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ABSTRACT
This article presents the concept and results of a studyon theeffects of organizational trust on the safety
level in an enterprise. The research results presented provide valid and reliable statistical evidence that
employees’ trust in management is an important factor that significantly affects safety in a company.
In particular, the research findings prove that employees’ trust inmanagement affects safety outcomes
indirectly (full mediation), due to the improvement in their engagement in safety citizenship behaviour
(SCB); but also that better engagement in SCB should directly or indirectly contribute to the reduction
of accident event occurrence through improvement in employees’ health and safety (H&S) regulation
compliance (partial mediation). Moreover, the research findings prove that improvement in perceived
management commitment in H&S will additionally strengthen positive relationships between trust in
management and SCB engagement (interaction effect).
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1. Introduction

1.1. Trust – the essential attribute of contemporary
workers

Employees’ trust in their superior is an extremely important
ingredient for the success of an organization operating in
today’s world, especially useful for performing tasks requir-
ing cooperation [1–3]. The specific nature of today’s profes-
sional work entails that most employees, while carrying out
work-related tasks, sooner rather than later encounter a sit-
uation of interdependence. In this situation, individuals are
unable to achieve the goal on their own, without collabora-
tion with others, because of the inevitability to rely on each
other’s performance or resources. The situation of interdepen-
dence occurs regardless of the organizational structure and
arises both during cooperation on the same organizational
level andwhen subordinates carry out the supervisor’s instruc-
tions. In these types of situation, interdependent workers, in
order to achieve their goals, are forced to voluntarily accept
vulnerability to possible loss that may arise if the trustee unex-
pectedly acts with negative intent and harms the trustor in
someway [4]. It is this readiness to accept sensitivity to the risk
of harm that is indicated in the literature as a key element of
trust [4–7].

Trust, which is so essential for the realization of work-
related tasks, is becoming an even more important attribute
of today’s employees. Large-scale social processes (e.g., glob-
alization) and technological progress (e.g., the scientific and
technological revolution) have resulted in changes of contem-
porary working conditions. As a result, today’s work is carried
out in a complicated and less transparent social and organi-
zational environment – in highly culturally diverse groups of
co-workers, in new forms of work organization (e.g., crowd-
sourcing, platform economy) and with the use of increasingly
more sophisticated technology. In these types of working
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conditions, doubts about key elements enabling cooperation,
such as differences in perception of obligations related to
their professional roles, are on the rise among employ-
ees [8,9]. As a result, the individual’s uncertainty towards
the attitudes, intentions and actions of colleagues increases.
These changes have made trust essential for modern work
execution.

In occupational safety, trust is also an important factor
that has been increasingly recognized by researchers and
safety practitioners. In safety management, there is currently
a strong shift away from the traditional approach that nar-
rowly focused on technical factors such as equipment design,
towards increasing efforts to improve voluntary, proactive
employee behaviours on safety issues. Moreover, most of the
modern methods and concepts of occupational safety and
health (OSH) management emphasize the need to encourage
employees to cooperate. The concept of safety culture, trans-
formational leadership and the new ISO Standard No. 45001
OHS Management Systems, just to mention the most signifi-
cant, all emphasize the need to encourage employees to coop-
erate and to consider their needswhenplanning activities. The
concept of safety culture, which is well established in the lit-
erature, is clearly related to the idea of trust. As, according
to the theory, it is trust that forms the basis of a just culture
and a reporting culture, on whose existence the third ele-
ment of safety culture, knowledge-based culture, depends. It
seems to be clear in the literature on the subject that trust of
employees is one of the key factors influencing their proactive
engagement in safety issues.

The research results presented in this article confirm that
trust in management is a very important factor significantly
affecting the safety level, as it contributes to a reduction in
accident events through improvement in safety-oriented vol-
untary behaviours and their health and safety (H&S) regulation
compliance.
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2. Materials andmethods

2.1. Theoretical framework

2.1.1. Applied definition of trust
Trust can be defined as an emotional state involving readi-
ness [7] to accept vulnerability to possible loss thatmay arise if
the trustee unexpectedly acts with negative intent and harms
the trustor in some way [4,10]. The trustor agrees to this risky
dependence, but only under certain circumstances, in which
the person who trusts believes that the partner of this rela-
tionship will not take action that could have negative conse-
quences for the trusting person [5]. Those positive expecta-
tions of the trustee originate from a number of sources: on the
onehand, fromanassessmentof the trustee’s features,will and
motives [5]; and, on the other, from the trustor’s generalized
assumptions about different groups, and his or her disposition
to trust [10]. The acceptance of vulnerability means that the
trustor has a sense of security resulting from a positive belief
in the trustee’s intentions, but at the same time is aware of
possible negative consequences that may occur if the trustee
behaves contrary to expectations.

It should be noted that there has been a wide discussion
in the literature about the concept of distrust and its relation-
ship with trust [11]. Some researches argued that trust and
distrust are separate dimensions, as ‘relationships are multi-
faceted or multiplex’ [12, p. 442], and both trust and distrust
can exist in the same relationship. Other researchers claimed
that trust and distrust are the opposite ends of a single con-
tinuum [13]. Although both sides of the discussion have their
reasons and even strong empirical evidence [14], in this study
it was assumed that trust and distrust are the opposite ends
of the same continuum, agreeing with Schoorman et al.’s [11]
arguments that trust is willingness to take risk (i.e., be vulner-
able) in a relationship, and that at the lowest level of trust
one would take no risks at all, which means that the com-
plete lack of trust and distrust are the same thing. Moreover
the implication of the addition of ability to the antecedents
of trust (in integrative model of trust) is that it creates trust
as domain specific, which explains its multifaceted and multi-
plex relationship [11].Onecan trust someone in certain aspects
(i.e., medical doctor in medical matters) and not trust at all in
another (i.e., in financial consulting), and the difference in the
level of trust within the same relationship is a function of the
different abilities across different domains [11].

2.1.2. Relationship between trust and safety behaviour
A theoretical explanation of a complex process of relationship
between employees’ trust in management and their engage-
ment in safety behaviour can be given by social exchange
theory [15] and the safety citizenship behaviour (SBC) concept
[9,16].

In essence, social exchange theory describes how series of
interactions between two parties (e.g., employees and man-
agement) can give rise to the reciprocal relationship that is
based on a sense of obligation, which then leads to will-
ingness to cooperate [17]. In this type of relationship based
on generalized reciprocity, trusted partners do not negotiate
every exchange of goods, so that their value for both sides
of the relationship is equal (exchange ‘something for some-
thing’, as it is in the case of a relationship based on balanced
reciprocity), but pass them each time when there is a need,
because they are convinced that favours will be reciprocated

in the future [10,15]. For example, when employers are per-
ceived as ‘caring for employees’ because they improve work
organization and social context (e.g., better working condi-
tions, support and concern for employees’ well-being), this
certainly evokes a sense of gratitude among subordinates for
a number of beneficial consequences [18–20]. Those ‘favours’
create a sense of obligation to reciprocate received benefits.
As the relationship gets stronger due tomutual commitments,
both of them begin to trust each other more that their pre-
vious ‘favours’ will be reciprocated in the future. Because the
nature of return is diffused and cannot be bargained [15], the
future obligation often extends to anticipated expectations of
the other party, even if they were not clearly stated. In that
case, when employees perceive that safety is an important
value for the employer, they may display safety engagement
behaviour as an act of reciprocation. This mechanism is based
on a ‘signalling perspective’ [21].

The ‘signalling perspective’ explains how employees’ trust
in the management and their perception of management
commitment to H&S influence employees’ propensity to
engage in safety-related behaviours. Based on the ‘signalling
perspective’, when employees interpret organizational activ-
ities that support workers (e.g., training, working condition
improvement) as long-term commitment, this leads directly
to reciprocal acts of citizenship [22], both organizational and
safety-related [23]. This is because employees who trust their
managers feel the need to reciprocate the benefits they
receive, preferably on an issue that is important to the trustee,
so when they perceive that the trustee is highly committed
in H&S, they are more likely to proactively engage in safety-
related behaviours, because they perceive the safety as a mat-
ter that is important to the trustee. Therefore, according to the
theory, management’s commitment to safety is a moderating
variable that strengthens the positive effect between the trust
and safety-relatedbehaviours. This is consistentwithHofmann
et al.’s [9] study findings that leaders not only need to have
an effective working relationship with their subordinates but
also must create a climate within the team that emphasizes
the importance of safety. An employee perception ofmanage-
ment commitment in H&S is a potentially important variable
for explaining the relationship between trust in management
and safety level in the enterprise. As it is included in the the-
oretical model (Figure 1), it was considered as a variable that
exerts an interactional effect, that will eventually strengthen
the positive relationship between trust in management and
SCB, rather than the direct impact.

SCBs are important participative work-group behaviours
that create a work environment that supports and encourages
proactive safety behaviours and ultimately prevents accidents
[24]. SCB is a higher-order construct consisting of various kinds
of self-initiative and participating behaviour of employees in
improving safety [16]. SCB is a counterpart of safety compli-
ance behaviour, which involves following rules and regula-
tions, wearing protective clothing, etc. [16]. Quite the oppo-
site, SCB is a construct related to whistleblowing on those
who violate safety and to protecting co-workers from the con-
sequences associated with accidents and unsafe situations
at work and other voluntary safety behaviours, e.g., help-
ing co-workers with safety, promoting safety programmes,
demonstrating initiative, suggesting changes for improving
safety [9,23–25]. SCB stems from organizational citizenship
behaviour (OCB) and, similarly, refers to discretionary, extra-
role and unrewarded employee activities that are essential
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Figure 1. Theoretical model of the relationship between trust in management and safety level in an enterprise.
Note: H&S = health and safety; SCB = safety citizenship behaviour.

for the organization [23]. SCBs are equivalent to citizenship
behaviours observed in organizationsmoregenerally, but they
are directed towards safety issues specifically [16,24]. The con-
cept of OCB and also SCB, drawn on social exchange theory,
implies that employeesmay engage in discretionary and unre-
warded activities as a reciprocal response to feeling cared
for by an organization [16,26]. Employees who positively per-
ceive organizational support aremore likely to feel committed
to their organization and engage in OCB/SCB [27]; therefore,
improving organizational–employee relations is a potential
motivating factor for employees to engage in participating
and self-initiative safety activities. The study findings confirm
that the organizational climate and quality of leader–member
exchange (LMX) relationships interact and together exert an
influence on the degree to which employees view citizen-
ship behaviour as part of their formal role and to which they
engage in citizenship behaviour [9]. To conclude, in the con-
ducted study, SCBs were conceptualized as a product of social
exchange.

There is also another side of trust that encourages employ-
ees to engage in safety initiatives. Employees’ acts of proactive
safety behaviour, e.g., reporting an error or near-miss to their
supervisor, exposes them to the risk that the information will
be used negatively (to discipline rather than promote learn-
ing). When doing so, employees allow themselves to be vul-
nerable, so employees who are willing to commit to this type
of action have to trust their supervisors that they will similarly
interpret the situation (as an opportunity to improve safety),
rather than to discipline non-compliant workers [10].

However, as social exchange theory describes, trust is a
reciprocal relationship, which means that each subsequent
reciprocal commitment reinforces the trust of other side of the
relationship. Therefore, this relationship consists of two sides:
management’s trust in employees and, conversely, employees’
trust in management. However, due to the necessity of lim-
iting the scope of the study, this study focused only on one
side of this relationship, which is the trust of employees in the
management.

Putting together the literature review findings and theoret-
ical hypothesis discussed so far, one can compile a theoretical
model explaining the considered impact of employees’ trust
in management on the safety level in an enterprise, which is
presented in Figure 1.

2.2. The researchmethod

2.2.1. Measuring employees’ trust
The specific nature of trust – an ephemeral, difficult to deter-
mine, emotional state of which an individual does not always
have to be aware – requires an appropriate approach to the
study, especially when explored in the work environment.
The research results prove trust can be both explicit and
implicit [10]. Therefore, asking employees directly whether
they trust their superiors does not guarantee reliable and accu-
rate measurement. This is primarily because individuals do
not fully realize their emotional states, as trust to managers
may be an implicit or implicit concept, so differences in the
self-awareness and understanding of trust among individual
respondents may disrupt the measurement. The literature on
the subject [10,13] indicates that the level of trust in an enter-
prise should be examined by analysing the sources on the
basis of which the individual decides whether to take the risk
and trust the person. These are the theoretical foundations
of the concept of an integrative model of organizational trust
[13,15–28], in which the following sources of trust can be
identified:

• Disposition to trust (or propensity to trust) – a constant ten-
dency of a person to trust other, unspecified members of
society. It is rather a constant feature to voluntarily rely on
others, not in the context of a specific situationbut indepen-
dent of the situation [13,29] and towardsmany people [30].
The level of this feature determines howmuch trust a given
person will have before any information about the per-
son’s trustworthiness is received, the so-called blind trust
or prejudice. Two trust subscales can be distinguished: gen-
eralized faith in humanity (assumptions) and trusting atti-
tude (personal strategy) [31]. This is an inherent, relatively
constant feature of the personality, only slightly changing
during life.

• Generalized assumptions – the assumptions (subjective
conclusions and convictions) made by the trustee towards
members of various social groups, institutions and norms
of behaviour [10], that are used to anticipate the actions
and intentions of a potential trustee. These assumptions are
formed as a result of an individual’s life experience and the
influence of culture [32].
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• Trustworthiness – has the greatest influence on the deci-
sionwhether or not to trust a particular person. It is a subjec-
tive assessment of credibility of a potential trustee in terms
of its three characteristics [see 15,31]:
• ability – the competences, features and skills of the

trustee, limited to a specific field that is related to the
subject of the case, e.g., in the area of safety and work-
ing conditions. It is a set of relevant abilities required to
complete certain tasks, but also a trustor’s belief that a
potential trustee is able to use them properly.

• benevolence – the perception of the trustee’s concert in
the trusting person’s well-being and safety. It is a gen-
uine, selfless, altruistic concern for other people that
goes beyond cynical self-interest – beyond the particu-
lar interests andduties of the trustee [13]. Theemployers’
benevolence results in putting the safety andwell-being
of employees over their own profit or the profit of the
organization. Benevolent employers are more likely to
share adverse information with employees (i.e., work-
place hazards) and are more likely to take into consid-
eration employees’ views and encourage them to joint
decision-making.

• integrity – corresponds to trustee’s openness, honesty
and a strong sense of justice, and indicates the extent to
which norms and values important for the good of the
trusting person are also respected by the trustee [13].
It is the belief that the trustee shares the trustor’s hier-
archy of values and norms, which are not only jointly
accepted but also, beyond the sphere of declarations,
are also manifested in the form of practical actions. It
also depends on the consistency of the trustee’s previ-
ous actions, credible messages from others about the
trustee or the belief that he or she has a strong sense of
justice [13]. In the area of workplace safety, it indicates
the degree towhich the value of life and health has been
internalized in the trustee’s value system, i.e., it shows
whether the trustee considers the employee’s safety an
important issue. Themeta-analysis showed that integrity
is the strongest predictor of employees’ trust in man-
agement [29]. These conclusionswere also confirmed by
other studies [33,34].

The decision whether to trust a person is based on the
function of these sources of trust and the significance of the
outcome of misplaced trust. If an entity evaluates that the
trustworthiness of a potential trustee, assessed on the basis
of their ability, benevolence and integrity, indicates that the
probability of their behaving as expected exceeds the size and
probability of possible losses, then the risk of trust will be
taken [13].

2.2.2. The research tool
2.2.2.1. Employees’ trust. The measurement of employees’
trust, used in a research tool (a questionnaire), was based on
Mayer et al.’s [13] integrativemodel of organizational trust. The
concept, explained in detail in the subsection 2.2.1, allows to
measure trust as a multi-element construct consisting of five
dimensions, defined by sources of trust. Each of the dimen-
sions of trust wasmeasured on the basis of separate subscales,
consisting of several items (questions) taken from Schoorman
et al.’s study [35], which were translated and adopted to the
national language context. There were only some changes
made, mainly due to linguistic differences, as two questions

were deleted from the benevolence scale, ‘Top management
will go out of its way to help me’ and ‘My needs and desires
are very important to topmanagement’, and one questionwas
added to thepropensity to trust scale, ‘Nowadays,most people
do not help others, but primarily look after their own interests’.
In total, 28 questions were asked, using a 5-point Likert scale,
to measure employees’ trust in management. On this basis,
five separate variables have been calculated, which together
measure trust in amultidimensional perspective. However, the
exploratory andconfirmatory analyses, discussed in the follow-
ing sections, have shown that not all of the used questions are
reliable and valid enough, so the final model is calculated on
the basis of a substantially reduced number of variables.

2.2.2.2. Safety citizenship behaviour. SCBs were measured
similar to the Hofmann et al. [9] or Conchie et al. [10] stud-
ies, in which the measurement of SCB was mainly based on
the concept of OCBs [36,37] and modified already existing
citizenship scales in order to make them safety specific and
adapt them to the specificity of the country. The scale items
were taken from the literature on voluntary employees’ safety
behaviour [9,36–38] and subscales of a well-established Polish
version of a safety culture questionnaire [39], which concerned
employees’ proactive, self initiative, extra-role behaviours
towards health and safety (H&S) at work and their willing-
ness or intention to look out for the safety of others. Finally,
four scales reflectingwhistleblowing, conscientiousness, help-
ing and organizational compliance were developed. The final
version of the SCB subscales consists of 24 questions that have
been subjected to the explanatory and confirmatory analyses,
which substantially reduced the number of selected questions
in the finalmodel. A detailed description of the SCB’s subscales
is included in Appendix 1.

2.2.2.3. Level of safety inanenterprise. The level of safety in
an enterprise was measured by its outcome indicator, which is
the occurrence of accidents and incidents at work. The respon-
dents were asked whether, over the last 3 years, they expe-
rienced any of the following events at work: accident that
resulted in absence from work; accident that caused injury
but did not result in work incapacity; or dangerous occur-
rence where there was a high risk of serious injury, although
no injury occurred. Then, after analysing the results, the items
were recoded into two variables: number of injuries at work
regardless ofwhether they causework absenteeismornot; and
number of incidents at work were there was a high probability
of the injury causing absenteeism.

2.2.2.4. H&S regulation compliance. In the conducted rese-
arch, H&S regulation compliance was also studied as one of
the main mediating variables that exert potential impact on
accident occurrence. This was measured by asking two ques-
tions about regulation avoidance: ‘Sometimes I avoid health
and safety regulations, especially when I perform work that I
know very well’ and ‘Sometimes I skip the health and safety
regulations to get work done faster’.

2.2.2.5. Management commitment in H&S. An employee
perception of management commitment in H&S was mea-
sured by 25 questions, based on safety culture questionnaire
[39] subscales that relate to management commitment and
participation and the importance of safety value for them.
In the analysis of the results, the questions were subjected to
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factor analysis that greatly reduced their number. Finally, only
eight questions were considered to be significant and were
used in the analysis as interaction terms. The final questions
used can be divided into three subscales: general attitudes
of management to H&S regulation compliance; motivating
employees to participate and engage in safety activities; and
importance of safety value in the enterprise.

The list of items that were used in the final measurement
model is presented in Table 2, in which the items of each
scale (observed variables measuring subsequent latent con-
structs) are listed in the rows and latent variables (unobserved
constructs) are listed in the column heads.

2.2.3. The study: sample, data screening
On the basis of the developed questionnaire, a survey was car-
riedout among883workers employed in industrial enterprises
in Poland, carrying out activities of various types but excluding
office work. The study was carried out by an external research
company, and the participants were selected with purposive
sampling (selective, on subjective judgement), based on avail-
ability and to ensure diversity of company sizes, economic
profiles and level of safety. The study was conducted in accor-
dance with the Polish requirements regarding ethical guide-
lines. All study participants were informed about the purpose
of the study and the anonymity of the results and agreed to
participate.

Someobservations containedmissing values (< 5%of sam-
ple size on a single value). Single missing values were imputed
with the median value of all questions in a subscale. Observa-
tions with a greater number of missing values were deleted.
Observationswith a large number of the sameanswers, also on
reversed-scale questions, were identified and removed. After
the data screening procedures, the sample was limited to 831
observations, which did not contain any missing data or out-
liers.

A multivariate test was conducted after the measurement
model. The variance inflation factor (VIF) for all of the exoge-
nous variables was tested simultaneously. The VIFs for all vari-
ables were < 2.0, indicating that the exogenous variables are
all distinct.

3. Results

3.1. Exploratory factor analysis

Even though the testedmodelwas largely based onpreviously
developed and empirically confirmedmodels, exploratory fac-
tor analysis (EFA) was carried out as part of the analysis – not
to identify variables but to validatewhether all of the observed
variables were loaded together as expected in theory and to
investigate the internal structure of a well-established part of
newmultidimensional model.

The EFA was conducted using maximum likelihood with
promax rotation (due to the dataset size) to validate whether
the observed variables were loaded together as expected,
adequately correlated and met the criteria of reliability and
validity. The analysis allowed to identify an 11-factor model
presented in the following pattern matrix:

• Adequacy
• The Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) value (0.912) and Bart-

lett’s test for sampling adequacy were significant (p <

0.001) and the communalities for each variable were

Table 1. Model factors: Cronbach’s α values.

Factor label Cronbach’s α

Disposition to trust (trust) 0.59

Ability (trust) 0.90

Integrity (trust) 0.88

Benevolence (trust) 0.81

Generalized assumptions (trust) 0.82

Conscientiousness (SCB) 0.85

Helping (SCB) 0.86

Whistleblowing (SCB) 0.87

Organizational compliance (SCB) 0.75

H&S regulation compliance 0.78

Accident events 0.83

Note: H&S = health and safety; SCB = safety citizenship behaviour.

sufficiently high (all > 0.300 andmost of them > 0.600).
The reproduced matrix had only 1% of non-redundant
residuals > 0.05, indicating that the chosen variables
adequately correlated for a factor analysis. The per-
formed tests and analysis confirmed the adequacy of the
variables of the 11-factor model.

• Reliability
• For most of the extracted factors, Cronbach’s α values

largely exceed the expected minimum (> 0.70), except
for ‘Disposition to trust’ which was 0.59 (Table 1).

• Validity
• All model factors demonstrate sufficient convergent

validity (Table 2), as their loadings were all above the
recommended minimum threshold of 0.30, for a sample
size of more than 350 [40]. High correlations between
the factors constituted a major impediment and caused
many variables to be excluded from the analysis. Finally,
the factors demonstrate sufficient discriminant valid-
ity, as the correlation matrix shows no correlations
> 0.70, as well as no problematic cross-loadings. How-
ever, many factors still had high correlation (> 0.6), and
this issue was further tackled within the next stage of
the analysis, in confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), by
composing second-order and third-order factors. The
11-factor model had a sufficient total variance explained
of > 61%, while five extracted factors had eigenvalues
< 1.0.

The EFA analysis confirmed that the 11-factor model met
the criteria of adequacy, reliability and validity.

3.2. Confirmatory factor analysis

The CFA was conducted twice, before and after introducing
second-order and third-order factors, as well as a common
latent factor (CLF). This approach allows researchers to confirm
that the core of themeasurementmodel and also its final form
are both reliable, valid and fit with the data.

3.2.1. CFA of the first-order factormeasurementmodel
• Model fit

• Due to poor loading, indicator oc3 was removed. Factor
loadingof indicator bt3 increased to an appropriate level
anddidnot require removal.Modification indicesdidnot
suggest any changes that would significantly improve
the model. The goodness of fit for measurement model
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Table 2. Factor analysis pattern matrix.

Pattern matrix

Latent variable

Observed
varable (item)

Ability (trust-
worthiness)

Whistleblowing
(SCB)

Conscientiousness
(SCB)

Helping
(SCB)

Generalized
assumptions

Accident
events

H&S regulation
compliance

Organizational
compliance (SCB)

Benevolence
(trustworthiness)

Disposition to
trust

Integrity (trust-
worthiness)

at1 0.945 – – – – – – – – – –

at2 0.853 – – – – – – – – – –

at3 0.838 – – – – – – – – – –

at4 0.669 – – – – – – – – – –

at5 0.637 – – – – – – – – – –

wb1 – 0.829 – – – – – – – – –

wb2 – 0.811 – – – – – – – – –

wb3 – 0.732 – – – – – – – – –

wb4 – 0.728 – – – – – – – – –

wb5 – 0.681 – – – – – – – – –

wb6 – 0.614 – – – – – – – – –

cs1 – – 0.871 – – – – – – – –

cs2 – – 0.868 – – – – – – – –

cs3 – – 0.722 – – – – – – – –

cs4 – – 0.335 – – – – – – – –

hp1 – – – 0.863 – – – – – – –

hp2 – – – 0.814 – – – – – – –

hp3 – – – 0.742 – – – – – – –

sg1 – – – – 0.860 – – – – – –

sg2 – – – – 0.860 – – – – – –

sg3 – – – – 0.625 – – – – – –

ae1 – – – – – 0.863 – – – – –

ae2 – – – – – 0.820 – – – – –

(continued)
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Table 2. Continued.

Pattern matrix

Latent variable

Observed
varable (item)

Ability (trust-
worthiness)

Whistleblowing
(SCB)

Conscientiousness
(SCB)

Helping
(SCB)

Generalized
assumptions

Accident
events

H&S regulation
compliance

Organizational
compliance (SCB)

Benevolence
(trustworthiness)

Disposition to
trust

Integrity (trust-
worthiness)

hsr1 – – – – – – 0.980 – – – –

hsr2 – – – – – – 0.604 – – – –

oc1 – – – – – – – 0.823 – – –

oc2 – – – – – – – 0.714 – – –

oc3 – – – – – – – 0.382 – – –

bt1 – – – – – – – – 0.810 – –

bt2 – – – – – – – – 0.733 – –

bt3 – – – – – – – – 0.382 – –

dt1 – – – – – – – – – 0.612 –

dt2 – – – – – – – – – 0.593 –

dt3 – – – – – – – – – 0.474 –

it1 – – – – – – – – – – 0.786

it2 – – – – – – – – – – 0.708

Extraction method: maximum likelihood estimation

Rotation method: promax with Kaiser normalization

Note: at1, . . . , it2 are items in subsequent scales: at1–at5 = ability (trustworthiness); it1–it2 = integrity (trustworthiness). H&S = health and safety; SCB = safety citizenship behaviour.
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Table 3. Goodness-of-fit measures for the first-order factor measurement
model.

Metric Observed value Recommended value

CMIN / df 2.33 Between 1 and 3

CFI 0.95 > 0.95

rmsea 0.04 > 0.06

PCLOSE 1 > 0.05

NFI 0.92 > 0.90

Note: CFI = comparative fit index; CMIN / df = minimum sample of discrep-
ancy divided by degrees of freedom; PCLOSE = p-value for a test of close
fit; NFI = normed fit index; rmsea = root mean square error of approxima-
tion.

sufficiently met the required criteria (metrics presented
in Table 3).

• Validity and reliability
• To test the convergent validity, the average variance

extracted (AVE) was calculated. For all factors the AVE
was > 0.50, except for ‘Disposition to trust’ which
obtained a very low value of 0.32. However, as this fac-
tor is one of the five indicators of an unobserved third-
order factor of trust and, according to theory [10], not
the most important in examining trust of a long-term
relationship of experienced employees and well-known
management, itwasdecidednot to remove it at this level
of analysis.

• To test the discriminant validity, the square root of the
AVE (on the diagonal in the matrix presented in Table 4)
was compared to all inter-factor correlations (below the
diagonal in the matrix presented in Table 4) and max-
imum shared variance (MSV). All factors demonstrated
adequate discriminant validity as the diagonal values
had greater values than the inter-factor correlations, and
all MSV values were smaller than the AVE.

• The composite reliability (CR) for each factor was also
tested. For all factors, the CR was above the expected
minimum value of 0.70 (Table 4), indicating that com-
puted factors are reliable, again with the exception of
‘Disposition to trust’ factor which was < 0.6.

3.2.2. Commonmethod bias
Because all of the data were collected in a single question-
naire survey and examined variables were highly correlated,
it was necessary to determine whether the obtained results
were affected by a common method bias (CMB). To verify
this, a CMB test was conducted by adding the CLF to every
observedvariable and running theχ2 differences test between
the unconstrained model and the model where all paths of
CLF were constrained to zero. The test allowed to indicate that
the shared variance of observed variables is significantly dif-
ferent from zero, χ2(35) = 277.5, p < 0.001, and therefore the
data were affected by CMB. As the CR and AVE for each con-
struct kept theminimum thresholds, it proved to be necessary
to retain the CLF for the structural model (by imputing fac-
tor scores in AMOS 27 with the CLF present) and thus obtain
CMB-adjusted values.

3.2.3. Second-order and third-order factors
As is indicated in theory, the studied phenomena highly corre-
late, as they are individual dimensions of a higher-order con-
struct of trust or SCB. Although a lot of work has been done
to counteract inter-correlation by careful selection of included
variables in EFA, the correlation of particular components of

higher-latent constructs still biased the computed results. As
it turned out, it was inevitable to construct second-order and
even third-order factors in a measurement model. The model
developed on the basis of multilevel factors consisted of four
latent constructs (Table 5): one third-order factor ‘Trust inman-
agement’, which in turn was computed on the basis of one
second-order factor ‘Trustworthiness’ and the two first-order
factors ‘Disposition to trust’ and ‘Social groups and institu-
tions’; one second-order factor SCB, computed by measuring
four first-order factors; and the two first-order factors ‘H&S
regulations compliance’ and ‘Accident events’.

3.2.4. CFA of themulti-order CMB-adjustedmeasurement
model
The multi-order CMB-adjusted measurement model was sig-
nificantly more reliable, valid and better fit with the data:

• Model fit
• The goodness of fit improved significantly and exceeded

the required criteria (metrics presented in Table 6).
• Validity and reliability

• The convergent together with discriminant validity as
well as the CR of the model were tested in the same
way as previously. The tests conducted indicated no
validity or reliability concerns, as all metrics were above
expected thresholds (Table 7).

3.3. The structural model

3.3.1. Hypotheses
The structural model was constructed on the basis of a theo-
retical model (Figure 1) consisting of four mediations and one
interaction effect:

• Mediation hypotheses
• SCB mediates a positive relationship between trust in

management and H&S regulation compliance.
• H&S regulations compliance partially mediates negative

relationship between SCB and accident events.
• SCB mediates negative relationship between trust in

management and accident events.
• SCB and H&S regulations compliancemediates negative

relationship between trust inmanagement and accident
events (serial mediation).

• Interaction hypotheses
• An increase in perceived management commitment in

H&Swill strengthenapositive relationshipbetween trust
in management and SCB.

• Model components
• Composite variables were created using factor score

imputation in AMOS while the CLF was present.
• Interaction terms were created by standardizing and

multiplying the relevant independent variables (per-
ceived management commitment in H&S and trust in
management).

3.3.2. Hypothesis testing
3.3.2.1. Mediation. Based on the theoreticalmodel, inwhich
the potential partial and full mediations were present, the
direct and indirect effects were analysed. Mediations were
tested using 2000 bias-corrected bootstrapping resamples in
AMOS. The results are summarized in Table 8. All mediation
hypotheses were confirmed.
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Table 4. Validity and reliability metrics.

Model factor CR AVE MSV 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. Organizational com-
pliance (SCB)

0.752 0.604 0.473 0.777 – – – – – – – – – –

2. H&S regulation com-
pliance

0.780 0.639 0.203 0.451 0.800 – – – – – – – – –

3. Accident events 0.842 0.729 0.039 −0.051 −0.115 0.854 – – – – – – – –

4. Disposition to trust 0.587 0.324 0.242 0.282 0.069 −0.051 0.569 – – – – – – –

5. Integrity (trustwor-
thiness)

0.888 0.799 0.524 0.305 0.146 −0.097 0.491 0.894 – – – – – –

6. Benevolence (trust-
worthiness)

0.821 0.609 0.511 0.316 0.137 −0.099 0.441 0.696 0.781 – – – – –

7. Generalized assump-
tions

0.830 0.623 0.234 0.356 0.307 −0.197 0.198 0.375 0.484 0.790 – – – –

8. Conscientiousness
(SCB)

0.854 0.597 0.473 0.688 0.296 −0.111 0.269 0.289 0.324 0.451 0.772 – – –

9. Helping (SCB) 0.856 0.665 0.448 0.535 0.229 −0.133 0.334 0.345 0.336 0.479 0.669 0.815 – –

10. Whistleblowing
(SCB)

0.873 0.536 0.329 0.536 0.438 −0.147 0.208 0.157 0.248 0.453 0.574 0.445 0.732 –

11. Ability (trustworthi-
ness)

0.896 0.634 0.524 0.410 0.233 −0.108 0.492 0.724 0.715 0.460 0.445 0.427 0.267 0.796

Note: AVE = average variance extracted; CR = composite reliability; H&S = health and safety; MSV = maximum shared variance; SCB = safety citizenship
behaviour, the values in bold represent the square root of the average variance extracted (AVE).

Table 5. Multi-order latent factors pattern matrix.

Third-order factors Second-order factors First-order factors

Trust inmanagement Trustworthiness Ability

Integrity

Benevolence

Disposition to trust

Generalized assumptions

Safety citizenship
behaviour (SCB)

Conscientiousness

Helping

Whistleblowing

Organizational compliance

H&S regulation compliance

Accident events

Note: H&S = health and safety.

Table 6. Goodness-of-fit measures for the multi-order CMB-adjusted measure-
ment model.

Metric Observed value Recommended value

CMIN / df 2.077 Between 1 and 3

CFI 0.963 > 0.95

rmsea 0.036 > 0.06

PCLOSE 1 > 0.05

NFI 0.931 > 0.90

Note: CMB = common method bias; CFI = comparative fit index;
CMIN / df = minimum sample of discrepancy divided by degrees of
freedom; PCLOSE = p-value for a test of close fit; NFI = normed fit index;
rmsea = root mean square error of approximation.

First, it has been statistically confirmed that SCB provides a
full mediation effect of a positive relationship between trust in
management and H&S regulation compliance. Therefore, the
effect of the trust of employees on their regulation compli-
ance is fully explained by the intervention caused by SCB as
a mediator in that process. The mediation effect is statistically
significant and its power shouldbe interpretedas close to large
(Table 8).

Other mediation effects provided by the theoretical model
were statistically confirmed as partial mediations. This is
due to the fact that the mediation variable ‘H&S regulation

compliance’ in many cases can intervene in the process, but
in some parts of the relationship the link just goes directly
to accident events, without participation of a mediator. All
partial mediation effects proved to be statistically significant
and had enough power, but their effect size should be statis-
tically interpreted as rather small. However, considering that
the incidence rate for Poland is about 5–6 per 1000 work-
ers [41], the obtained results, based on a sample size of 883,
should be interpreted as clear evidence of a rather strong
relationship.

3.3.2.2. Interaction. The conducted analysis confirmed that
there is a statistically significant interaction effect of IVs
(Table 8). As shown in Figure 2, interpretation of the interac-
tion effect can be as follows: when management is trusted by
employees and also perceived as committed to H&S issues,
then employees are more likely to engage in SCB, com-
pared with the situation where entrusted management is
not committed or committed management is not trusted. In
other words, perceived management commitment in H&S will
strengthen the positive relationship between trust inmanage-
ment and SCB.

In order to measure the magnitude of interaction, the f2

effect size was calculated [42]. Based on the research prac-
tice and a more realistic standard for effect size interpretation
[43,44], the obtained interaction effect size (0.009) should be
interpreted as medium. The model fit did not change signifi-
cantly for the final moderated model and should be evaluated
as very well fit with the data (Table 9).

3.3.3. Themodel fit
The model in its final form fits the data more than very well,
as the goodness of fit measures largely exceeds the required
thresholds (Table 9). An almost perfect data fit was not dis-
turbed by the inclusion of mediation and interaction effects.

4. Discussion

The main result of the presented research is that trust in man-
agement is an important factor that significantly affects the
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Table 7. Validity and reliability metrics.

CR AVE MSV 1 2 3 4

1. SCB 0.807 0.516 0.430 0.719 – – –

2. H&S regulation compliance 0.744 0.593 0.122 0.349 0.770 – –

3. Trust in management 0.755 0.516 0.430 0.656 0.239 0.718 –

4. Accident events 0.837 0.721 0.031 −0.176 −0.120 −0.177 0.849

Note: AVE = average variance extracted; CR = composite reliability; H&S = health and safety; MSV = maximum
shared variance; SCB = safety citizenship behaviour, the values in bold represent the square root of the average
variance extracted (AVE).

Table 8. Hypothesis summary.

Hypothesis Statistical evidence Type of relationship

Mediation

SCBmediates a positive relationship between trust inmanagement and H&S regula-
tion compliance

Direct β without mediator: 0.29∗∗∗ Full mediation

Direct β with mediator:−0.05 (ns)

Indirect β : 0.23∗∗
H&S regulation compliance partially mediates a negative relationship between SCB

and accident events
Direct β without mediator:−0.29∗∗∗ Partial mediation

Direct β with mediator:−0.19∗∗
Indirect β :−0.03∗

SCB mediates a negative relationship between trust in management and accident
events

Direct β without mediator:−0.21∗∗∗ Partial mediation

Direct β with mediator:−0.12∗
Indirect β :−0.1∗∗

SCB and H&S regulation compliance mediate a negative relationship between trust
in management and accident events (serial mediation)

Direct β without mediator:−0.21∗∗∗ Partial mediation

Direct β with mediator:−0.12∗
Indirect β :−0.02∗

Interaction

An increase in perceivedmanagement commitment inH&Swill strengthen apositive
relationship between trust in management and SCB

Interaction effect (β): 0.051∗ Strengthen the positive effect

∗Statistically significant at p ≤ 0.05.
∗∗Statistically significant at p ≤ 0.01.
∗∗∗Statistically significant at p ≤ 0.001.
Note: H&S = health and safety; SCB = safety citizenship behaviour.

level of safety in an enterprise. The conducted research has
shown that employees’ trust in management affects safety
outcomes (reduction of accident event occurrence) indirectly,
due to improvement in employees’ engagement in proac-
tive, social citizenship behaviour and through improvement in
their H&S regulation compliance. Moreover, it was proved that
perceived management commitment in H&S will additionally

strengthen the positive relationship between trust inmanage-
ment and SCB (through the identified interaction effect).

These results are consistent with other studies findings,
as according to many researchers the impact of trust on
occupational safety primarily manifests through increased
involvement of employees in the area of occupational H&S
[10,15,16]. Research results have shows thatwhen subordinates

Figure 2. Interaction effect of perceived management commitment in H&S on the relationship between trust in management and SCB (levels selected according to
standard deviation).
Notes: H&S = health and safety; SCB = safety citizenship behaviour.



INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND ERGONOMICS (JOSE) 751

Table 9. Goodness-of-fit measures for the final form structural model.

Metric Observed value Recommended value

CMIN / df 1.613 Between 1 and 3

CFI 0.998 > 0.95

rmsea 0.027 > 0.06

PCLOSE 0.854 > 0.05

NFI 0.995 > 0.90

Note: CFI = comparative fit index; CMIN / df = minimum sample of discrep-
ancy divided by degrees of freedom; PCLOSE = p-value for a test of close
fit; NFI = normed fit index; rmsea = root mean square error of approxima-
tion.

trust their supervisors and managers, they exhibiting more
positive safetybehaviours, e.g., reportingnearmisses andchal-
lenging unsafe acts, resulting in fewer occupational injuries
and better organizational safety performance [45]. Many stud-
ies have shown that high trust of employees in management
correlates with increased readiness to follow orders from their
superiors and greater willingness to take self-initiatives by
employees [45–47]. In addition, according to study results,
organizational trust has an impact on broader working condi-
tions and organizational outcomes, that have also an indirect
influenceon safety atwork, e.g., increased job satisfaction, pro-
ductivity and performance, as well as decreased absenteeism
and turnover [48–52].

As discussed in the Introduction, these results are also con-
sistent with the modern approach to occupational safety and
literature on the subject, since most of the modern methods
and concepts of OSH management place strong emphasis to
improve employee behaviour in complying with safety rules
and regulations [53] and encouraging employees to be proac-
tive in dealing with safety issues [16], by engaging in SCBs.
First, the concept of safety culture, which is well established
in the literature on the subject, is clearly related to the idea
of trust. It is argued and empirically proven that trust plays
a central role in models of safety culture, as Reason [54,55]
suggested, and Burns et al. [14] provided strong empirical
evidence that trust may be a key element in integrating all
subcomponents of safety culture – a reporting culture, a just
culture and a learning culture – into an effective safety culture.
According to many researchers, the impact of trust primar-
ily manifests through increased involvement of employees in
the area of occupational H&S [10], which strengthens the pos-
itive impact of safety culture [10,15,16]. In addition, research
results show that transformational leadership,which is another
example of modern safety management approach, also has a
stronger effect when employees have high trust in their supe-
riors [56–58]. Finally, the new ISO Standard No. 45001:2018
OHS Management Systems [59] strongly emphasize the need
to encourage employees to cooperate and to consider their
needs when planning activities. Moreover the standard guide-
lines clearly emphasize that active employees’ participation
and communication based on mutual trust is one of the basic
conditions for achieving the intended results [60].

A review of the literature on the subject indicates that
employees’ trust in management, which positively affects
cooperation, may be a prerequisite for positive influence of
the leadership and the safety climate, as well as othermethods
of OSH management that place great emphasis on encourag-
ing employees to cooperate. However, the existence of the
relationship between employees’ trust in management and
the level of safety in an enterprise, so clearly demonstrated

in theoretical concepts, has so far not been clearly confirmed
in extensive quantitative research and a multivariable, holistic
model.

Although there are many positive effects of trust, it should
be kept in mind that it may also be detrimental to safety [10].
First, some researchers point out that a certain degree of cre-
ative mistrust [61] is necessary to maintain the desired team
alertness in order to identify emerging hazards. No less impor-
tant is an adverse effect of the overconfidence that is often
a precursor of a decision-making error, which is well known
amongaccident investigators as captainitis [62]. Captainitis is a
tendency of teammembers to quit their responsibilities when
their acts or opinions are contrary to their superior’s decisions,
even when those decisions are clearly wrong and can cause
catastrophic effects. Although captainitis results primarily not
from trust but from power distance, it is a certain exempli-
fication of a negative impact of too much subordination of
employees to their superiors’ orders.

The limitations of this study, first, relate to its fundamen-
tal issue, which is to examine employees’ opinions on the
trustworthiness of their management, in terms of their abil-
ity (qualifications), benevolence and integrity. Although for
practical reasons the study was conducted in the workplace,
appropriate efforts were made to assure employees of the full
anonymity of the results. Even though there is some possibil-
ity that the answers were not completely honest, a thorough
analysis of the results did not confirm the lack of reliability of
the results. Another limitation of the study is related to the
multitude of variables included in themodel. Because the liter-
ature review indicated that the impact of employees’ trust on
safety is multidimensional and does not influence directly, but
through indirect moderation effects (mediation and interac-
tion) of other factors, the number of factors/variables included
in the study was very large and the obtained statistical model
is complicated. Including such a large number of variables in
the study, while maintaining an appropriate response rate,
required limiting the number of questions in the subsequent
scales to the necessary minimum only. For this reason, the
study results certainly require further exploration and confir-
mation, in future research that will be conducted with a more
specific approach. The final limitation of the study is the num-
ber of companies that participated in the study. Increasing
this number anddiversifying their economic activities in future
replications of the study should validate the results.

5. Conclusion

Trust in the enterprise is an important organizational resource,
especially useful for performing tasks requiring cooperation.
But even more important is its potential effect on the safety
level in a company. The results of the research presented
in this article confirm that trust in management is a par-
ticularly important factor significantly affecting the level of
safety at work. As full mediation has been statistically con-
firmed, it is now known that employees’ trust in manage-
ment affects safety outcomes indirectly, due to improvement
in their engagement in proactive, social citizenship behaviour.
The research findings also prove that better engagement
in SCB, in the end, should directly contribute to the reduc-
tion of accident event occurrence, although, in some cases,
SCB can affect accidents indirectly, through improvement in
employees’ H&S regulation compliance (the effect of con-
firmed partial mediation).
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Moreover, employees’ evaluation of management commit-
ment to H&S issues also proved to be an important factor
affecting the relationship between trust and engagement in
SCB through an interaction effect. Statistical analysis con-
firmed that improvement in perceived management commit-
ment in H&S will additionally strengthen the positive relation-
ship between trust in management and SCB engagement.

The results of the research presented in the article provide
statically confirmed evidence that employees’ trust in man-
agement is a particularly important factor that significantly
affects safety in a company. A trustedmanagement that is also
committed to H&S should benefit from a proactive attitude of
employees whowillingly engage in SCB, comply with H&S reg-
ulations and, in the end, should be less prone to accident event
occurrence.

The results also present evidence that the adopted research
methodology is appropriate to examine organizational trust
in its workplace safety context, even despite the specifically
ephemeral and difficult to determine nature of the trust.
Despite themany difficulties discussed in the article in examin-
ing the trust of employees in their management, the research
tool provided valid and reliable results, enabling to develop a
statistical model that is significant, very well fit to the data and
provides clear interpretation of the studied phenomenon.

Acknowledgements
This article was created and published on the basis of results of a research
task carried out within the scope of the sixth stage of the National Pro-
gramme ‘Governmental Programme for Improvement of Safety andWork-
ing Conditions’, funded by state services of the Ministry of Family, Labour
and Social Policy (under the name of the Ministry of Family and Social
Policy prior to December 12, 2023).

Disclosure statement
No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author.

Funding
This work was funded by the Ministry of Family, Labour and Social Pol-
icy (under the name of the Ministry of Family and Social Policy prior to
December 12, 2023) [sixth stage of the National Programme ‘Governmen-
tal Programme for Improvement of Safety and Working Conditions’).

ORCID
SzymonOrdysiński http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5907-6582

References
[1] Sztompka P. Trust: a sociological theory. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-

versity Press; 1999.
[2] Sztompka PZ. Fundament społeczeństwa. Kraków: Znak; 2007. Polish.
[3] Putnam RD. Bowling alone: America’s declining social capital.

J Democracy. 1995;6(1):65–78. doi:10.1353/jod.1995.0002
[4] Rousseau DM, Sitkin SB, Burt RS, et al. Not so different after all: a

cross-discipline view of trust. Acad Manage Rev. 1998;23:393–404.
doi:10.5465/amr.1998.926617

[5] Boon SD. Trust. In: Manstead ASR, Hewstone M, editors. Black-
well encyclopedia of social psychology. Oxford: Blackwell; 1995,
p. 656–657.

[6] Holmes JG. Trust and the appraisal process in close relationships. In:
WH Jones, D Perlman, editors. Advances in personal relationships.
London: Jessica Kingsley; 1991. (2), p. 57–104.

[7] Holmes JGZ, Manstead ASR. Encyklopedia blackwella. In: J San-
torski, editor. Psychologia społeczna. Warszawa: J. Santorski & Co
Wydawnictwo; 1991, p. 755–757.

[8] Morrison EW. Role definitions and organizational citizenship behav-
ior: the importance of the employee’s perspective. Acad Manage J.
1994;37:1543–1567. doi:10.2307/256798

[9] Hofmann D, Morgeson F, Gerras S. Climate as a moderator of the
relationship between leader–member exchange and content spe-
cific citizenship: safety climate as an exemplar. J Appl Psychol.
2003;88(1):170–178. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.88.1.170

[10] Conchie SM, Woodcock HE, Taylor PJ. Trust-based approaches to
safety and productivity. In: Clarke S, Probst TM, Guldenmund F, et al.,
editors. The Wiley Blackwell handbook of the psychology of occupa-
tional safety andworkplace health. Wiley Blackwell: Chichester; 2016,
p. 111–132.

[11] Schoorman FD, Mayer RC, Davis JH. An integrative model of
organizational trust: past, present, and future. Acad Manage Rev.
2007;32(2):344–354. doi:10.5465/amr.2007.24348410

[12] Lewicki RJ, McAllister DJ, Bies RJ. Trust and distrust: new relationships
and realities. Acad Manage Rev. 1998;23:438–458. doi:10.2307/25
9288

[13] Mayer R, Davis J, Schoorman D. An integrative model of organi-
zational trust. Acad Manage Rev. 1995;20(3):709–734. doi:10.2307/
258792

[14] BurnsC,MearnsK,McGeorgeP. Explicit and implicit trustwithin safety
culture. Risk Anal. 2006;26:1139–1150. doi:10.1111/j.1539-6924.2006.
00821.x

[15] Blau P. Exchange and power in social life. 2nd ed. New York: Rout-
ledge; 1986. doi:10.4324/9780203792643

[16] Didla S, Mearns K, Flin R. Safety citizenship behaviour: a proactive
approach to risk management. J Risk Res. 2009;12(3–4):475–483.
doi:10.1080/13669870903041433

[17] Cropanzano R, Mitchell MS. Social exchange theory: an interdisci-
plinary. J Manag. 2005;31:874–900. doi:10.1177/0149206305279602

[18] Allen DG, Shore LM, Griffeth RW. The role of perceived organizational
support and supportive human resource practices in the turnover
process. J Manage. 2003;29:99–118. doi:10.1177/01492063030290
0107

[19] Rhoades L, Eisenberger R. Perceived organizational support: a review
of the literature. J App Psychol. 2002;87:698–714. doi:10.1037/0021-
9010.87.4.698

[20] Zagenczyk TJ, Scott KD, Gibney R, et al. Social influence andperceived
organizational support: a social networks analysis. Organ Behav Hum
Decis Process. 2010;111:127–138. doi:10.1016/j.obhdp.2009.11.004

[21] Spence M. Job market signaling. Q J Econ. 1973;87(3):355–374.
doi:10.2307/1882010

[22] Suazo MM, Martínez PG, Sandoval R. Creating psychological and
legal contracts through human resource practices: a signaling the-
ory perspective. Human Resour Manage Rev. 2009;19:154–166.
doi:10.1016/j.hrmr.2008.11.002

[23] Reader TW, Mearns K, Lopes C, et al. Organizational support
for the workforce and employee safety citizenship behaviors: a
social exchange relationship. Human Relat. 2017;70(3):362–385.
doi:10.1177/0018726716655863

[24] Curcuruto M, Conchie SM, Griffin MA. Safety citizenship behavior
(SCB) in the workplace: a stable construct? Analysis of psychome-
tric invariance across four European countries. Accident Anal Prev.
2019;129:190–201. doi:10.1016/j.aap.2019.05.023

[25] Christian MS, Bradley JC, Wallace JC, et al. Workplace safety: a meta-
analysis of the roles of person and situation factors. J Appl Psychol.
2009;94:1103–1127. doi:10.1037/a0016172

[26] DeJoy D, Della L, Vandenberg R, et al. Making work safer: test-
ing a model of social exchange and safety management. J Saf Res.
2010;41:163–171. doi:10.1016/j.jsr.2010.02.001

[27] Podsakoff P, MacKenzie S, Painea J, et al. Organizational citizenship
behaviors: a critical review of the theoretical and empirical litera-
ture and suggestions for future research. JManage. 2000;26:513–563.
doi:10.1177/014920630002600307

[28] Mayer RC, Davis JH. The effect of the performance appraisal system
on trust for management: a field quasi-experiment. J Appl Psychol.
1999;84(1):123–136. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.84.1.123

[29] Colquitt JA, Scott BA, LePine JA. Trust: trustworthiness, and trust
propensity: a meta-analytic test of their unique relationships with
risk taking and job performance. J Appl Psychol. 2007;92:902–927.
doi:10.1037/0021-9010.92.4.909

[30] Sitkin SB, Pablo AL. Reconceptualising the determinants of risk
behaviour. AcadManagment Rev. 1992;17:9–38. doi:10.2307/258646

[31] McKnight HD, Chervany NL. Trust and distrust definitions: one bite at
a time. In: Falcone R, SinghM, TanYH, editors. Trust in Cyber-societies.
Lecture notes in computer science. Vol. 2246. Berlin: Springer; 2001,
p. 27–54. doi:10.1007/3-540-45547-7_3

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5907-6582
https://doi.org/10.1353/jod.1995.0002
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1998.926617
https://doi.org/10.2307/256798
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.1.170
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2007.24348410
https://doi.org/10.2307/259288
https://doi.org/10.2307/258792
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2006.00821.x
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203792643
https://doi.org/10.1080/13669870903041433
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305279602
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630302900107
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.87.4.698
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2009.11.004
https://doi.org/10.2307/1882010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2008.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726716655863
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2019.05.023
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016172
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsr.2010.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630002600307
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.84.1.123
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.4.909
https://doi.org/10.2307/258646
https://doi.org/10.1007/3-540-45547-7_3


INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND ERGONOMICS (JOSE) 753

[32] Hofstede G. Motivation: leadership, and organization: do American
theories apply abroad? Organ Dyn. 1980;9(1):42–63. doi:10.1016/00
90-2616(80)90013-3

[33] Conchie SM, Burns C. Trust and risk communication in high-risk orga-
nizations: a test of principles from social risk research. Risk Anal.
2008;28(1):141–149. doi:10.1111/j.1539-6924.2008.01006.x

[34] Lapidot Y, Kark R, Shamir B. The impact of situational vulnerability on
the development and erosion of followers’ trust in their leader. Lead-
ership Q. 2007;18(1):16–34. doi:10.1016/j.leaqua.2006.11.
004

[35] Schoorman FD, Mayer RC, Davis JH. Empowerment in veterinary clin-
ics: the role of trust in delegation. J Trust Res, Taylor & Francis J. 2016
April;6(1):76–90. doi:10.1080/21515581.2016.1153479

[36] OrganDW.Organizational citizenship behavior: the good soldier syn-
drome. Lexington (MA): Lexington Books/DC Health and Com.; 1988.

[37] Organ DW, Podsakoff PM, MacKenzie SB. Organizational citizenship
behavior: its nature, antecedents, and consequences. ThousandOaks
(CA): SAGE; 2006.

[38] Geller E, Roberts D, Gilmore M. Predicting propensity to actively care
for occupational safety. J Saf Res. 1996;27:1–8. doi:10.1016/0022-43
75(95)00024-0

[39] Milczarek M. Kultura bezpieczeństwa pracy, Wyd. Warszawa: CIOP;
2002.

[40] Hair J, BlackW, Babin B, et al. Multivariate data analysis. 6th ed. Upper
Saddle River (NJ): Pearson Prentice Hall; 2006.

[41] Eurostat database [Internet]; [cited 2020 May 10]. Non-fatal acci-
dents at work by NACE Rev. 2 activity and sex. Available from:
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/hsw_n2_01/
default/table?lang= en&category= hlth.hsw.hsw_acc_work.hsw_n2

[42] Hair J, HultG, RingleC, et al. Aprimeronpartial least squares structural
equation modeling (PLS-SEM). Thousand Oaks (CA): Sage, Faculty
Bookshelf; 2014, 39.

[43] Kenny D. [Internet]; 2018 [cited 2020 May 10]. Moderation. Available
from: https://davidakenny.net/cm/moderation.htm

[44] Aguinis H, Beaty J, Boik R, et al. Effect size and power in assess-
ing moderating effects of categorical variables using multiple
regression: a 30-year review. J Appl Psychol. 2005;90:94–107.
doi:10.1037/0021-9010.90.1.94

[45] Flin R, Burns C. The role of trust in safetymanagement. HumanFactors
Aerosp Saf. 2004;4:275–288.

[46] Watson G, Scott D, Bishop J, et al. Dimensions of interpersonal
relationships and safety in the steel industry. J Bus Psychol.
2005;19:303–318. doi:10.1007/s10869-004-2230-2

[47] Zacharatos A, Barling J, Iverson RD. High-performance work sys-
tems and occupational safety. J Appl Psychol. 2005;90(1):77–93.
doi:10.1037/0021-9010.90.1.77

[48] Mayer RC, Gavin MB. Trust in management and performance: who
minds the shop while the employees watch the boss? Acad Manage
J. 2005;48(5):874–888. doi:10.5465/amj.2005.18803928

[49] Mitterer DM, Mitterer HE. The mediating effect of trust on psy-
chological safety and job satisfaction. J Behav Appl Manage.
2023;23(1):29–41. doi:10.21818/001c.73642

[50] Driscoll JW. Trust and participation in organizational decision mak-
ing as predictors of satisfaction. Acad Manage J. 1978;21(1):44–56.
doi:10.2307/255661

[51] Hopkins SM, Weathington BL. The relationship between justice per-
ceptions, trust, and employee attitudes in a downsized organization.
J Psychol. 2006;140:477–498. doi:10.3200/JRLP.140.5.477-498

[52] Perry RW, Mankin LD. Organizational trust,: trust in the execu-
tive and work satisfaction. Public Pers Manage. 2007;36:165–179.
doi:10.1177/009102600703600205

[53] DeJoy DM, Bryan SS, Wilson MG, et al. Creating safer work-
places: assessing determinants and role of safety climate. J Saf Res.
2004;35:81–90. doi:10.1016/j.jsr.2003.09.018

[54] Reason J. Managing the risks of organizational accidents. Aldershot:
Ashgate; 1997.

[55] Reason J. Managing the risks of organizational accidents. Aldershot.
UK: Ashgate. Review. J Manage. 1997;31(6):874900. doi:10.1177/0149
206305279602

[56] Conchie SM. Transformational leadership, intrinsic motivation and
trust: a moderated-mediated model of workplace safety. J Occup
Health Psychol. 2013;18:198–210. doi:10.1037/a0031805

[57] Conchie SM, Donald IJ. The moderating role of safety-specific trust
on the relation between safety-specific leadership and safety cit-
izenship behaviors. J Occup Health Psychol. 2009;14(2):137–147.
doi:10.1037/a0014247

[58] Conchie SM, Taylor PJ, Donald IJ. Promoting safety voice with
safety specific transformational leadership: the mediator role of
two dimensions of trust. J Occup Health Psychol. 2012;17:105–115.
doi:10.1037/a0025101

[59] International Organization for Standardization. Occupational health
and safety management systems – requirements with guidance
for use. ISOStandard No. 45001:2018. https://www.iso.org/standard/
63787.html.

[60] Pawłowska Z, Skład A. Dostosowanie Systemów Zarządzania BHP do
wytycznych wynikających z normy z normy ISO/DIS 45001.2, Bez-
pieczeństwo Pracy : nauka i praktyka, 2017, nr 11, s. 13-15. Polish.
doi:10.5604/01.3001.0010.5789

[61] Hale AR. Culture’s confusions. Saf Sci. 2000;34:1–14. doi:10.1016/S09
25-7535(00)00003-5

[62] Cialdini RB. Influence: science and practice. 3rd ed. New York: Harper-
Collins College; 1993.

Appendix 1
Safety citizenship behaviour used in the study and an abbreviated and
translated version of used items:

Whistleblowing: reporting and monitoring of other team mem-
bers’ unsafe behaviour and potential safety violations. Explaining
to other members that safety violations will be reported. Remind-
ing others to follow safe working procedures and that violations of
these procedures are not tolerated [9].

Abbreviated and translated version of items: reacting if col-
leagues do not use or use incorrectly personal protective equip-
ment (PPE); reacting if colleagues use inappropriate or damaged
tools or machines; reacting if there are unnecessary objects in
the workspace; reacting if colleagues do not comply with the
instruction; reacting when colleagues act with bravado (bold, risky
behaviours); reacting if co-workers work intoxicated.

Conscientiousness: going ‘far beyond the minimum necessary’
on job role requirements [32]. It was assumed that it is a sense
of responsibility for the well-being of colleagues, customers and
workplace. Feeling of obligation to ensure that others are safe from
safety hazards, injuries and risky situations.

Abbreviated and translated version of items: feeling responsible
for safety in an enterprise; feeling responsible for safety of cus-
tomers and visitors; feeling responsible for safety of co-workers;
knowing what are the hazards in the workplace; knowing the com-
pany benefits from working safely; knowing how to behave in the
case of an accident; reporting hazards perceived in the workplace;
involvement in various activities improving health and safety in an
enterprise.

Helping: all discretionary types of behaviour aimed at helping a
specific individual in the organization (e.g., a co-worker, supervisor,
customer) with a work-related task or safety issue [32,33]; helping
create a bond with the organizations’ members.

Abbreviated and translated version of items: volunteering for
safety committees; helping others in safety procedures; help and
support from other employees on safety issues; importance of
employee safety and health in the enterprise; feeling of connec-
tion to the work group; concern for the individual safety of the
employee by his/her colleagues.

Organizational compliance: self-disciplined types of behaviour
with regard to organizational rules; they are different to rule and
regulation compliance, as they do not simply imply an obedience
to the everyday rules but the overall adherence to the organiza-
tion’s general vision and policy [33]. It was assumed that this cat-
egory also includes courtesy behaviour [33], which can be defined
as consideration of the interests of those partieswhoseworkwould
be affected by one’s decisions or actions (e.g., leaving a place in a
better condition than it was in when you came).

Abbreviated and translated version of items: compliance with
health and safety regulations; checking the technical condition of
the tools and devices beforework; using recommended PPE; bring-
ing to the right place tools left by another employee; reporting
to the supervisor the poor technical condition of tools (devices,
machines) that may pose a threat to safety.

https://doi.org/10.1016/0090-2616(80)90013-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1539-6924.2008.01006.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2006.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/21515581.2016.1153479
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-4375(95)00024-0
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/view/hsw_n2_01/default/table?lang=en&amp;category=hlth.hsw.hsw_acc_work.hsw_n2
https://davidakenny.net/cm/moderation.htm
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.1.94
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-004-2230-2
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.1.77
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2005.18803928
https://doi.org/10.21818/001c.73642
https://doi.org/10.2307/255661
https://doi.org/10.3200/JRLP.140.5.477-498
https://doi.org/10.1177/009102600703600205
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsr.2003.09.018
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305279602
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031805
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014247
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0025101
https://www.iso.org/standard/63787.html
https://doi.org/10.5604/01.3001.0010.5789
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0925-7535(00)00003-5

	1. Introduction
	1.1. Trust – the essential attribute of contemporary workers

	2. Materials and methods
	2.1. Theoretical framework
	2.1.1. Applied definition of trust
	2.1.2. Relationship between trust and safety behaviour

	2.2. The research method
	2.2.1. Measuring employees' trust
	2.2.2. The research tool
	2.2.3. The study: sample, data screeningQ8


	3. Results
	3.1. Exploratory factor analysis
	3.2. Confirmatory factor analysis
	3.2.1. CFA of the first-order factor measurement model
	3.2.2. Common method bias
	3.2.3. Second-order and third-order factors
	3.2.4. CFA of the multi-order CMB-adjusted measurement model

	3.3. The structural model
	3.3.1. Hypotheses
	3.3.2. Hypothesis testing
	3.3.3. The model fit


	4. Discussion
	5. Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	Disclosure statement
	Funding
	ORCID
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile ()
  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.5
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings false
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


