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Abstract
This study investigates the relevance of leader characteristics in influencing the leadership trust formation
among subordinates through a structural model. Although previous studies on leadership trust have identified
such antecedents, specific structural models of leadership trust formation are not established hitherto.
Hypothesised relationships in this study are investigated using structural equation modeling to establish direct
and indirect linkages between leader characteristics and leadership trust formation, thereby leading to an
established model. The findings reveal that the tenure of the work relationship between a leader and subordinate
and the leader’s trustworthy behaviour will not directly influence leadership trust. The perceived ability of the
leader and the interdependent nature of work directly influences trust formation in leaders. The trust reciprocity
variable – the belief that the leader trusts the subordinate – significantly influences leadership trust. This
research is cross-sectional in nature and three selected variables are measured through single item global scales,
which call for further studies overcoming their inherent weaknesses. As this study is monadic from the
perspective of the subordinates, a dyadic study including the leader’s perspective is recommended. To generate
leadership trust, a leader should not only exhibit trustworthy actions and behaviour but also should ensure that
the subordinates believe that he/she trusts them. Therefore, a leader’s trustworthy actions will create a reciprocal
belief among subordinates and in turn generate trust in leaders. The “give and take” nature of leadership trust
formation is established through a structural model which is the unique contribution of this study to the extant
literature.
Keywords: leadership, trust reciprocity, trust, leadership trustworthy behaviour, leadership trust
1. Introduction
Can leaders influence and have an impact on the trust levels of their subordinates? This is a challenging question
which was addressed by many earlier researchers through their studies (Lewicki, McAllister, & Bies, 1998;
Kramer & Tyler, 1996; Mayer, Davis & Schoorman, 1995). Bromily and Cummings (1992) define trust as the
expectation that the other individual will act in good faith towards fulfilling the commitments in an honest
manner and without taking too much advantage of the trustor. The loss of trust in transactions between leaders
and subordinates will lead to poor communication, lack of respect, backbiting, avoidance, inappropriate
independence, spiteful conformity and deflection between them. This will be highly detrimental to the
organisations (Goldsmith, 1991; Josephson, 1993; 1994; Walker & Williams, 1995). In this context, this study
aims to identify the antecedents to subordinates’ trust in the leader and to establish a causal relationship among
them using structural equation modeling. The findings of the study will help the leaders to display positive
characteristics so as to enhance the trust level of their subordinates.
2. Literature Review
Amongst the various trust variables as identified in previous studies (Marquis, 2002; Mayer et al., 1995, Butler,
1991; Gabarro, 1978; Kee & Knox, 1970) the leader behaviour and trustworthiness carried importance in the
recent literature (Korsgaard, Brodt & Whitener, 2002; Whitener, Brodt, Korsgaard & Werner., 1998). Much of
the recent research has studied the role of trust antecedents or the trustor characteristics that led to the formation
of trust (Kramer, 1999; Mayer et al., 1995; Whitener et al., 1998). Marquis (2002) contends that the application
of quantitative analysis in the study on antecedents of trust is limited and further opines that the immediate
manager’s behaviour and its impact on subordinate’s trust should be analysed.
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Stability of managerial personnel was found to have a strong impact on the trust level of the subordinates.
Longer tenure in the working relationship between the manager and subordinates helps in building trust
(Marquis, 2002; Kramer, 1999; Whitener et al., 1998). On the other hand, contrasting findings emerged stating
the lack of relationship between the tenure of the leader with subordinates and their corresponding trust levels
(Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Cardona & Elola, 2003; Kiluchinov, 2011). Though mutually conflicting outcomes are
evident, the relevance of the tenure of the leader and subordinates in trust formation requires a consideration for
a conclusive outcome and therefore included in this study:
H1: The tenure of work relationship between the leader and subordinates significantly influences the amount of
trust the subordinates have towards their leaders.
Recent studies on leadership trust emphasize the relevance of leader behaviour and characteristics in influencing
the trust formation in followers. Mayer and Davis (1999) maintain that calculated efforts and specific actions
from a leader will lead to trust formation. Subordinates trust their leader when they are trustworthy (Hosmer,
1995; Mayer et al., 1995). Das and Teng (2004) argue that the subordinate’s trust is a function of the behaviour
of the leader who wants to be trusted. Webber (2002) proposes that the actions and behaviour of a leader are
important in creating trust. Kramer and Tyler (1996) opine that the expectations of the subordinates towards
their leader should be consistent to generate leader trustworthiness and such trustworthiness is based on a
history of interactions they have with their leader. Therefore, it is essential for the leaders to be consistent in
their behaviour, as trust is history based. In this study, the leader characteristics and behaviour are considered as
relevant and important factors in determining the trust formation:
H2: The leader characteristics and behaviour will have a significant impact on the trust formation in
subordinates.
The leader characteristics and behaviour are broader in scope. To narrow down this hypothesis, specific
variables of leader characteristics and behaviour are identified for this study. The perceived ability of the leader
carried significance in previous studies. Mayer et al., (1995) define the ability of the leader as the skills,
competencies and characteristics that enable them to influence their subordinates. Competence and ability of
leaders in terms of interpersonal skills, technical skills, and expertise as an antecedent to trust in leaders is
discussed in earlier studies (Gabarro, 1987; Mishra, 1996; Mullen, 1998). Cardona and Elola (2003) established
the role of perceived ability in leadership trust formation.
H2a: The perceived ability of the leader will have a significant impact on the leadership trust formation.
The extent of interdependence of the task between the leaders and subordinates can affect the trust formation in
leaders. Mayer et al., (1995) argue that leaders and subordinates depend on each other in various ways to
achieve personal and organisational goals. Therefore, the extent of interdependence of jobs has an influence on
the trust levels between the leaders and subordinates. On the contrary, Cardona and Elola (2003) found that task
interdependence has no relation to leadership trust. As task interdependence and leadership behaviour are
closely related they are also included in this study.
H2b: The task interdependence between the leader and subordinates will have a significant impact on the
leadership trust formation.
Mayer et al., (1995) identified that the trustworthiness of leaders is widely based on their ability, benevolence
and integrity. Here, benevolence is the extent the trustor believes the trustee is intending to do good acts and
show concern. This emphasizes the role of concern shown by the leaders in creating their trustworthiness. The
trustee’s behaviour can influence the trustor’s judgment of trustworthiness (whitener et al., 1998). Further,
Mayer et al., (1995) define integrity as the perception by subordinates that the leader follows a set of acceptable
principles. Robinson (1996) emphasizes that apart from benevolence, integrity and behavioural consistency of
leaders, their open communication and sharing of control with subordinates influences their trustworthiness.
Managerial trustworthy behaviour is considered to be an important antecedent of trust between leader and
subordinate relationships (Cardona & Elola, 2003).
H2c: The trustworthy behaviour of the leader will have a significant impact on the leadership trust formation.
Trust Reciprocity: Subordinates can trust their leader when they feel confident that their obligations are met
through their leader. The leader’s personal qualities and favourable behaviour towards subordinates’ welfare is
found to increase the trust levels of them towards their leader. Therefore, subordinates’ trust in leaders is
considered to be reciprocal and often dependent upon the trustworthy actions of leaders (Gouldner, 1960).
Kramer et al. (1996) argues that lower level employees over-personalise the task-oriented trust based cues from
their leader, leading to reciprocal disappointments. He advocates that leaders have to manage the governance
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context of the subordinates to reduce misunderstandings between them. This gives proper grounding to
hypothesise that the subordinate’s belief that the leader’s actions are favourable towards them will generate
reciprocal trust towards their leader. Cardona and Elola (2003) lend their support to this through their finding
that trust reciprocity is positively related to leadership trust. This relationship is hypothesised as follows.
H3: The trust reciprocity variable -‘belief that the leader trusts the subordinate’- will significantly influence the
leadership trust formation.
2.1 Conceptual Framework
To establish the proposed hypotheses, a structural model is conceptualized. It forms the basis for the initial
hypothesised model in SEM analysis. The demographic variable - tenure with the leader - is treated as the
primary variable in the model. The leader characteristics, which include perceived ability of the leader,
perceived task interdependence and leader trustworthy behaviour, are treated as secondary independent variables.
The trust reciprocity variable is treated as the tertiary independent variable. It is unique in its hypothesis that, the
tertiary variable “belief that leader trusts subordinates” is considered as an intermediary variable between the
other leader characteristics and the dependent variable “trust in leaders”.
Primary Variable

Tenure with the

(Demographic)

Leader

Secondary Variable

Perceived

Task

Leader

(Leader characteristics)

ability

Interdependence

Trustworthy
Behaviour

Belief that leader
Tertiary Variable

trusts subordinates

(Leader trust
reciprocity)
Trust in

Dependent Variable
(Trust on Leader)

Leader
Figure 1. Conceptual framework

This lays the foundation for the quid pro quo nature of leadership trust formation. I.e. The subordinates will trust
their leaders only when they believe that the leader trusts them (refer figure 1). Moreover, this framework
identifies the various antecedents to trust in leaders and helps to establish the causality of them in leadership
trust formation. Marquis (2002) used similar variables in her study based on the adaptation of the model as
proposed by Mayer (1995). Cardona and Elola (2003) also used similar variables in their study and their
relationship was established using hierarchical regression model. All these studies lacked evidence for
directionality and causality, which paved the way for this proposed structural model.
3. Methodology
3.1 Measurement Design
The variables identified in the conceptual framework are measured using multiple items in a questionnaire. The
Leader Trustworthy Behaviour (LTB) is measured through a scale developed by Whitener et al. (1998) which
encompasses five categories, namely behavioural consistency, sharing and delegation of control, openness of
communication, acting with integrity and demonstration of concern. This scale was further developed by
Cardona and Elola (2003) following a theory-based deductive approach (Hinkin, 1995). The scale consists of
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fifteen items, with each category of LTB measured by three items. Following Butler (1991), one negative
response question was added to each of the categories to avoid socially responsive bias. This also reduced the
tendency to give acquiescent sets of responses (Cardona & Elola, 2003). The LTB is measured by parceling all
the fifteen items to form a single measure. This reduces the complexity of the model with fewer parameters to
estimate. This process of partial aggregation can provide a meaningful fit for a complex model with a reasonable
sample size (Heidt and Scott, 2007). Cardona and Elola (2003) reported an overall internal consistency alpha
value of 0.88, which is an acceptable measure of reliability for any new instrument (Hair et al., 1998). The same
instrument is used in this study and it is further validated using confirmatory factor analysis. The overall
reliability score of the 15-item scale from this study is 0.857, which is acceptable and good (Kline, 1999).
The trust is measured using a single direct question “I trust my leader” in a five-point Likert scale ranging from
strongly disagree to strongly agree. This approach is followed by Cardona and Elola (2003) in their study on
trust and also by several others (Brockner, Siegel, Daly, Tyler, & Martin, 1997; Robinson, 1996). Similarly, the
“subordinate’s perception of the superior’s trust in them” is measured through a single direct item “I believe that
my supervisor trusts me”. The task interdependence between the subordinates and leader is measured through a
single item scale as followed by Cardona and Elola (2003). These single-item scales are referred to as “Global
scales” or clinical combinations where respondents will cognitively give a single combined global judgement
(Ironson, Smith, Brannick, Gibson, & Paul, 1989) on the measures. De Vellis (1991) argue that multiple-item
scales assess the constructs in a better way than a single-item scale. Rossiter (2008) strongly argues that as long
as the content validity of the item in a single item scale is established, no other validities are required.
The perceived ability of the leaders is measured through the opinion from the subordinates using a three-item
scale which is adapted by Cardona and Elola (2003) from Schoorman, Mayer and Davis’s (1996) six-item scale.
The three-item perceived ability scale has a reported Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.79 (Cardona & Elola, 2003).
The three items in the perceived ability scale are used as such in the model, without parceling them. In this study,
the alpha value of the perceived ability scale is 0.585 which is lesser than the prescribed minimum of 0.70,
indicating weak reliability. This is attributed to the use of fewer items to measure the construct (Field, 2005).
Kline (1999) opines that the complexity and diversity in measurement of psychological constructs sometimes
realistically invite Cronbach’s alpha values lesser than 0.7.
3.2 Sampling Design
The external validity of the study is ascertained through a proper multi-stage sampling plan. In the first stage of
sample selection, purposive sampling is used to select three organisations from a basket of manufacturing and
service organisations in South India, based on the accessibility to the samples. Two service organisations (a
placement consultancy firm and an outsourcing service provider) and one manufacturing organisation (edible oil
manufacturing plant) are taken as the sampling base. In the second stage a census study is followed in each
organisation. The sample size is determined through the basis of Tabachnick and Fidell’s (2001)
recommendation that at least 10 samples are required for every parameter to be estimated to ensure a model fit.
Marquis (2002) recommends inclusion of more female respondents both in the lower level and middle level
management positions, as the earlier studies mostly involved male employees. The service organisations have
more female employees at the middle and lower levels of management. A total of 420 questionnaires are
distributed in all the three organisations and the response rate in the Outsourcing organisation is 80.21 % with
150 filled-in responses. The response rate in the manufacturing organisation is 71.67 % with 86 filled-in
responses and the placement consultancy organisation is 75.22 % with 85 filled-in responses. A total of 321
completely filled-in questionnaires are gathered excluding the incomplete responses.
3.3 Validity and Reliability of the Leader Trustworthy Behaviour Scale
The construct validity of the Leader Trustworthy Behaviour instrument is established through a second order
confirmatory factor analysis using Amos 6.0. The five factors as proposed by Whitener et al. (1998) are tested
for construct validity using a second order factor analysis. The 15 items in the leader trustworthy behaviour
scale are fitted with five first order factors, namely: behavioural consistency, sharing and delegation of control,
openness of communication, acting with integrity and demonstration of concern. The higher order factor Leader
Trustworthy Behaviour (LTB) is considered to have direct causal effects over the lower order factors (Kline,
2005). This hierarchical factor analysis facilitates parceling all the 15 items into a single LTB score. The overall
Cronbach’s alpha reliability measure for all the 15 variables is 0.857, which is more than the prescribed
minimum of 0.7 (Hair, Anderson, Tatham & Black, 1998). This is equivalent to the reported internal consistency
value of 0.88 by Cardona and Elola (2003). The second order confirmatory factor analysis, with a maximum
likelihood solution, shows a good model fit with a chi-square value of 72.173, RMSEA value of .024 and C.
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min/df value of 1.183. The other model fit measures like GFI, AGFI, TLI, CFI and NFI, are above 0.9,
confirming the model fit.
4. Analysis
As the hypothesis involves verifying the role of multiple independent variables and their impact on the trust in
leaders, the dependent variable, SEM analysis is preferred over the multiple regression analysis. SEM analysis
reveals the causal relationships and the direct and indirect effects of the variables (Hair et al., 1998).
Table 1. Means, standard deviations, correlations and coefficient alphas
Variable

Mean

SD

1

2

3

4

5

1. Tenure with the Leader

24.21

34.79

(NA)

2. Trust in Leader

4.08

0.99

.133*

(NA)

3. Belief that Leader trusts them

3.98

0.95

.226*

.667**

(NA)

4. Perceived Interdependence

4.15

0.88

.115**

.418**

.335**

(NA)

5. Leader Trustworthy Behavior

3.612

0.59

.069

.521**

.536**

.252**

(.857)

6. Perceived Ability of Leader

3.681

0.86

.237**

.472**

.438**

.314**

.559**

6

(.585)

Note: n=321. Coefficient alphas are shown in parentheses along the diagonal.
NA= Single item scales. *p<.05 **p<.01, two tailed test.
The initial hypothesised model is constructed based on the conceptual framework which includes the
demographic variable “tenure with the leader”, which is considered to be the primary variable. The secondary
independent variables are the leader characteristics namely: “perceived ability”, “task interdependence” and
“Leader Trustworthy Behaviour”. The tertiary variable is the trust reciprocity variable “belief that the leader
trusts the subordinate”. The hypothesised structural model is depicted in Figure 2. A mixture of fit indices
including χ2, GFI, AGFI, RMSEA, TLI, CFI, NFI and C min./df are used to evaluate the hypothesised structural
model.
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Figure 2. Initial hypothesized model
4.1 Evaluating the Hypothesised Structural Model
The hypothesised model is not supported and has a poor model fit, which is demonstrated by the fit indices as
displayed in the table 2. The p value is less than .01 with all other goodness-of-fit indices less than 0.9 and
RMSEA greater than .05, indicating poor structural fit (Hair et al, 1998; Kline, 2005). Similarly as identified
from the table 3, all the hypothesised relationships in the structural model are supported except the relationship
between the primary variable “tenure with the leader” and the dependent variables “trust in the leader” and
“Leader Trustworthy Behaviour”.
4.2 Structural Model Re-Specification
As the hypothesised model is not supported by the sample data, it is revised in order to improve fit. So, the
model is revised by removing the non-significant paths and adding other paths to the model based on the two
rules (i) The decision should be based on logic (Arbuckle & Wothke, 1999; Facteau, Dobbins, Russell, Ladd &
Kudisch 1995) and (ii) it should yield significant results (Mathieu, Tannenbaum & Salas, 1992). The
non-significant path (from tenure with the leader to trust in the leaders) is removed. The other non-significant
relationship is retained based on the logic that the tenure with a leader will have an impact on the leader
trustworthy behaviour. Further, based on the examination of modification indices, the following three paths are
added to the original model, keeping the above two rules (Wothke and Arbuckle, 1995).
(a) Perceived ability to Leader Trustworthy Behaviour: This path is considered because when employees
believe that their manger is talented and able, the perceived trustworthy behaviour of the leaders should
be higher.
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(b) Perceived interdependence to Leader Trustworthy Behaviour: When the employees feel that the
successful performance of the job requires cooperation from their leaders it will have an impact on the
Leader Trustworthy Behaviour.
(c) Perceived interdependence to perceived ability: The task interdependence between the leader and the
subordinates will create a positive opinion on the Leader’s ability.
Table 2. Comparison of structural equation models
χ2

df

1. Hypothesized Model

205.538

13

2. Re-Specified Model A

20.482

11

3. Re-Specified Model B

19.129

12

Model

Δχ2

RMSEA

CFI

C min/df

p-value

.215

.761

15.811

.000

185.056

.052

.988

1.862

.039

1.353

.043

.991

1.594

.085

Note: n=321. RMSEA= Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CFI= Comparative Fit Indices
The re-specified model A shows a dramatic improvement in fit with a large drop in χ2 from 205.538 in the
original model to 20.482 in the re-specified model. All the fit indices (GFI, AGFI, TLI, CFI and NFI) are above
the minimum standard of 0.9 and the RMSEA value is 0.52 (refer to table 2) which is less than the prescribed
minimum value of 0.8 (Hair et al., 1998; Kline, 2005). As the p value is still significant (p<.05), which indicates
that the actual and predicted input matrices are statistically different (Hair et al., 1998), the model is considered
to be lacking adequate fit.
Table 3. Significance of the model parameters
Exogenous

Endogenous

Construct

Construct

Tenure 

Ability

Hypothesized Model
Beta

Re-Specified Model A

Re-Specified Model B

CR

Beta

CR

Beta

CR

0.242

3.17**

0.192

2.81**

0.197

2.95**

Tenure 

PI

0.115

2.07*

0.115

2.07*

0.115

2.07*

Tenure 

LTB

0.069

1.25

-0.094

-1.93*

-0.099

-2.11*

Tenure 

BLTS

0.134

2.66**

0.118

2.55*

0.120

2.57*

Tenure 

Trust

-0.052

-1.92

LTB 

BLTS

0.387

8.12***

0.289

4.30***

0.295

4.41***

LTB 

Trust

0.144

3.07**

0.089

1.54

Ability

BLTS

0.269

3.42***

0.312

3.06**

0.297

3.07**

Ability

Trust

0.245

3.31***

0.249

2.85**

0.306

3.88***

PI 

BLTS

0.158

3.39***

0.119

2.37*

0.128

2.60**

PI 

Trust

0.187

4.41***

0.149

3.41***

0.146

3.40***

0.445

8.80***

0.423

8.39***

0.441

8.82***

4.74***

0.699

5.17***

0.380

4.34***

(Parameter Dropped)

BLTS 

Trust

Ability

LTB

(Addition of three more

0.706

PI 

Ability

parameters in Model

0.395

4.14***

PI 

LTB

A)

-0.032

-0.62

(Parameter Dropped)

(Parameter Dropped)

Note: n=321; Tenure= Tenure with the leader; LTB=Leader Trustworthy Behavior; Ability=Perceived Ability;
PI= Perceived Interdependence; BLTS= Belief that leader trusts subordinates; Trust=Trust in Leaders; *p <.05,
**p <.01, ***p<.001
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As the re-specified model ‘A’ lacked model fit, the two non significant paths in the model are dropped and a new
re-specified model ‘B’ is constructed. Here, the two paths from perceived interdependence to Leader
Trustworthy Behaviour and the LTB to the “trust in leader” are dropped as they are not significant (refer to Table
3). The re-specified model ‘B’ as displayed in figure 3 demonstrated a good model fit to the sample data with
statistically significant path co-efficients (p> .05) and further decrease in the χ2 value (Hair et al., 1998). All the
fit indices as seen in the table 3 shows a good model fit (GFI, AGFI, TLI, CFI and NFI with values above 0.9)
and RMSEA value less than 0.5 (Hair et al., 198, Kline, 2005). Also all the relationships between the variables
are proved to be significant (refer to Table 3).

Demographic

Leader

Trust Reciprocity

Variable

Characteristics

Variable

Trust in Leader

Perceived
Ability of
Leader
+

+
+
Tenure with

+

+

Leader

Trust in

Trustworthy

-

Behaviour

the Leader

+

+

+
+

Belief

that

leader

trust

+

Leader

+

Perceived
Interdependenc
e

Figure 3. Re-Specified model B
5. Discussion and Theoretical Implications
The final structural model clearly identifies the direct and indirect relationships between the leader
characteristics and leadership trust formation. Moreover, the relevance of the trust reciprocity variable as an
antecedent to the leadership trust formation is empirically established through this study.
It is evident from the study that the tenure of work relationship between the leaders and subordinates will not
directly influence the subordinate’s trust in leaders (refer to Figure 3). Therefore H1 is not supported. Dirks and
Ferrin (2002) also reported a similar lack of relationship between work tenure and trust formation. On the
contrary, Lewicki and Bunker (1996) reinforce that the trust in leaders will develop over a course of time. This
study through its structural model reveals that the tenure of the work relationship cannot be a direct cause of
subordinate’s trust in leaders. But, tenure of work strongly influences the leader characteristics, namely,
perceived interdependence of work (β=0.115, p<.05), perceived ability of leaders (β=0.197, p<.01), leader
trustworthy behaviour (β=-0.099, p<.05) and the trust reciprocity variable “belief that the leader trusts the
subordinates” (β=0.120, p<.05). These leader characteristics and trust reciprocity in turn influence the leadership
trust formation, thereby validating their mediating role in the indirect relationship between work tenure and
leadership trust.
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The final structural model (refer to Figure 3) clearly validates the hypothesis that the leader characteristics and
attributes, namely the task interdependence (β=0.146, p<.001) and perceived ability of the leaders (β=0.306,
p<.001) have a direct impact on the subordinate’s trust. Therefore the hypotheses H2a and H2b are supported.
But the Leader Trustworthy Behaviour (LTB) has no direct effect on the subordinate’s trust. So, H2c is not
supported. This is a significant finding revealed though this study. On the contrary, Cardona and Elola (2003)
reported that the LTB is having a significant impact on the subordinate’s trust levels. But this structural model
clearly exemplifies that a leader’s trustworthy behaviour cannot directly influence trust formation among
subordinates. The leader trustworthy behaviour has an indirect effect on the subordinate’s trust, which is
strongly mediated by the trust reciprocity variable.
The relevance of the trust reciprocity variable in leadership trust formation is strongly established through the
structural model. Therefore, H3 is supported. Amongst all the relationships in the model (as evident in Table 3)
the trust reciprocity has a significant impact on leadership trust (β=0.441, p<.001). This emphasizes that the
subordinate’s trust in the leaders is primarily dependent upon the ability and characteristics of the leaders in
creating an impression among their subordinates that they believe in them. Therefore, leadership trust is mostly
reciprocal and available on a quid pro quo basis from the subordinates. Boyett (2006) opines that trust formation
among subordinates is totally a “Give and Take” game and is purely reciprocal upon its initiation from the
leader. The finding from this study further validates the reciprocity of trust as identified in the previous studies
(Dirks & Ferrin 2002; Konovsky & Pugh 1994; Organ, 1990).
6. Managerial Implications
The evidence from this study suggests that a manager cannot be able to build trust among subordinates solely
through developing a longer working relationship. But such work tenure can indirectly increase the levels of
managerial trust by influencing the employee’s perception that their work is interdependent with their manager’s
work and their manager is more competent. Therefore, it is no guarantee that a manager who works for a longer
tenure with the subordinates can necessarily build trust in them directly. But, such tenure can build the perceived
competence and interdependence of the manager by the subordinates, which in turn can mediate the trust
formation between them.
Further evidence from this study establishes that a manager can instill trust among the subordinates by
displaying task-based ability and by establishing the interdependent nature of the tasks between them. But,
interestingly, trustworthy behaviours from a manager like consistent behaviour, sharing, delegation, open
communication and concern cannot guarantee a direct resultant trust formation in subordinates. Such
trustworthy behaviour should induce the subordinates to believe that the manager trusts them. This resultant
reciprocal belief can substantially influence trust formation among subordinates. Therefore, the manager should
initially make their subordinates believe that he/she trusts them through his/her ability, task interdependence and
trustworthy actions, which in turn will lead to reciprocal trust formation among the subordinates.
7. Limitations and Future Directions
Though earlier researchers used structural equation models to establish causality, it needs to be interpreted with a
greater degree of caution. Mere model fit may not establish causality among variables (Pearl, 2011). Therefore,
model testing using experimental methods without giving any room for measurement errors and other noise
disturbances, is recommended for future studies. The use of single item global scale has drawn much criticism.
As the constructs trust reciprocity, leadership trust and task interdependence are measured using single item
scales, a more robust multi-item measurement scale is recommended. Here, leadership trust is measured only
from the perspective of subordinates and the leader’s point of view is not considered, which necessitates a dyadic
study of leader-subordinate trust to validate the same findings of this research. Further, external validity of this
causal study cannot be safely ascertained given the abovementioned weaknesses in the model (Shadhish, Cook &
Campbell, 2002). Similar studies are required elsewhere to establish the reciprocity of leadership trust
development and the role of the antecedent “belief of subordinates that the leader trusts them” in creating
reciprocal trust in leaders.
8. Conclusion
This study reveals the various antecedents to trust in leaders and emphasizes clearly that the tenure of the work
relationship between the leader and subordinates and the leader’s trustworthy behaviour will generate a
reciprocal trust in them indirectly. For developing trust in their leaders, the subordinates should rather have to
believe that the leader trusts them first. The leaders should have to understand this quid pro quo nature of trust
creation and exhibit trustful actions and behaviour. These actions of a leader will create a strong belief among
the subordinates that the leader trusts them. This in turn will generate trust in leaders. Moreover, the competence
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of the leaders and the perceived interdependence of their jobs will also generate higher trust levels among
subordinates towards their leaders. Therefore, the managers have to understand this indirect “Give and Take”
nature of trust creation and have to display trustworthy actions and competence over a period of time to increase
the trust levels of subordinates.
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