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ANIE o9, 337 99t Scott
(1981)°] 7N&stn o|% Butler(1983)% Lagace
(1991)¢] d7oAx E8d FPPRE Ax 5
TEE adz AHdetglen, 4 £ STL 1 ~
STL_5% Haat}.

==
=
SR =N
S [ N

Bt A zhehe

o]{;_’—

3.2.2 §3t2A2 g (Subordinate’s Trust
Organization: STO)

in

Z27 o AWAQ A eEd Uy JrEe
Cook® Wall(1980), Huff$} Kelly(2003)9 #A
o] gleut, shte] AA A zhEsle Y
TAHe 2ANHE AT e A9
Wdso]l A gt} vtk oY F(2004)L A
HE PAFA AAH, A, PEdx FUE
F¥ete Mdos s, McAallister(1995)
o QA /A ASHE9 Rousseau 5(1998)
9 NEETE EUE 2N 65FS
ATt £ AFM T o] 59 agE A
L3t 11 g2 STO_1 ~ STO 62 %¥
ettt

(o]
24g

[IR=3
AT

& e
Hc-E

Y s

e

5) LMX® 7}1%“—4,9& AAksh b 2 @A AE ouisy] gl skt Aol et gael Rat & ol

53 3% A
A% g °’2]75‘E(L1den Wayne, & Stillwell, 1993)&

6) Lagace(1991)+ Scott(1981)¢] ¥a-4AZE EdiZ Avuelxtel dojgd 7t BAo) EAlsks W) 714 489 AIH
e, d7lde dviaEAet gy Ao zRE dvideiel frjgald 2 wjde] SN E BT 2RF 5 9

vl 7B f89 Hmst 2as]o glch

688

ko) A&

2 7ige] 2] ¢er, A 312 £8 F7hHDuchon, Green. & Tabor, 1986) "”\}9} w3l 2o gy &
a3} Bk Brower et al., 2000, A1),

T2
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3.2.3 §AdS

AEEL Aritt B2 A% (propensity to
trust: PT)2 72 Yt (Mayer et al., 1995).
’\]3]7‘““7} ERQlojut 7‘1‘°]1¢°ﬂ FEo] AEF
z2 9] AEFgho] 72
‘—T—%*’F?l ZANF A A= E
A B dpdHs Qe A g
E%"@‘V;’i‘:‘ﬂl AHgle] A<l "ﬂé?
oo} o8 dddtn JertE
Huff%} Kelly(2003)9} 535
god, 7t £3& PT 1 ~

¥o, 2 1

rir r\r

|

r>'

olgle] F&asel FYe F 4 Y IFH
A wead 24 2309 453 3292 $

a5t
Cronbach’s e#t& HASY 2111, ikl
AAbE 28NS B8 Agaadt. ololM 4 ®
4 e 24z Fags ol A
ABAAEN D dEIAENS 42
MEF A4S A8 442 AL (hierarchical
regression analysis) #z 4
Test) & 283ttt £ S9PEAY (common
method bias) EA1E A7l 98l Harmand
Jd 99l HlAE(single factor test) &, &

7+ tE 344 (multicollinearity) AT €4t
94 (variance inflation factor: VIF)et 4

A4 (condition index: CI) EHAEE 53] A

HASIT M36H M3Z 20074 6%

AWE"EP! “EI Mup 2alo] =xuE 7 J}'_F IO%IH ”AW?P! ﬂH7HE

4.1 STl ME|T Y ElEE 24

AfAol whet thhze] Aole glod, LukHe
2 JodzE A79 AS ZA=TY Cronbach's

ool 0.7 o4 W Aae] AIRE VH2eF
FFoz Wolgolx 3Uth(Kerlinger & Lee,
2000; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). (& 2)
of AAF e Hl 2ol FAREIEHE
0.964, BaxAAHE 0.867, FPAlEE
0.949, AT 0.840 S22 BF 0.75¢
=7 Vet

Zb Mol 2P g gedk TAE
248250l TANIE A2 s
}J—l‘qi_‘:-_ 7491;1] o]% g,]gﬂ 51-1\1124
(exploratory factor analysis)< A&t
g F&3e Pyde dEFo=

(principal component analysis)

N

1

e X

By ff o 1 ko Iz

o ;a fo

N

N
ol e _g, o rir

2
X

32 ot ML

o
o

Q¥ (common factor analysis) o|
o, F4%8 BAIHe 88N 53
7t 72 i $843H(total variance)
' d29 8905 Ad o, 2
Aol gt 54 B2t (specific variance) ™
A(error variance)d H¥l&o] AiAe
olgte A AAE 73 Yl A5l ol

e AAEI Yz

(o]
i3
2L

Flr'

o

%ﬂmzzrﬁ

Fahe 2

L o ofd
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Hﬂ
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(E 2) FHTY NalT o efgte gz

ks GEEA | communalities| 29 1 291 9 8913 8914 | Cronbach’s «
LTS 2 0.661 0.846 0.167 0.394 0.069
LTS 3 0.770 0.880 0.203 0.340 0.109
A E
(LTS) LTS 4 0.689 0.774 0.214 0.337 0.125 0.964
LTS 5 0.350 0.848 0.184 0.256 0.108
LTS 6 0.588 0.804 0.234 0.252 0.141
STO_1 0.361 0.077 0.784 0.203 0.008
STO 2 0.701 0.182 0.812 0.279 0.022
Hazzazg | STO_3 0.795 0.159 0.807 0.087 0.070
0.867
(STO) STO 4 0.803 0.198 0.553 0.019 0.068
STO 5 0.888 0.119 0.746 0.090 0.098
STO 6 0.792 0.105 0.567 0.103 -0.133
STL_1 0.904 0.402 0.211 0.697 0.094
STL_ 2 0.943 0.521 0.210 0.084 0.107
Falatal 2
(STL) STL 3 0.774 0.428 0.211 0.755 0.076 0.949
STL 4 0.831 0.472 0.212 0.784 0.068
STL. 5 0.784 0.538 0.205 0.677 0.049
TP 1 0.603 0.134 -0.052 -0.116 0.754
TP 2 0.733 0.051 -0.082 -0.019 0.850
AFA ek
(PT) TP 3 0.559 0.042 0.141 0.085 0.728 0.840
TP 4 0.371 0.056 0.074 0.252 0.547
TP 5 0.538 0.091 0.014 0.075 0.724
I (eigenvalues) 9.003 3.082 2.530 1.189 -
B2 (% of variance) 42.871 14.675 12.049 5.663 -
T2 84 (cumulative % of variance) 42.871 57.547 69.596 75.259 -

AF& Y Holexdd o3 gad 2 BA (Maximum likelihood exploratory factor analysis)

8|49 Varimax rotation
oodness of fit test: Chi-square=414.939, df=132, sig=0.000

A =y
® o
Ok
rO
B

of U AR Adol gt A% oSBT Hair, A ¥ ATNE F4E BARug

&89

7 =) > =

Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998).” we}  EAdubdo] o Adstiy Buksigon goxz

7) L9174 xEgd @ J ZEHtotal variance) & FEEAHcommon variance), 2K specific variance), 231 23

i} error variance) 22 FAHO St} FEEARS ZE WEE 7hl FHE AL EREAL shle] —@@“’?‘9} #Ad \_\l
< Ix _?J}-Er"&r } FRAA Asol EAY 2HoF £ ol g WAshE A4S oJndtH(Hair et al., 1998).
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MAESEle] dziolAn Faje] ZAMR ZH BAOIM MARIZIS| oiHET

we Ho ST (maximum likelihood) 22, Bl FUWEAS] AV 2T sl 2.
8918 Azk3 AW (varimax) &8 A% 6 o] A7t Axe AL A8 gyt ol
SAEA S Agsigict EAZ 3o WAESE(internal validity) & A
Az 998N An 7+ gEd A eAAAF < £ 7] wEel JARAAAE HReR
o] 058t} YA vepd g2 giglen 9nl ¢l Harman® ©d89 EH2EE F3 78 E3
o] & golog 2ol 2L TS 1 FE(STL  W(Harman, 1967: Podsakoff & Organ,
F2ED o] BY)o] Gt wekd o & 1986). Rdd TFE RE HFES SHYEE
2o AAT T oA U wEos 2dEME & gideR A ediAe AXse 18t
Agetgdon, A7 (F 09 2tk 4 FEEL & THA(eigenvalues)E 71ELE 290F FF
g FAME selA shueg g902 F9AS @ AR} EF ) /Y 2o ygewn, e
o 4= 9t} i STL §EE59 AL 29 3282 19 B}l 44.2%%cE AdA Fduiow
Zo AR 29 1o W FAF = viwd A HPEA st AdAHeE ddn B 4
e Folth 2y 29 3¢ WP STL #5%  oh®
< LTS,

9@ AT H& 0.677 oAkl W
STO, TP #25& 29 3¢ akd 0.1
0.394 Atole] SoAAFS Holm §17] Wi

STLHSE 53E ez & o A7edd xFE HFLed JeFATH We
39, 2dd ¥IE BE HFES AERFA T ABWAE (E D vEY o ABASE
ZRE A|Ende AEAHoz xAbelgz] W Higog Wt #AE AEE 7 v F
(E 3) HiF-E9| 7|[=EA} el S
T & Eie EFHA 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. 1% 0.450 0.498

2. HIzt 0.336 0.480 232"

3. T&H 0.100 0.299 .148* =247

4. 3% 4.841 0.887 246" ~.047 384"

5. AAHtstalE 4.466 1.402 -.101 =247 1827 .195%*

6. 3P E 3.993 1.525 -.063 =221 .168* 1917 179
7. FaxAAE 3.463 1.277 -162%  -.299*"* -.029 022 3727 400"
F1) N = 182

F2) * p<.05 % p<.01, " p <.001, two-tailed

F3) AFE 71T B0 gulie A, wed 221% 8 JAueE 7%

F4) MR L 7, U, 2&AT R gulEs A nEks 10 5 24U B ViAse ¢

8) (E 2 LTS 1 F5% A9d £ 4434 Ao, LTS 1 ¥5& T3 98028y 2 B veht A 40

AYsHodT m3ed M3z 20074 6% 691



7179 Mg gl £ o 2FHo} To}”‘ﬂlﬂ AR BEAAE, aelm Bz AE
E 038 Aot £&A ZFEAl w8 § e s F(+)9 4RBA7E Jebgon,
2N Z2EAE ARSIl E 9 BapdatalE, :Lﬂ 53] AEslE e el 2 dRA e
1 FeRAME Aot BE @2 A0® JEy 0.7792 433 ¥7] Wi 3AZNE 53 )
o 23 U7AEE BAC s E e 2FARE AAE A9 g3 2R E AAsign
TEA Z2FA) Hl8 Hoh FAAQ] TS
vetdon alisial g BRI E o 4.3 7149 AS
& Aog eyt 2FAMY A Te] =5
FE AR FaAlEe w2 AL zE | & AZATE (E 49 A He
& & gloy, RezAAYgE f98 AFAA 0 Yk
7b 9ioich miAge 2 APEZ2FA} A e
(F 4) 718HZE 21t
El= At STLEY STO=RY
ik 7Md 3 194 44 1 ok 71 2 3eHAl: 7 4
(Constant) 0.020 9.355%** 2.512%** 2.351%**
onstan (0.463) (0.552) (0.526) (0.543)
0.043 -0.141 -0.169 -0.151
2717
(0.156) (0.186) (0.183) (0.183)
71 -0.126 -0.638*** -0.627*"* -0.610**
it (0.163) (0.195) (0.192) (0.192)
2guiz 0.023 -0.625 -0.613 -0.630*
(0.271) (0.324) (0.319) (0.319)
JR 0.059 0.024 0.020 0.010
(0.091) (0.109) (0.107) (0.107)
0.831%** 0.301*** 0.112
AFALEELAL -
SAREERIA(LTS) (0.054) (0.065) (0.097)
0.305*** 0.227*
AAtal - -
FARAHIA (STL) 0.058) (0.089)
R? 0.610 0.208 0.231 0.237
F 55.135*** 9.260*** 10.582*** 9.058***
1) N =182, * p <.05 * p<.01, ™ p<.001
Z0) 7+ A EYWze) JAAS(EFA) 3
23) STL 2h9] &4 BaaAIAE)(STL)
F4) STO Bde F&He: Fal22A5(STO)
692 oI ®36A M3E 20074 64



FE LERETL

gate] zHA3

7F
i

A IO!IH R E R UH7HB.J-P

e s

4.3.1 7M4 1% 7Md 29 tiE AF: 011*1 Rl e i Ee] #E A, A
STO=ALTS), STO=ASTL) Zu e Baron® Kenny(1986)7F A =74
AALARUE ASAAG. WA FYRE-A
V13 7Md 28 4% (R 49 STO B2 1 & 2 39 SRu4-349F T B9 B4
wish 00 BARY 2RE Bol BAT 7 Y foHE 27 J 39 A 1 AZ A BB,
. STO 29 1AM e SAdTs et dgdde SPus-FsuUs o AR
AE W4s 3G AY), AAESAE HEE g3 A2 7 ARG AEFE T3
BalzAAg W] digtd 0.301(0=0.00009 71 % =Uuse RS A2EHT AL
AAAG #& vebith STO 29 2WAdME goie afz $ASHEAS Belstoof s,
BARNS o) FerAlY A4S FAIEN. (& 49 STO B 19749 364 FAEY 2
FebdAde Ed Rtz deted 0.305 22 B8 A & Yot 194 2deA Fax
(p=0.000)9 FAAF S Jebdeh @A 7F A wdd st 0.001 Fd5FdAA B (+)
A 17 7Hd 2 25 AAHAT o ARBAS BYW AAEAANE HEE( S
=0.301, p=0.000), FaAA3 WS F71
4.3.2 7W4 3¢ & #AF: STL=ALTS) 3 9o mdojdE EaHade Sold BAI}
3 AW =
G 09 STLEAA B HALH B G o iy Ai;?(f” e ]ptﬂi}:@;
Bt Qe woh o, FREFES BAR FAE e FE
AAEFHAE W) Baagaplg wge] thsko] (+)8 AAAAE JeEz Aoh( B ¢ =0.227,
0.831(p=0.000)¢ BAA%E vegen, we =001,
A 5 waz A(H)9 AR gg 4l 3o VIET R O Bn gd3 432 A3
2| A ¥t o AAEAEE APsAon, (£ HdM He
upo} o] v &t EAFE & 5 Uk
4.3.3 7M1 4o gg A= 39, (F 3)9] Bzt ARFANA AHE u
STO= ALTS, STL) o} Zo| 4 }-ro}"]ﬂ wae) Hapdatalsl W
Ale e % ](r—O 7197k EA8H, of
M 4 AR BelxAAd 7+ #4 E HgTt %% F2A FAd 2o x3E 3
(E b) 2¥HAES S38 oiEn A5
a(s,) b(S ) Test Statistics p-value
0.831(0.054) 0.227(0.089) 2516 0.012

21) @ STL=ALTS) 294 LTSy vFEFs IAAAS, S, E-Lmjdi}

292) u ETO=ALTS, STL) Eddr STLH4 S vxEs JAAF, §,

RERE

23) (http://www.psych.ku.edu/preacher/sobel/sobel. htm)el 4} HZE ?ﬂ' 235 Ed= 24

4

9—

=

ASHOI L x36A F3E 2007 6
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TR Aol Ad ek vl A
HAEE 98 STO BE 394 ARA A o
A4 AL LAIUA vl E3te] d A
AEeo] BAD & Q7] e, EAg3
T FHATFE T dFIAY GRS

stgom (& 6)d A5 AAsI

N o

o S & ofN
o o}‘i

(£ 6) STO 3tiAl Zo| CEEaMY Fct

W STO 24 3%
VIF CI
1% 1.171 2.204
s 1.201 2.825
T&HZE 1.279 3.598
A= 1.267 7.781
FAHE8RI 2 (LTS) 2.618 14.678
Hop A= (STL) 2.566 19.020

1) VIF(Variance Inflation Factor): EAMIZQI4
F92) CI(Condition Index): AEAF
F3) THWS 13244(ST0)

]

RS}

f
1,

ol
£,
ox |0

2 ARl ghel 1001449 A%
A9 el
AW (Hair et al.,
ASde b oJdY W gFFAYE 3
(Studenmund, 2000). 28y (& 6)oljA HEe
Hke} ol Hu] E4tsels gho] 2.6182 HRU}
/\1-\:%5—] w\;lr

¢

=2
S
oz

JUASE o188 dETAY AL B 2%
A9 A4S AU, 4 SRALE 9 3
AFE F 15~30 Atole] &g
3 EJV*O 71Ee 30 odE AF—rtiEEAd
< galste, R AR EYRSY A4 B3
T EY X (regression coefficient variance-
decomposition matrix)& #lat}. & A

694

F7b 54 vehd S3Esd dgle dAAF £

e 90% ©14E AgEte T ) o]y =¥
A7t E24E o dS:3AAe] 24 Aoz 7k
3 (Hair et al., 1998). AHA4E E3) &
A% A7 30 =

olde AT Be e BT
faler, Ho 4Ud AHL dstd 15 o4
#e e AR U¥ S R B
7} 19.0209 BEAF & Bt dE@AR
RoALAlE W AR U HARA)
EdaE Aetgled, A ds dAAS
7} 86%2 BAHIEE Vel ¥ sl HigEe
4% °lstitt.

olg3 o] JALMF LAY AE 1gm 7Y
9 T8 Ae A3E B3 /M 47 AR
¢ 5

li4

)

mlo

o A9 Fad
LT REE]

X
o
Fo
ro

Y
N
S

o o
—n
kel

[
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sz veial Haelm ool 252 2 2

Zlslgn. AR, dAREe AEE o o] o ASHCR Zedhl Ha, ole RIE S
Azele BUFE FAld dig A7t SR U AE U o2 ARskeTd, ¥
ol AAERE A4 Rexdds Uk 9ds BAE HS AsoA 2 oA 4
7 BAdE B dEest EAstdt. Al WE A FA, 2GS SN T 8dE
olgg A7AIt e A L JdEe & WWEsta T
A A ERdA A5E S gl A, 7189 A, AA-Rak 2 AE7E Retxdald S
AHQAT A7g oz ApRshlEe Bk Fod 482 due A Aeied, o
A7} o8A AZE & A U ol8x  Adte FHRIUAY 4 st 2 AR
ATHEE ANEAT. 7IEEGTFEAME B Fu doh 19908 o 3 e #4% 3R
3l 7t AF S gApshdsle R R 7R 3 HE] VYA ES 849 284 353
dgkom ol e Ayt 43 AstzEA WEE oS A AREged, ofF I8 4
2 943 A Axdtne o, I A d M&AE ¥#F 272 WEE G
F7b oA Ao A8E §E8 ¢ deAd @A A A 2N} =8% i £
g Add Edzt rlgadh. £ ddAE A A U SRS BYYF(SF, 2289 A9
34 agoled x4y e %311 "W‘ﬂ o} AL Bl 98 =87 Fe2 Aeste %)
Age dgEA dehte A 3R 23E Fe A=Y #dS A%A R F7EeR
Fatz st Hoh 244 “/‘Hﬁ}éﬂ% 1121‘ A 27499 23488 FANE & A A

sk sh, Raph Azste AtradEe weh ot

7h Al A debgel AEE HEHE AU

g EAMCR Jlsdve ZRA2E AN 5.2 HTe| e £F HFEE
th ol TRAAE FoplEH-AE W

O;

wo opjel AT WEANE BY & 4T PARe, W, 43RS 4T A
A AgE IACE Yage) PsEeds B shie 2doevs Syt HdA 7
& 348 9. 2% 43540 B 2402 ATLHE Gug
£, JEATEIAE YA 484 shed BAZ gen, B WHE ZUdA @
A AL T2 A AIAE wo) A wB L SRR 4BAES ST FLRAE )
g AL PEAGOM, E AL olsh uBel  BEA-F ARFeldet Harmane| wded
o AL EA REE Aok Aol WE A HAEE B@ BAAE BFHI-SLPIAEL
g AR U Bk AZSE AT 2 98 BYEYY $AE el olg,
W EPEG flF A (+)S) BAZ R goE mAHolel ¥ dPUFE iy 2k
dE 4% AFHQE, ot Pbh Ade AE AA,

JAMRatAlE] S BT =X i A
$ wol7) Y8 =T Wk ope} Falg WA ARSIEE RSEEEH SASAes g
Aoz Rajee B EAse AEE E FE =gFoR A9 ey A2y &

L
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offl
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BeAE AL R med Az
W dadE Hud 49975 A2 Bas
% &AM Ag4E BN AN P

ARRFAES WANBORA AARIE
243 et 49 e 4

e W 9AAE et AEs olag 4

98 Aol WA, B Al Rart Azt

& PRSES RA e 3 9 7

£ Aoz Mg sgon, 939 A3t Fy

o A2 97 FAFEA P E o B

A771 dasith Pz 2o A3 0w g

o AZshs Bahs Alelel @48 B 34
Aoz AAs] =, A g HE 9A] B
O f3Ad & ok gEs GARRE A9
Ao} AAre] Ao gk Az AW dare
F3em, B2 At Agds aale 2
AE zdsts 92ra(contextual factor) 22
58w vk U, FAFE 3 AR 3
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N

greAas dustely] deMe qed d499
245 q¥es & d77F 283, Adat Ag
FPT ot Het 5L AT AFHIHAA
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A0, “$e) 354 439 el 4EE
5 49 4 % ke R4l o
8" Adael, 29(1), 187-216.

AT ol%%(2004 Y 2APYY HEe - A
94 Fuia GuAg ) olarEeld T 28(1),
173-208.

A=(2003), ‘ZRFAY GFo] AlF o] v °ﬂ
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@ A7 2AAYY] 2859 of
xl, 39, 1525-1546.
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A92(2003), “WE7F 2AANPEH Tl vl
T 9wy A7 dgddssx, 38,
987-1002.
A - $204(2002), BEY AtEFo] dig 41214
HaQ A XeERA 6(1), 159-178.
AeE(2004), HFERTY 22N} A FEU4T 27
29 vlAlE G B FAA A7) elak
2lei+t, 28(4), 1-23.
TE&7(2001), “2REAHAo] ZALFA nHE og 1
ol SlojMe] datel] digt A=lo] mjfE AF
IEXFRIF WA T 3(2), 87-111.
=87(2002), "2AFEA AP eAQ02Me] A F3le}
Al dig A=e) B3A A7 diEdgstax],
31, 349-376.
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19(2), 317-349.
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&, olA} - =R 18(1) 173 198.

£719(1999), “Ak-atel diald JgaAe] 493

T oskOARE =R A, 4(1),
92-98.

£59(2002), A3 AAH ANRE 3 2 948
AT, 17(1), 285-312.

F5%(2001), "BEA A YFpYRES] BA: A3
ol wiZfeie” clabmele, 24(2), 193-218.

olA191(1999), “AWAAFTAL 2AAE ] #F
T ’éi@i—E-—* grtstal R, 9(2), 1-19.

2(2004), "AARIE 2 AR
éF?-,““EI gs|x: ad & =H, 17

Olzﬁﬁ-x}% (2003) Age) ggad 3 A A
AT elatE=ld T, 27(3), 251-280.
ol AF - HB(2004), 2AIHA, ¥, 2AFEET

o - 492 (2004),
do w7 Ak, 28(1), 137-

172.
AATH2004), “2F A= L A9 7ed 2
AR, Metistu YAEHY =3

QA - 71 91(2000), “ZA A A= AR =
2latsix]: Mgl 3 =3, 13(2), 1-19.

473 - 497 (2003), u‘ﬂH A3l 24

[ Qe] viX= G clERAYAHT, 5
(1), 25-53.

AEA - o)A - HAF(2006), AW A-FEE A
B @ A7 dedgEER], 19(3),
809-840.

Ao - H5A(2002), TVEskE 23] $B5A4, AH

2 HHPEe] BA shaNalEER: 4§

=%, 15(2), 123-149.

<ol AE(2006), “ETie JAAHE B¢, At
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The Mediating Effect of Subordinate’s Trust in Leader
in the Relationship Between Leader's Trust in Subordinate
and Subordinate’s Trust in Organization

Won-Woo Park* - Seung-min Ryu** - Seong-ik Ahn**

Abstract

The level of trust in a nation is treated as the most pervasive cultural characteristic
influencing the nation's prosperity and competitiveness. Also in the field of organization
studies, the importance of trust has been argued to reduce transaction costs within
organizations, increase spontaneous sociability among organizational members, and facilitate
appropriate forms of deference to organizational authorities. Therefore, trust within an
organization is a socially complex resource which contributes to the sustaining of competitive
advantages.

However, organizational trust-building is not an easy work due to the conceptual
characteristic of trust and the multi-dimensions of organizational relationship. Trust is
basically a psychological state of a trustor which is being developed in the interdependent
relationship with a specific trustee. There may be various relationships in organizations
(i.e., person-person, person-group, person-organization, group-group, group-organization,
and/or organization-organization) which need trust-building. Any of substantial entities
(i.e., person, group, organization) composing an organization can be a trustor and/or a
trustee. So, high level of trust in a specific relationship does not mean high level of trust
within the organization. Therefore, trust-building as a managerial issue needs a specific
dvad to be identified.

This study focuses on the two-way trust (i.e., leader's trust in subordinate and subordinate’s

* Professor of Organizational Behavior and Human Resources, College of Business Administration, Seoul National
University.
** Doctoral Candidate, OB/HR, CBA, SNU.
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trust in leader) in leader-subordinate dyad as determinants of subordinate's trust in
organization. Trust in leader-subordinate relationship has been studied by many
researchers, but trust in organization-member relationship has been paid little attention to.
The established models of interpersonal trust fundamentally assume that one party’s trust
in another party reciprocally reinforce the latter’s trust in the former, but research efforts
to support this reinforcement process of reciprocal trust are not sufficient. Further, despite
much research in subordinate’s trust in leader, almost no attention has been paid to leader’s
trust in subordinate.

In this context, major research questions of the study are whether a subordinate trust
his/her leader more as he/she perceives trust from his/her leader, whether a subordinate
trust his/her organization more as he/she trust his/her leader or as he/she perceives trust
from his/her leader based on the perspective that leaders are representatives of an
organization to subordinates, and finally whether subordinate's trust in leader mediates the
relationship between leader's trust in subordinate and subordinate’s trust in organization.

To collect the data, we conducted questionnaire-based survey for all pilots of Korean Air
on May, 2006. 1,600 questionnaires were sent to the individual mail box of the pilots and
233 of them responded (response rate =14.5%). However, the data of 182 respondents were
used for analysis because 51 with missing values were excluded.

The model of this study includes an independent variable, a mediator, a dependent
variable, and three control variables. They are leader’s trust in subordinate(LTS),
subordinate’s trust in leader(STL), subordinate’s trust in organization(STO), and propensity
to trust(PT) and two demographic variables, respectively. All variables except for
demographics were measured by a Likert-type 7-point scale where 1, 4, and 7 meant
“strongly disagree,” ‘medium,” and “strongly agree,” respectively. The Cronbach’s alpha values
of LTS, STL, STO, and PT were 0.96, 0.95, 0.87, and 0.84, respectively.

We conducted an exploratory factor analysis for a validity test. Then we computed the
average score of all the items of each variable and used them for correlation analysis and
multiple regression analyses. To test the mediation effect hypothesized, we used the
hierarchical multiple regression analyses which Baron and Kenny recommended and checked
the result of a Sobel test. We also diagnosed the possibility of common method bias in the
sample with Harman's single factor test and multicollinearity problem with variance
inflation factor and condition index.
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The findings have shown that the more trust subordinates perceive from their leader,
themore they trust their leader (LTS-STL): that the more trust subordinates perceive from
their leader the more they trust their organization (LTS-STO); that the more subordindtes
trust their leader the more they trust their organization (STL-STO): and that subordinates
trust in leader mediates the relationship between LTS and STO. From the findings, we
would propose three major implications or contributions. First, this study contributes to a
theoretical development by suggesting one possible explanation to link LTS and STL in
leader-subordinate dyad. Second, our research gives an answer to the question of why
leaders should trust subordinates first rather than waiting for their trust, based on the
premise that risk-taking(or trusting) behavior should be distinguished from trustworthiness.
Lastly, our research suggests the new role of middle manger in building trust within an
organization. From the finding that subordinate’s perception of LTS is positively related to
STO and mediated by STL, it becomes clear that the top managers of organizations should
put priority on developing organizational norms and practices motivating middle managers

to proactively trust their subordinates as well as to increase his/her own trustworthiness.
Key words: trust, interpersonal trust, social exchange theory, the norm of reciprocity,

leader's trust in subordinate, subordinate’s trust in leader, subordinate’s

trust in organization
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