchange, but not economic exchange relationships.

The extant literature has primarily focused on the use of fair and supportive practices
as drivers of trust in the organization. Specifically, research has demonstrated a relationship
between organizational justice and trust because fair treatment induces the mutual obligation
necessary for establishing social exchange relationships (Aryee et al., 2002; Pillai,
Schriesheim, & Williams, 1999; Stinglhamber, De Cremer, & Mercken, 2006). Similarly, a
relationship between perceived organizational support and trust has been demonstrated based
on the argument that trust is developed when employees perceive that the organization values

their contributions and cares about their well-being (Chen et al., 2005; Konovsky & Pugh,
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1994). While this literature has been promising, we propose that some social exchange
processes that have been under-emphasized in the trust in the organization literature.

This study investigates the relationship between trust and three different predictors
distributive justice, information receiving and perceived supervisor support. While
distributive justice has been shown to relate to trust in the organization (Aryee et al., 2002),
its impact is equivocal in comparison to procedural justice. Information receiving and
perceived supervisor support on the other hand have been shown to relate to trust in
supervisor (Ellis & Shockley-Zalabak, 2001; Neves & Caetano, 2006), but not to trust in the
organization. As such, we hope this study contributes to the trust in the organization
literature by demonstrating the extent to which trust in the organization mediates the
relationship between distributive justice, information receiving and perceived supervisor
support and three attitudinal outcomes; thereby, extending our understanding of trust in the
organization as an important social exchange process. The following sections provide a more
detailed rationale for the inclusion of these three antecedents of trust in the organization.

Distributive justice. Organizational justice refers to an individual’s perception of the
fairness of treatment received from the organization (Aryee et al., 2002). Three components
of justice include distributive justice (the fairness of outcomes received by employees);
procedural justice (the fairness of procedures used to determine the outcomes received by
employees); and interactional justice (the fairness of treatment provided by the organization
or its decision makers) (Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter, & Ng, 2001). Perceptions of
organizational justice exhibit relationships with important workplace attitudes and behaviors
such as organizational citizenship behaviors, job satisfaction, organizational commitment and
trust (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001). Moreover, research has
demonstrated a positive relationship between trust and justice (Aryee et al., 2002; Konovsky

& Pugh, 1994; Piliai, Schriesheim & Williams, 1999). While procedural and interactional
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justice are more strongly related to trust than is distributive justice, Aryee et al. (2002) found
that distributive justice is more strongly related with trust in organization (r = .44) than to
trust in supervisor (r =.29). One possible reason for this finding is that employees may
attribute that the distribution of outcomes is directed by policies of the organization rather
than the discretion of supervisors.

Based on this rationale, we propose that distributive justice should receive greater
attention in the development of a person’s trust in the organization since the organization
controls the rewards valued by employees’.> Accordingly, when employees perceive that the
organization rewards them in a manner consistent with their inputs, they will have more
favorable perceptions that the organization values their contributions and will trust that the
organization will come through for them in the future. In turn, employees will respond by
feeling more satisfied and committed and less desire to want to leave the organization (cf.
Aryee et al., 2002). It is important to note that Chen, Brockner, and Greenberg (2002)
demonstrated that high procedural justice can diminish positive reactions to favorable
outcomes. As such, we focus solely on distributive justice in order to gain a better
understanding of its relationship with trust in the organization independent of other
dimensions of justice. Based on this rationale we assert the following hypothesis.

Hypothesis 1. Trust in the organization will mediate the relationship between

distributive justice and organizational commitment, job satisfaction and turnover

intentions.

Information receiving. Information is another aspect of social exchange
relationships important for developing trust within organizations (O’Reilly & Roberts, 1974).

When important information is communicated with employees, feelings of trust develop as

! Because the relationship between procedural justice and trust has been consistently demonstrated in the extant
literature and the primary focus of interactional justice would be trust in supervisor, we focus only on
distributive justice as an antecedent of trust in organization in this study.
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employees perceive that the organization is open and honest. Gilbert and Tang (1998)
demonstrated that communication of important information aids in the development of trust.
In particular, providing timely information and adequate explanations about important events
and issues sends a message that the organization values employees as meaningful
organizational members (Mishra & Morrissey, 1990). An important aspect of the
communication process in relation to trust is information receiving, which refers to the
information that employees receive about the organizational procedures, processes and
decisions that flow within the organization (Ellis & Shockley-Zalabak, 2001). These
researchers found that the amount of information received about job and organizational issues
explained 26% of the variance in trust in top management and 13% of the variance in trust in
immediate supervisor.

Although the relationship between supervisor-subordinate information exchanges and
trust has been demonstrated, less is known about the relationship between information
exchanges and trust in organization. However, research conducted in governmental agencies
provides some evidence that communication is an important antecedent to trust in the
organization (Gilbert & Tang, 1998; Mishra & Morrissey, 1990). Based on this literature, we
propose that when employees receive timely, accurate, and forthcoming information from
their organization they are more likely to see their organization as trustworthy. As with
distributive justice, trust in the organization should mediate the relationship between
information receiving and satisfaction, commitment and turnover intentions. Therefore, we
assert the following hypothesis with respect to information receiving:

Hypothesis 2. Trust in the organization will mediate the relationship between

information receiving and organizational commitment, job satisfaction and turnover

intentions.
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Perceived supervisor support. Perceived organizational support (POS) is an
employee’s global belief concerning the extent to which the organization values his/her
contribution and cares about his/her well-being (Eisenberger et al., 1986). POS is related to
trust because support suggests to employees that they can rely on their supervisor or the
organization (Ambrose & Schminke, 2003). While support from the organization is
important, support garnered from one’s supervisor is also important because supervisors act
as agents of the organization; thereby, indicating to employees that the organization values
their contributions and cares about their well-being (Rhaodes Shanock & Eisenberger, 2006).
This is important since employees rely on their supervisor for goals, direction and resources.
Furthermore, according to Levinson (1965), employees tend to attribute human qualities to
their organizations and “generalize from their feelings about people in the organization who
are important to them, to the organization as a whole” (p.377).

Two studies have empirically demonstrated a positive relationship between perceived
support and trust in management (Neves & Caetano, 2006; Whitener, 2001). While,
Whitener (2001) focused on the role of POS, Neves and Caetano (2006) focused on perceived
supervisor support (PSS). When employees perceive that the organization or supervisors
values their contribution and cares for their well-being, they will have greater trust that the
organization or supervisors will fulfill its obligations toward them. Just as POS is related to
trust in management, we propose that PSS will be similarly related to an employee’s trust in
their organization, based on the aforementioned importance of supervisors. Moreover, when
employees perceive that their supervisor supports them they are more likely to engage in a
social exchange with the organization and reciprocate through higher levels of job
performance, greater feelings organizational commitment and trust, and a lower likelihood of
leaving the organization (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). Therefore, we assert the following

hypothesis with respect to perceived supervisor support:
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Hypothesis 3. Trust in the organization will mediate the relationship between
perceived supervisor support and organizational commitment, job satisfaction and
turnover intentions.
Method
Sample and procedure

Data were obtained from employees of a large manufacturing organization that
occupies a leading position in both Portugal and the international marketplace. After
management approval to conduct this study, 2,160 employees of the organization were asked
to participate. Questionnaires were distributed at the workplace during working hours. Prior
to survey administration, all items were translated/back-translated using the approach
proposed by Behling and Law (2002). The first author translated each item from English to
Portuguese. Next, the third author translated each item from Portuguese back to English.
Finally, the first author checked the back-translated items for accuracy.

Data collection sessions were held in groups of 10 to 20 people, where each session
began with a researcher explaining that the purpose of the study was to gain a better
understanding of workplace perceptions. Participation in the study was voluntary, and
confidentiality was assured. A total of 1,300 questionnaires were collected, corresponding to
an 85% response rate. The majority of the participants were male (89%), and had at least a
high school education (96%). The average age of the participants was 42 years, and the
average tenure was 13 years.

Measures

All responses were made on a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = strongly
disagree to 7 = strongly agree. Because the organization wanted us to limit the survey to 30
items, we used short versions of the trust in the organization, distributive justice and affective

commitment scales.
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Trust in organization. Three items from the 7-item scale developed by Gabarro and
Athos (1976) were used to measure trust in organization. We chose the first three items from
the scale. An example item was “My organization is not always honest and truthful.” The
scale’s coefficient alpha was .75.

Distributive justice. Four items from the 5-item scale developed by Price and
Mueller (1986) were used to measure distributive justice. We chose the four items with the
highest factor loadings for inclusion in this scale. An example item was: “I am fairly paid or
rewarded considering my job responsibilities.” The scale’s coefficient alpha was .89.

Information receiving. Information receiving was assessed with a 3-item measure
from Kinnie and colleagues (Kinnie, Hutchinson, Purcell, Rayton, & Swart, 2005). An
example item was: “I am very satisfied with the amount of information I receive about how
my organization is performing.” The scale’s coefficient alpha was .70.

Perceived supervisor support. An 8-item scale adapted from the Survey of
Perceived Organizational Support was used to measure perceived supervisor support.
Following the procedure used in other studies (e.g. Rhoades, Eisenberger, & Armeli, 2001),
we adapted these items by replacing the term “organization” with the term “supervisor.” An
example item was “My supervisor really cares about my well-being.” The scale’s coefficient
alpha was .86.

Turnover intentions. A 3-item scale developed by Landau and Hammer (1986) was
used to assess the employees’ turnover intentions. An example item is “I am actively looking
for a job outside.” The scale’s coefficient alpha was .74.

Affective organizational commitment. Five items from the 6-item scale developed
by Meyer and Allen (1997) was used to measure affective organizational commitment. We

dropped the first item from this scale because it reflects turnover intentions rather than an
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attitude to an affective commitment toward the organization. An example item was: “I do not
feel emotionally attached to this organization.” The scale’s coefficient alpha was .77.

Job satisfaction. A 4-item scale adapted from Spector (1997) was used to assess the
job satisfaction of employees. An example item was: “To what extent are you satisfied with
the job you do.” The scale’s coefficient alpha was .72.

Analyses

We assessed the hypothesized model using the two step approach proposed by
Anderson and Gerbing (1988). These two steps include (1) a test of the model’s
measurement properties utilizing confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and (2) a test of the
structural model to assess the hypothesized relationships. LISREL 8 (Joreskog & Soérborn,
1993) was use to perform these analyses. In the first step we conducted a CFA to assess the
discriminant validity of the variables used in this study. The second step was an assessment

of the structural model depicted in Figure 1.

The measurement model was assessed using CFA with the sample covariance matrix
as input and a maximum likelihood solution. To demonstrate the discriminant validity of the
variables, we compared the fit of the hypothesized 7-factor Model with two 6-factor Models,
a 5-factor Model and a 1-factor Model. In the first 6-factor Model, perceived supervisor
support and trust in organization were loaded onto one factor. In the second 6-factor Model,
job satisfaction and organizational commitment were loaded onto one factor. In the 5-factor
Model distributive justice, information receiving, and perceived supervisor support were
loaded onto one factor. In the 1-factor Model, all variables in the study were loaded onto a

single-factor.
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We assessed the hypothesized mediated model using a structural equation modeling
approach since the baseline model was predicted to be completely mediated (James, Mulaik,
& Brett, 2006). To ensure that our hypothesized model was the best fitting model, we
compared its fit with three partially mediated models and a direct effects model. We assessed
the fit of each model using the chi-square measure, the root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA; Browne & Cudeck, 1993), the comparative fit index (CFl; Bentler,
1990), the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI; Tucker & Lewis, 1973), and the Standardized Root
Mean Square Residual (SRMR; Kline, 2005).

Results

Table 1 presents the correlations and descriptive statistics among the study variables.
Moreover, as depicted in Table 2 the CFA results for the hypothesized 7-factor model (y2=
1244.58, df = 329; TLI = 0.97; CFl = 0.97; RMSEA= 0.05; SRMR= 0.04) indicated that the
measurement model provided a good fit to the data. The 7-factor model fit the data better
than any of the comparison models, providing support for the discriminant validity of the
constructs in this study. This also provides some support that common method bias is not a
serious issue which is especially important since all variables were rated by participants at the

same time.

Next, we estimated the fit of the hypothesized structural model using LISREL 8.0
with the sample covariance matrix as input and a maximum likelihood solution. Since the
hypothesized model proposes a mediation framework, it was expected that the three
independent variables would correlate significantly with trust in organization, as well as
affective commitment, job satisfaction, and turnover intentions (Baron & Kenny, 1986). As

depicted in Figure 2, distributive justice (5 = .23, p <.05), information receiving (5 = .11, p <
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.05) and perceived supervisor support (5 = .24, p < .05) were positively and significantly
related to trust in organization. Results also demonstrated that trust in the organization was
negatively related to turnover intentions (f = -.37, p < .05) and positively related to affective
organizational commitment (# = .57, p < .05) and job satisfaction (5 = .39, p <.05), providing

initial support for the hypothesized relationships.

As noted previously, to ensure that the fully mediated model fit the data best, we
compared its fit with three partially mediated models and a direct effects (fully saturated)
model (see Table 3). Overall, these findings provide evidence that the proposed model fit the
data well (y?=2014.17, df = 368; TLI = 0.95; CFI = 0.96; RMSEA= 0.06; SRMR= 0.06).
However on the basis of the fit indices and parsimony, Model 4 provided a better fit relative
to the hypothesized fully mediated model. Moreover, the Akaike information criterion (AIC,
Akaike, 1987) values showed that Model 4 had a smaller value (AIC= 1858.52), than the
hypothesized model (AIC= 2148.17) providing additional support for the fit of Model 4. As
depicted in figure 2, distributive justice and information receiving demonstrated indirect
effects on turnover intentions, affective organizational commitment and job satisfaction
through trust in organization. However, the relationship between PSS and each of the three
outcomes was only partially mediated by trust in organization. The fit indices for Model 4
were: 2= 1718.52, df = 365; TLI = 0.96; CFI = 0.96; RMSEA= 0.05; SRMR=0.06. These
results provide full support for hypotheses 1 and 2 and partial support for hypothesis 3. In
all, this suggests that fair outcomes, clear information, and support from supervisors’ leads to
greater trust in the organization, which will lead to greater employee satisfaction,

commitment and intentions to stay with the organization overtime.
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Discussion

The purpose of this study was to expand our understanding of trust in the organization
as an important social exchange process. Specifically, the study investigated the mediating
influence of trust in the organization on the relationship between distributive justice,
information receiving, and perceived supervisor support and three important outcomes. In
general, we found support for the hypothesized relationships. These findings suggest that
feelings of trust in the organization can be developed by distributing outcomes in a fair
manner, sharing important information with employees, and having supportive supervisors.
Moreover, these increased feelings of trust will increase employee satisfaction and
commitment and decrease their intentions to leave the organization.

Consistent with previous research, trust in the organization mediated the relationship
between distributive justice and job satisfaction, organizational commitment and turnover
intentions (Aryee et al., 2002; Colquitt et al., 2001). These findings lend further support to
the notion that when employees perceive the organization provides valued rewards in a fair
and consistent manner, they will be more likely to trust that the organization has their best
interests in mind. Distributive justice may be particularly important for developing feelings
of trust in the organization, because employees likely perceive that final decisions about the
distribution of rewards are determined by organizational policies rather than by decisions
made by individual supervisors. This suggests that both distributive and procedural justice
may be simultaneously important in predicting trust in the organization. As such, future
research should investigate the extent to which procedural justice moderates the relationship
between distributive justice and trust in the organization (Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996).

Specifically, we believe that procedural justice is less important in developing feelings of
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trust in the organization when the distribution of outcomes are fair, but procedural justice is
of greater importance when distributive justice is low.

Information receiving was also significantly related to trust in the organization, which
provides additional support for the importance of communication in the development of
feelings of trust (Gilbert & Tang, 1998). Our findings suggest that sharing important
information with employees’ increases feelings of satisfaction and commitment and decreases
intentions to quit. Interestingly, information receiving had a weaker relationship with trust in
the organization compared to either distributive justice or perceived supervisor support. This
result was a bit surprising since a large body of earlier literature (Folger & Konovsky, 1989;
Konovsky & Cropanzano, 1991) has suggested that an accurate and forthcoming
communication process between supervisors and employees assumes a central role in the
development of feelings of trust. One explanation for this finding may be related to the use
of information receiving to understand the importance of communication in the building of
trust in the organization. While open and accurate communication is undoubtedly important
for building relationships between the organization and its employees, it may be equally
important for that information to be presented in a timely, thorough and fair manner (i.e.,
informational justice) for developing trust in the organization. As a result, future research
should be conducted to determine the extent to which both information receiving and
informational justice impact a person’s trust in the organization.

As expected, perceived supervisor support was significantly related to employees’
trust in their organization. These findings provide support for the notion that employees
often perceive their supervisor as an agent of the organization (Rhoades & Eisenberger,
2002). As such, when employees perceive that their supervisor values their contribution and
cares about their well-being they will sense that the organization has their best interests in

mind and feel like they are a valued member of the organization. Unexpectedly, our findings
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demonstrate that trust in the organization only partially mediates the effect between perceived
supervisor support and job satisfaction, affective commitment and turnover intentions. One
explanation for this finding is that because employees rely on their supervisor for attaining
resources, dealing with unruly coworkers and customers, and completing work on-time, it
may be important for employees to develop feelings of trust in their supervisor. Future
research should examine the extent to which both trust in the organization and trust in one’s
supervisor mediate the relationship between perceived supervisor support and the outcomes.
Theoretical and Practical Implications

This study provides support for some antecedents of trust in the organization that have
been under-emphasized. In doing so, our findings extend our understanding of the
nomological network of the trust in the organization construct. Future research on trust in the
organization should incorporate a more inclusive list of antecedents such as organizational
justice, perceived support and communication issues. Moreover, future research should
determine the impact of these variables on other important behavioral variables such as task
performance, organizational citizenship behaviors, and counterproductive behaviors. This
will provide a better understanding for how trust in the organization is developed and the
impact it has on various attitudinal and behavioral outcomes; thereby, giving continuity to the
important stream of research within the organizational trust literature.

This study also presents a number of practical implications. First, these results
reinforce the importance of considering trust building capacity when formulating human
resource practices. Indeed, supervisor-employee relationships could benefit from building
such content into team-building programs. In this sense, supervisors might benefit more from
focusing on their interactions with employees, ensuring that they understand how to distribute
rewards in a fair manner, as well as supporting their employees and valuing their

contributions. Furthermore, the manner in which important information regarding
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organizational processes, procedures and decisions is disseminated to employees appears to
be crucial in promoting higher levels of employees’ trust in their organization.

In a general sense, our findings suggest that fostering social exchange relationships
will increase the extent to which employees will reciprocate effort back to the organization.
Employees who develop a trusting relationship with their organization will reciprocate effort
back in the form of higher levels of affective organizational commitment, job satisfaction,
and intention to stay with the organization. Taken together, these results reinforce the view
of trust as a vital component of effective and productive work relationships and an important
concern for managers (Fells, 1993).

Limitations

The results of this study should be interpreted within the context of three limitations.
First, the fact that the sample is composed of employees from a single organization limits the
generalizability of our results and consequently their external validity. While external
validity is certainly important, we do not believe this is a major limitation since the
correlations and factor loadings depicted in this study are similar to those found in similar
studies (see Aryee et al., 2002; Chen et al., 2005). However, future research should be
conducted to assess the validity of our model in other contexts.

Second, it is possible that trust in the organization is perceived differently by
Portuguese employees due to the collectivist nature of their culture (Hofstede, 2001).
Similar to Aryee et al. (2002) our findings provide support for the importance of trust in the
organization in collectivist cultures. However, it is likely that we would attain similar
findings in individualistic cultures since much of the social exchange and organizational trust
literatures has been conducted in the United States and other individualistic cultures

(Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Schoorman, Mayer, & Davis, 2007). Future research should

2 We thank an anonymous reviewer for this suggestion.
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be conducted in more individualistic cultures such as the United States to substantiate our
results and those provided by Aryee et al. (2002).

Third, all data were collected using a cross-sectional design, which means some
relationships could be inflated because of common method bias (CMB). Although the
conclusions drawn from this study could be strengthened by collecting data from different
sources, we feel that the respondents were the best sources of their own perceptions and
attitudes. However, to assuage concerns regarding CMB we utilized two approaches
proffered by Podsakoff and colleagues (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). As
a procedural remedy, throughout the survey we repeatedly reassured participants that their
responses were confidential and that no one except the researchers would see their responses.
As a statistical procedure we compared the fit of the hypothesized seven-factor measurement
model to a Harman’s single-factor model. Inspection of Table 2, demonstrated that the
seven-factor model fit the data better than the single-factor model which did not fit the data
well [*(377, n = 1300) = 7723.52, p < .001, CFI = .79, TLI = .86, RMSEA = .14, and SRMR
= .11] and was a significantly worse fit (Ay(21) = 6340.27, p < .001) to the data than the
seven-factor model. Finally, we showed differential relationships between the predictors,
mediator and outcomes; thereby, providing addtional evidence against CMB (Spector, 2006).

In all, the results presented here contribute to the extant literature by extending the
nomological network of antecedents to trust in organization and point toward the importance
of considering additional affect-based predictors in order to extend our understanding of how
trust in the organization is developed and the impact it has on important organizational

outcomes.
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Table 1

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations

Trust 27

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Distributive Justice 282 1.33 (.89)

2. Information Receiving 5.13 1.08 .16** (.70)

3. Supervisor Support 437 120 .28** .39** (.86)

4. Turnover Intentions 244 119 -12%* -21** -33** (.74)

5. Affective Commitment 549 0.96 .16%* .29%*  34*x _44** (77)

6. Job Satisfaction 468 0.78 .25%*% 40**  49** -40** 46** (.72)

7. Trust in Organization 457 1.19  .27** 19**  31** -30** 43** 38** (.75)

Note. n = 1300; Cronbach’s alpha values are displayed on the diagonal

*p < .05
**p < .01



Table 2

The Results of the CFA
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2

Models X df GFI TLI CFlI RMESA SRMR
1-Factor Model® 772352 377 0.64 0.86 0.79 0.14 0.11
5-Factor Model” 5520.70 368 0.77 0.80 0.87 0.10 0.10
6-Factor Model 1° 2708.08 362 0.87 0.94 0.94 0.07 0.07
6-Factor Model 2 2021.75 362 0.90 0.95 0.96 0.06 0.05
7-Factor Model® 1383.25 356  0.93 0.97 0.97 0.05 0.04

n=1300; *p <.01; *p<.01
® Model 1: 1-Factor Measurement Model (All dimensions loaded onto a single

latent factor).

® Model 2: 5-Factor Measurement Model (distributive justice, information
receiving, and perceived supervisor support loaded onto one factor).

° Model 3: 6-Factor Measurement Model (perceived supervisor support and
organizational trust loaded onto one factor).

9 Model 4: 6-Factor Measurement Model (job satisfaction and organizational

commitment loaded onto one factor).

¢ Model 5: 7-Factor Measurement Model (all seven constructs were treated as seven
independent factors).



Table 3

The Results of the Structural Equation Model
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2

Models X Df GFI TLI CFlI RMESA  SRMR
1. Model 1° 2014.17 368 0.90 0.95 0.96 0.06 0.06
2. Model 2° 1983.22 365 0.90 0.95 0.96 0.06 0.06
3. Model 3° 1795.58 365 0.91 0.96 0.96 0.06 0.06
4. Model 4 1718.52 365 0.92 0.96 0.96 0.05 0.06

n =1300; *p <.01; **p<.01
 Model 1: Hypothesized fully mediated model.

® Model 2: Partially mediated model — adds paths directly from distributive
justice to turnover intentions, affective commitment, and job satisfaction.

° Model 3: Partially mediated model — adds paths directly from information
receiving to turnover intentions, affective commitment, and job satisfaction.

¢ Model 4: Partially mediated model — adds paths directly from perceived

supervisor support to turnover intentions, affective commitment, and job satisfaction.
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Figure 1. Path-analytic model for the hypothesized model.
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Figure 2. Path-analytic model for Model 4.

*p < .05



