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1. Introduction

The demands which contemporary organisations set before their employees have also initiated an increased
commitment to people and their individual characteristics, among which trust occupies the most significant
position.

The problem of trust in organisational relations opens up numerous questions, such as: what it is the quickest
way to establish trust, does trust depend on the characteristics of employees, does it depend on the structure
and culture of the organisation, in which mechanisms is trust best maintained among staff and within the or-
ganisation itself, how do management styles affect the establishment of trust, can trust contribute to an increase
in business results, as well as others – numerous questions to which great attention is dedicated in developed
countries. Organisation and management questions which require answers: in what way is organisational trust
established, is it created based on managerial control, incentives, inspirational management or internal individual
motivation? The preconditions for the development of trust, according to most authors who have studied trust,
are the following: previous communication experiences as part of work behaviour, the existence and ways of
using social connections and contacts, intentions behind activities and the similarities which exist in these en-
gagements. The paper examines the concept of trust from the  position of job performance, which can be in-
fluenced by trust issues.  The consequence behind the existence of trust in interpersonal communication is
often reflected in the reduction of risk perception, as well as in the cost reduction of joint endeavors. The ben-
efits for all communication among participants based on trust are reflected in the cohesion in joint activities, re-
duction of potential opportunistic activities, reduction in formal contact use, increased reliability in creating
business results, the predictability and openness in communication, as well as an increase in efficiency (Step-
pänen et al., 2007). The starting point for the analysis of organisational trust in our work is to consider the trust
as part of the internal relations between employees, not as personal characteristics and beliefs.

2. A theoretical Approach to Trust 

Trust has become an important research topic in various disciplines, including management, ethics, soci-
ology, psychology and economics. Even though this multi-disciplinary approach has opened numerous the-
oretical access points (Rousseau et al., 1998), it has also created confusion in defining and conceptualizing

In circumstances governed by consistent change in all aspects of business, trust represents a significant fac-
tor in the behavioural patterns of organisations. Of great importance for a  successful communication in or-
ganisations is understanding the levels of trust among staff, employees and their management, and trust in
the organisation itself. Trust is a cohesive and motivating factor in work groups. Also, based on trust are iden-
tification and commitment to the organisation, as well as the relationships of employees. In successful or-
ganisations special attention is given to the problems of trust and mistrust. This work considers different
theoretical concepts of how trust is created and maintained in organisations, different dimensions of organi-
sational trust, as well as the effects of trust in organisational performance. 
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the very construct of trust. One group of theories consider trust to be instinctive, to evolve from the readi-
ness to divide food in hunter-gatherer societies (Nooteboom, 2003). Other groups of theories maintain that
people have a need for trust out of fear of punishment if they are unable to perform what is expected from
them, in order to achieve their own individual goals; in order to demonstrate empathy, identification and
friendship; or simply, because they want to trust (Reynolds, 1997). Some theoreticians view trust as a be-
havioural intention (Mayer et al., 1995; Rousseau et al., 1998), while others describe it as a communication
determined by choice (Lewis and Weigert, 1985). A third group of theoreticians see trust as a synonym for
one’s individual characteristics complemented by positive expectations from other individuals (Butler and
Cantrell, 1984). Some view trust as an aspect of personality which develops in an early period of develop-
ment and remains relatively stable throughout life (Rotter, 1967). Finally, there are those theoreticians who
treat trust as a synonym for cooperation and risk-taking (Lewis and Weigert, 1985) but also often as an op-
erationalization of behaviour in communities (Deutsch, 1958). In contemporary settings, studies of everyday
human interaction have defined trust as a significant factor in maintaining social processes.

From the approach and aspects of rational choice, trust is interpreted as a rational perception in which the
benefits of trust will be greater than the risk that exists when efforts are invested in cooperation (Hindmoor,
1998; Warren, 1999). Williamson even considers trust itself to represent a certain dose of risk (Williamson,
1993). In fact, trust represents much more than a rational calculation of the individual because it is frequently
based on commitment, even beliefs, with the presence of the emotional component, sometimes even a re-
ligious one, as well as with expectations that other individuals will treat us in the same way in which we treat
others (Newman, 1998; Misztal, 1996; Warren, 1999). Trust represents a system of shared expectations, but
is also a phenomenon which implies that every participant within the interaction is given a sense of certainty.
The sense of certainty is provided by the fact that there exists a possibility to predict the future behaviour of
the other party, to count on it and to trust it. 

Understanding trust implies the differentiation between two fundamental components of trust: readiness to
react in situations of vulnerability and risk (Mayer et al., 1995) and reassurance guided by positive expecta-
tions (Lewicki et al., 1998; Mayer et al., 1995).

Trust is defined as the readiness of one party to accept the actions of the other party based on expectations
that the other party will complete a specific task important for them, without the possibility of controlling
their work (Mayer et al., 1995). As Zaheer and his associates (Zaheer et al., 1998) claim, trust represents an
individual tendency to believe in something you have determined on your own. Trust also implies a recip-
rocal belief in the intentions and behaviour of others (Kreitner and Kinicki, 1998), a dependable reliance in
the integrity, honesty, fairness and trustworthiness of others (Funk and Wagnalls, 1985), as well as a repre-
sentation of an irrational choice of a person faced with uncertain events in which the expected loss is greater
than the expected gain (Deutsch, 1958). 

These definitions rely on a personal approach of the interpretation of trust in organisations. Since it was ne-
cessary to include the social environment in explanation of trust, Fukuyama defines trust, affected and
shaped by a culture dominant in a society, as expectation of a regular, honest and cooperative behavioural
patterns, believing that trust plays an important role in shaping economic performance of businesses and
countries (Fukuyama, 1995), as well as a set of social expectations formed on the foundations of people,
processes or institutions shared by all and which include an economic exchange (Zucker, 1986).

From the aspect of interpersonal relations it is possible to define trust as a mutual relationship in which nei-
ther party will hurt the other, or use each other’s vulnerability (Barney and Hansen, 1994) and a belief which
implies positive expectations about somebody else’s motives in communication, even when they occur in
precarious situations (Lewicki and Bunker, 1996);

Such a wide range of definitions, on the one hand, makes it easier to give a unique access and analysis, but,
on the other, makes it more difficult. Meta-analysis indicates the importance of reciprocity in the given
definitions of trust, or expectations of behaviour and intentions of others. Taking into account the explanations
offered, we believe that those do not fully explain the phenomenon of trust. The question is what is the liable
decision of the individual to communicate with other people based on trust, if only until the moment when
trust is lost.
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3. Organisational Trust

In works on organisational behaviour one is able to find various definitions of trust, but all of them refer to sim-
ilar characteristics of human behaviour. Trust is based on the observation of the other party in communica-
tion, via understanding the competence of the other party and their motives. The assessment of competence
relates to a two-sided competence of both observer and the other party, through an observation of one’s own
abilities and the abilities of those with whom he cooperates, as a competence that both of them can accom-
plish what the situation requires. Observing the intentions and motives of individuals implies an overview of
whether someone’s words, decisions or actions are motivated by mutual usefulness, rather than motives of
self-interest. Yamagashi (Yamagashi and Yamagashi, 1994) believes that organisations in which trust is fos-
tered, are places where employees feel they have a better wellbeing than in other organisations, which is the
starting premise in our perception of the role of trust in the organisation. The role of trust in organisational
terms is not a one-dimensional phenomenon, and still depends on numerous factors. In that sense, Mishra
believes there are four dimensions of organisational trust. Those are competence, openness and honesty, em-
ployee care and reliability (Mishra, 1996). New studies by Shockley and Zalabak, Ellis and Winograd, have
discovered another important factor which needs to be taken into consideration, as do the four previously
mentioned, and that is identification (Shockley-Zalabak et al., 2000) which measures the level of attitude we
have towards common goals, norms, values and beliefs, combined with the organisational culture. This di-
mension indicates how our feelings are connected to our management and associates.

In order to explain trust within an organisation Eberl used the game theory and the theory of attribution, de-
scribing trust as a fundamental relational phenomenon, regardless of whether it is between individuals or or-
ganisations. Eberl makes a difference between trust that refers to the relative one-sided presumption of
competence and the perception that the other party will not act opportunistically. The attribution processes
shows whether or not the relationships based on trust will form. From the perspective of organizers, trust is
especially relevant as a moderator that alleviates coordination (Eberl, 2004).

The famous thought experiment known as the “prisoner’s dilemma” explains, through the principles of game
theory and in an interesting way, the access to trust and the development of it. Two men arrested, separated
at hearings, receive an identical offer. If they both choose the option to fully trust each other and do not
admit anything, they both receive a minimum sentence. A selfish behaviour and shifting the blame to another
prisoner leads to release, while if they both choose this approach they get a heavy penalty each. It logically
follows that both prisoners will tend to show untrustworthy and selfish behaviour, because whatever one
party decides, the other one will pass without maximum penalties. However, if the prisoners play
cooperatively and help each other with silence, they both receive a minimum sentence.

Transferred to the field of organisation, cooperative behaviour based on trust will give better results and
favourable outcomes for all parties.

Lewicki and Bunker consider three phases in the development of trust in organisations: trust based on fi-
nance, trust based on knowledge and trust based on positive identification. They point out that the three
phases of trust are connected in sequential development; they are not three separate types of trust. In cir-
cumstances where people are convinced their interests are protected, trust is developed. An increased iden-
tification allows employees to think like others and to develop a collective identity, common goals and
common values. In that model, trust develops and changes over time (Lewicki et al., 2006).

In order to further clarify the subject numerous models of trust development are conceived. Mayer’s model
of trust development represents an integrative model of organisational trust, respecting the characteristics
of the person who gives trust, then the person to whom trust is given and the role of risk in the establish-
ment of trust in communication. 

The model of trust by Donnie and Cannon represents an integrated theory of several theoretical approaches
and demands the assessment of the other party’s validity and benevolence. In the model, they study the
characteristics of those who receive trust and those who give their trust. Three factors contribute to an indi-
vidual’s tendency to consider the trustworthiness of the other person, and those are the abilities based on
compensation in order to secure what the trustee expects; then, the integrity based on facts that the other
person is led by principles accepted by the person who gives their trust; and third, the benevolent behav-
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iour associated with the intentions of  the person who places their trust that the other person will do the best
in his ability for the person that places his trust in them.

The model of trust development by Sheppard and Sherman (Sheppard and Sherman, 1998) indicates that
trust is created depending on the specifics of the social context in which communication takes place, and
is based on the overview of the context for the establishment of trust within that specific context. For trust to
be established in a business context, it is necessary to observe the history of reliability of the other party, their
attitude towards deceit, altruism, benevolence and care for others, which make up the desired characteris-
tics for trust building.

Nor do even numerous models of the building of trust respond to concerns related to the phenomenon of
trust in organisations. One additional reason is that in the studies indicators of negative connections be-
tween trust and organisational performances are found. For example, the Langred study (2004) reveals how,
in teams with high levels of individual autonomy, high levels of trust can lead to decreased effects in team
performance, rather than in teams with low levels of autonomy and high levels of control. In their study Win-
trobe and Breton (Wintrobe and Breton, 1986) argument that in conditions where conflict exists in vertical
lines of communication between employees and colleagues and their management, trust at horizontal lines
of communication is reduced.

Impersonal organisational trust relates to trust in organisational factors such as vision and strategy, top man-
agement, goals and abilities, technological and commercial abilities, fairness, fair processes and structures,
roles, technologies and reputation, and the function of human resource management (McKnight et al., 1998;
Kramer, 1999; Tan and Tan, 2000). In organisation theory, the organisational culture in the sense of values,
norms and identities influences the impersonal nature of organisational trust. Multi-disciplinary studies with
an emphasis on organisational trust have identified vision, strategy, decision-making processes, roles and
managerial practice of human resources, as sources of impersonal elements of trust.

The culture of the organisation, as a possible motivator and indicator of organisational behaviour, is a com-
mon indicator of effectiveness of organisational performance. The answer to the question of the relations bet-
ween cultural characteristics and trust is given in the work by Yamagishi and associates (Yamagishi and
Yamagishi, 1994), whose careful examination of trust in Japan and the United States of America refutes the
common idea that trust is high in Japan and low in the United States. Their study examines how social cul-
ture affects organisational trust, with special interest in the question of what is the difference between trust
in organisations found in collectivistic and that found in individualistic cultures. They differentiated trust be-
tween an individual level – a tendency to believe, and at an organisational level – part of internal relations
among employees. 

In works about organisational behaviour there is consent that trust is an important factor in managerial
processes. According to Carnevale and Wechesler (Carnevale and Wechesler, 1992), trust provides the
foundation for security and reliability in the intentions and actions of the supposed parties. This idea is re-
flected in numerous theoretical examinations of trust and its effect on business attitudes, behaviour, activi-
ties and performances. Dirks and Ferrin (Dirks and Ferrin, 2001) see trust as a result of effects such as
positive attitudes, higher levels of cooperation and other behaviour which contributes to positive business
results of an organisation. In order to understand trust in organisations it is necessary to view various di-
mensions of trust, social circumstances governing the establishment of trust, organisational foundations for
trust and personal dispositions that govern the development of trust.

Research in organisations has shown that the perception of trust must combine both approaches to trust,
the organisational and the individual approaches. When it comes to mutual trust, it is of essential importance
to define the reality of the relationship of mutual trust based on characteristics of the organisation and per-
sonal characteristics of employees (Krasman, 2013). In the context of the organisation, trust is considered
one of the crucial elements of organisational effectiveness. It can be seen as a cohesive force which main-
tains relations within the organisation (Whitney, 1994). Without trust people would not be able to work to-
gether, unless found in a controlling environment. The significance of trust grows to a large extent due to the
effects trust has on forms of communication and the effectiveness of job completion, likewise in a reversed
order. For example, when there exists a gap in trust among employees and their managers, chances that
the observed manager is seen as the source of information are greatly lessened. Lately, trust is considered
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the key to communication forms and the processing of information in an organisational context, to a large
extent due to its influence on communication (Zeffane, 2006). It is clear that trust in management can affect
the course of information flow as well as the perception of clarity and preciseness of information. Adequate
explanations and timely feedback are largely connected with the levels of trust, as are accurate and future
communication.

Numerous authors regard the relation between trust and task completion, expressed in most studies, as a
cause; again, there are authors who regard the relationship as even stronger than the relationship of trust
and attitudes towards other aspects of work, such as, for example, job satisfaction (Judge et al., 2001). Trust
is also a significant aspect in risk-taking, which is of vital importance in numerous jobs where formal or legal
control is not able to create desired results (Hardin, 1991). In addition, trust positively correlates with effec-
tive commitment, through which the influence of work motivation is viewed (Meyer et al., 2002). Trust im-
proves team work, leadership, goal setting and performance assessment (Jones and George, 1998; Mayer
et al., 1995; McAllister, 1995) and contributes to satisfaction among employees and their dedication to or-
ganisation (Flaherty, 1999).
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Conslusion

Trust in relationships among employees in organisations is an important factor in the realization of organisational perfor-
mance.  However, it has been established in the majority of case studies that trust is built as the result of three factors which
encourage trust: communication, collective problem-solving, and fairness in reward, as well as two factors which under-
mine it: conflict and egocentricity. Bstieler argued that trust facilitates relations which precede trust, as well as performances
which affect organisational behaviour (Bstieler, 2006). Studies on the development of trust have shown that individuals ob-
serve the reliability in others and express a willingness to engage in interaction with them, primarily as result of previous
experiences in communication (Solomon, 1960). For example, several studies have shown that the reciprocity in relation-
ships increases trust, while the lack or violation of exchange undermines it (Deutsch, 1958). Interestingly, certain studies
have also concluded that there are negative effects of high levels of trust in interpersonal relations, contributing to dys-
functional achievements in situations when there exists an over-reliance on certain people (Molina-Morales et al., 2011).

Distrust and doubt are often the problems in many organisations. Distrust is defined as the absence of trust in others, a
concern that people might act in a harmful and hostile way towards other people. Organisational trust is more than the ac-
cumulation of individual trust at a determined level of relation. From the perspective of the organisation, it is possible to
view trust through the dimensions of ability, benevolence, and honesty as the foundations of organisational behaviour. For
the relation of employees towards both work and the organisation,  institutionally based trust, which is the core of intra-
and inter-organisational trust since it spans beyond interpersonal relations, is the result of organisational identification with
certain values and social practices, such as tradition, profession and written procedures. Organisations with high levels of
trust have a tendency to create products and services with less cost, because they employ highly motivated, risk-taking,
innovative individuals who can easily accept the vision, mission and values of the organisation (Galford and Drapeau,
2002). In terms of accelerating business changes, narrowed professional specialization, as well as in terms of the quan-
tity of job requirements, work in organisations requires the establishment of trust among employees. The significance of
trust for an organisation is in the improvement of business results, while to the individual it gives safety and acceptance
within the collective group.
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