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ABSTRACT 

 

Empirical studies have shown that employees’ trust in their direct supervisors has a 

negative correlation with voluntary employee turnover. This thesis examines this effect 

among new managers in organizations. I propose a model in which trust in direct 

supervisors influences new managers’ turnover intention during the organizational 

socialization period. Drawing on attachment theory and person–environment 

correspondence theory, I predict that job insecurity and person–organization fit are the 

key mechanisms through which cognition-based and affect-based trust in supervisors 

affect new managers’ voluntary turnover. A three-phase longitudinal quantitative 

research is proposed to test the research model. The results from 162 participants in 

Hong Kong support the model, showing that job insecurity and person–organization fit 

mediate the relationship between trust in supervisors and turnover intention. In addition, 

the organizational socialization period and middle manager stage moderate the 

relationship between trust in supervisors and person–organization fit. The implications 

of the findings for future research and management practice are also discussed. 

 

Keywords: Turnover Intention, Trust in Supervisors, Job Insecurity, Person–

Organization Fit, Organizational Socialization, Middle Manager 
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CHAPTER 1  INTRODUCTION 

  

People quit bosses, not jobs.  

Buckingham & Coffman, 1999 

 

1.1 Background and Overview 

 

Employee turnover is a common problem in most organizations. Due to fierce 

competition, organizations try to minimize the turnover rate of their employees and 

lower their turnover cost, which includes recruiting, selecting, and hiring new 

employees. The few companies that I have served over the past 10 years have all faced 

a turnover problem to some extent. Many employees leave quickly after joining a 

company, often within a year or two. For example, Company A has a 3-year cumulative 

voluntary turnover rate of 79% (January 2015 to December 2017), with 27% of 

voluntary turnover involving employees hired within the last 24 months. Moreover, 

57% of these employees are middle managers. As an important resource, the stability 

of middle managers is vital for an effective and well-functioning organization. The 

ability of organizations to retain these valuable middle management talents is critical to 

their success (Zhang et al., 2008), so understanding employee turnover at the manager 

level is especially important. Thus, this research focused on how middle managers 

develop an intention to quit during their socialization period in organizations.  

 

Leigh Branham (2005) analyzed the answers of 20,000 employees on why they left 

their last job using anonymous surveys and found that the main reason was “loss of 
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trust and confidence in leaders,” although most managers also believe that 

compensation is the primary reason employees leave. The meta-analysis conducted by 

Dirks and Ferrin (2002) showed that trust in leadership has a significant relationship 

with turnover intention, but they left the question of “how” to future research by 

emphasizing a need to empirically examine the possible mediation processes involved. 

As a human resources (HR) manager, I also tried to find the answer from the exit 

interviews that I conducted, and I realized that although many of them provided general 

reasons for leaving the company, such as “career progress” or “better compensation,” a 

number of new managers mentioned that their turnover was directly or indirectly linked 

to their trust in supervisors, e.g. “I don’t trust my supervisor anymore,” “My 

relationship with my supervisor has broken down, which makes me feel unsafe to stay,” 

or “I don’t trust my supervisor’s leadership, it seems I no longer fit this company.” Does 

the lack of trust psychologically affect employees’ sense of fit in their current company 

and job security, which motivates them to leave the company, even after a relatively 

short period?  

 

As trust in supervisors is particularly relevant to understand turnover in middle 

managers, attachment theory, which suggests that trust is the foundation of a secure 

attachment (Simpson & Rholes, 1998), is relevant. According to the psychological 

process of attachment theory, I propose that job insecurity (JI) plays a critical role in 

the relationship between turnover intention and trust. In addition, as supervisors act as 

the primary agents of the organization, person–environment correspondence theory 

(PEC) suggests that the fit between the needs of employees and the supply of the 

organization predicts employee tenure. Therefore, I propose that losing trust in 

supervisors can also lead to a loss of the sense of person–organization fit (P-O fit), 
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which will lead to new managers’ intention to leave the organization. 

 

In addition to the psychological process discussed above, are there any external factors 

encouraging new managers to leave after a short period? The first 24 months are 

generally defined as the organizational socialization (OS) period, during which new 

managers will acquire the knowledge, behaviors, and attitudes necessary to become 

organizational participants (Van Maanen & Schein, 1979). When new managers begin 

to establish themselves as respected members of the organization and learn more about 

organizational culture and their role from others, they often experience a sense of 

uncertainty and vulnerability (Schein, 2004). Thus, I propose that this critical OS period 

can also affect the process by which new managers decide to leave their organization. 

 

1.2 Research Questions and Contributions 

 

In this thesis, my research question focuses on how trust in supervisors affects turnover 

intention during the OS period at the middle manager level. Specifically, I explore how 

trust in supervisors can influence turnover intention through JI and P-O fit during the 

OS period at the manager level. I attempt to address how trust in supervisors may 

eventually influence one’s turnover decision. 

 

This study contributes to the literature by examining how new managers’ trust in 

supervisors influences their turnover intention through the mediating effect of JI and P-

O fit. This is a key issue because the development of mediation models is essential to 

the advancement and maturation of research fields. Indeed, a defining characteristic of 

thriving fields of research is the emergence of theoretically grounded mediation 
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frameworks. On this point, Mathieu, DeShon, and Bergh (2008) wrote, “developing an 

understanding of the underlying mechanisms or mediators (i.e., M), through which X 

predicts Y, or X→M→Y relationships, is what moves organizational research beyond 

dust-bowl empiricism and toward a true science.” 

 

Empirically, the findings of this study can inform HR managers and supervisors of the 

importance of their recruitment/on-boarding/orientation strategies and activities. The 

role of HR managers during the recruitment/on-boarding/orientation process is 

complex, and building trust is one of the key elements that this process must achieve. 

Direct supervisors also need to be aware that their role during OS is critical in retaining 

talent and reducing employee turnover. The cost of turnover is high but often invisible 

from a financial perspective (Holton et al., 2008) because the cost of voluntary turnover 

is not included in any profit and loss statements. These hidden expenses are generally 

concealed in other items, such as temporary staffing, recruitment and selection, and on-

the-job training. Furthermore, the material but unmeasured expenses resulting from the 

loss of critical implicit knowledge or customer service continuity are never considered. 

Depending on the industry, replacement availability, job content, and other factors, the 

estimated loss from each employee can be up to twice his/her annual salary (Hinkin & 

Tracey, 2000). Chamberlain (2017) estimated that the cost of replacing an employee is 

21% of his/her annual salary on average. Therefore, understanding the cause of 

manager turnover and reducing it has significant financial implications for 

organizations. 
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1.3 Structure of the Thesis 

 

This thesis is divided into six chapters. Chapter 1 presents the background, motivation, 

research question, and structure of the thesis. 

 

Chapter 2 conducts an in-depth review of the literature on key constructs and identifies 

research gaps in the conclusion. 

 

Chapter 3 proposes a research model and introduces the hypotheses, which are based 

on various theories and the findings of the literature review. 

 

Chapter 4 introduces the quantitative research design, including the sampling method 

and procedure and the measures used in this study.  

 

Chapter 5 presents the data analysis and the results, including the results of descriptive 

analysis, common method bias, reliability analysis, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), 

and structural equation modeling (SEM). The results of each hypothesis are also 

discussed. 

 

Finally, Chapter 6 discusses the theoretical and managerial contributions of the thesis, 

along with the limitations of this study and suggestions for further research.   
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CHAPTER 2  LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

This chapter critically reviews the theoretical and empirical literature on turnover 

intention, trust, P-O fit, JI, and OS. It also provides an assessment of current research 

and identifies research gaps. 

 

2.1 Turnover Intention (Intention to Quit) 

 

With different levels of influence on an organization, turnover is generally divided into 

two types: voluntary and involuntary. Voluntary turnover occurs when employees 

decide to leave their organization and resign (Wells & Peachey, 2011). Abbasi and 

Hollman (2000) suggested that the most talented employees have the highest 

probability of leaving an organization and will take their knowledge, skills, and 

experiences when they leave, which will have a negative effect on the organization. In 

contrast, involuntary turnover occurs when the organization decides to let an employee 

go (McPherson, 1976). Underperforming employees are more likely to be affected by 

involuntary turnover; thus, involuntary turnover is likely to have a positive effect on 

the organization (Watrous et al., 2006).  

 

Employee turnover has been a trending topic since the first voluntary turnover model 

developed by March and Simon (1958) in the 1950s, mainly because of its significant 

negative impact on the organization. In 1980, Muchinsky and Morrow estimated that 

2,000 employee turnover studies had been conducted. When Trevor conducted another 

review in 2001, he found that employee turnover studies had continued to gain attention 

over the past 20 years. The negative impact of high turnover rates has been recognized 
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by both academia and the business world. In academia, the effect of turnover has been 

researched since the 1980s. In their meta-analysis, Hancock et al. (2013) suggested that 

high employee turnover rates have a negative impact on firm performance. On the 

business side, Julie Kantor, CEO of Twomentor, LLC, listed seven hidden costs in her 

article “High Turnover Costs Way More Than You Think” published on The Huffington 

Post in February 2016: 1) recruitment agency costs, 2) interview expenses, 3) 

replacement cost, 4) training and on-boarding costs, 5) new hire productivity, 6) 

reduced engagement, and 7) less effective service. Cotton and Tuttle’s (1986) meta-

analysis also showed that employee turnover is related to 26 variables, such as 

commitment, turnover intention, job content, job satisfaction, tenure, and age (Porter & 

Steers, 1973). 

 

Tett and Meyer (1993) defined turnover intention as “a conscious and deliberate 

willingness to leave the organization.” According to the theory of planned behavior 

(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), reported behavioral intention is considered to be the best 

precursor of people’s behavior. Many researchers have also found that turnover 

intention is the best predictor of actual turnover (Michaels & Spector, 1982; Abrams, 

Ando, & Hinkle, 1998; Lee & Mowday, 1987).  

 

2.1.1 Antecedents of Turnover Intention 

 

Previous studies have identified several antecedents of turnover intention, which can 

be categorized into internal and external factors. 

 

In terms of internal factors, the most researched antecedents are organizational 
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commitment, job satisfaction, tenure, gender, and age (Trimble, 2006; Mulki, Jaramillo, 

& Locander, 2006). In addition, job embeddedness (Mitchell et al., 2001), trust in 

supervisors (Mulki, Jaramillo, & Locander, 2006), and job insecurity (Staufenbiel & 

König, 2010) are important antecedents. 

 

The most common external factors include job autonomy, fair reward, and social 

support. In addition, organizational learning culture (Egan, Yang, & Bartlett, 2004), 

control, trust and justice (Brashear, Manolis, & Brooks, 2005), person-organization (P-

O) fit (Liu, Liu, & Hu, 2010), social networks (Moynihan & Pandey, 2008),), group 

trust, and supervisor support (Li, Kim, & Zhao, 2017) are important antecedents. 

Moreover, Mao et al. (2018) conducted a meta-analysis and found that turnover 

intention is significantly correlated with age, location, position, salary, and working 

time. 

 

The meta-analysis conducted by Kim and Kao (2014) identified 36 predictors of 

turnover intention, divided into four categories: attitudes/perceptions, work 

environment, work-related, and demographic categories. Their results showed that 

demographic indicators (such as gender, race, age) had the smallest effects, work-

related indicators (such as autonomy, worker inclusion, burnout, stress) had medium to 

high effects, work environment predictors (such as fairness, supervisor support, culture) 

had relatively high effects, and attitudes/perceptions indicators (such as job satisfaction, 

organizational commitment) had the greatest effects on turnover intention. 

 

Although studies of turnover intention have increased over the past 20 years, due to the 

complexity of the decision to change jobs, researchers have struggled to explain a 
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considerable part of the variance in turnover intention. Many external factors not 

associated with the job itself influence employees’ decision to leave their organization, 

such as the social status of the job, the situation of the external labor market, their family 

life situation, and their relationship with their supervisor (Collins, 2010; Griffeth et al., 

2000). Thus, the role played by supervisors in employee turnover intention is a 

worthwhile topic to explore. 

 

2.2 Trust  

 

Rousseau et al. (1998) defined trust as “a psychological state comprising the intention 

to accept vulnerability based upon positive expectations of the intentions or behavior 

of another.” This definition includes the two key concepts of trust: positive expectations 

and vulnerability. In other words, the trustor is willing to put his/her trust in a trustee 

based on a positive expectation of that trustee and considering the risk of being hurt by 

the trustee. Thus, trust in supervisors means that the trustor is the employee and the 

trustee is his/her supervisor. Following the definition of Yukl and Van Fleet (1992), 

I also consider that “supervisors,” “managers,” and “leaders” have the same 

meaning in the literature, as these words are frequently used interchangeably. 

 

In organizational research, trust is a popular construct, as it is viewed as an essential 

characteristic in all working relationships (Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012). Considered one 

of the most important relationships in organizations, trust in supervisors is correlated 

with numerous constructs. For example, Dirks and Ferrin (2002) showed in their meta-

analysis that trust in leadership is linked to 23 behavioral, performance, and attitudinal 

outcomes, such as organizational commitment, belief in information, job satisfaction, 
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job performance, and organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs). Trust in supervisors 

also has a significant negative correlation with turnover intention. 

 

2.2.1 Operationalization of Trust 

 

The conceptualization of trust has come a long way, and there have been multiple 

debates in the trust literature over its definition (Rousseau et al., 1998; Bigley & Pearce, 

1998). This debate was eventually resolved by Mayer et al. (1995) and Rousseau et al. 

(1998). 

 

Mayer et al. (1995) defined trust as “the willingness of a trustor to be vulnerable to the 

actions of a trustee based on the expectation that the trustee will perform a particular 

action.” Likewise, Rousseau et al. (1998) defined trust as “a psychological state 

comprising the intentions to accept vulnerability based on positive expectations of the 

intentions or behavior of another.” These two definitions are aligned in terms of the 

two key components of trust: positive expectations, found in many previous definitions 

(Golembiewski & McConkie, 1975; Cook & Wall, 1980; Barber, 1983), and 

vulnerability, also mentioned in many previous definitions (Zand, 1972; Govier, 1994; 

Boon & Holmes, 1991). 

 

In addition to clarifying the definition of trust, Mayer et al. (1995) further separated 

trustworthiness and trust propensity from trust (Colquitt, Scott, & LePine, 2007). 

Trustworthiness is defined as a trustor’s assessment of the three characteristics of the 

trustee: ability, integrity, and benevolence (Mayer et al., 1995). This definition is 

consistent with the study by Gabarro (1978), who suggested that trustworthiness is a 
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multilayered construct that includes a trustee’s character and competence. Trust 

propensity is defined as a constant personal preference that affects the likelihood that 

an individual will trust others (Mayer et al., 1995). 

  

2.2.2 Antecedents of Trust 

 

Mayer et al. (1995) suggested that trustworthiness, which includes the three 

characteristics of a trustee (ability, integrity, and benevolence), is an antecedent of trust. 

Ability refers to the competence of a trustee to fulfill his/her responsibility under a 

promise based on trust. Integrity refers to the correspondence between a trustor’s 

standard and a trustee’s principle. Benevolence describes a trustor’s confidence that the 

trustee will do anything that benefits the trustor. Subsequent research (Colquitt, Scott, 

& LePine, 2007) has confirmed that these three dimensions of trustworthiness are 

uniquely and significantly correlated with trust.  

 

In their meta-analysis, Dirks and Ferrin (2002) identified two theoretical perspectives 

on trust in leaders to resolve the theoretical debate on the formation of trust.  

 

The first is the character-based perspective (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002), which refers to 

employees’ perception of the character of their supervisors and its effect on employees’ 

sense of vulnerability toward their supervisors (Mayer et al., 1995). As supervisors have 

authority in the organization, which allows them to significantly influence their 

followers through certain decisions (termination, compensation, promotion), the 

character of supervisors is essential for the perception of trust among employees. This 

perspective suggests that the character of supervisors, including their ability, fairness, 
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dependability, and integrity, will affect employee trust, in turn influencing their attitudes 

and behaviors.  

 

The second perspective is the relationship-based perspective (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). 

This perspective refers to how employees understand the nature of the leader–follower 

relationship or the leader–member exchange relationship (Schriesheim et al., 1999). 

Researchers have suggested that trust in supervisors works as part of a social exchange 

process (Whitener, Brodt, Korsgaard, & Werner, 1998; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994), as 

employees may consider their relationship with their supervisors as a psychological 

contract to which both parties are mutually committed based on care, goodwill, and 

consideration, leading to a high quality relationship.  

 

According to Dirks and Ferrin (2002), trust in leaders is decided by followers as a 

perception or belief in both perspectives, but it is not decided by leaders. 

 

2.2.3 Outcomes of Trust 

 

The literature has shown that trust in supervisors is correlated with multiple outcomes. 

For instance, it is positively correlated with team performance (De Jong & Dirks, 2016), 

teamwork (Simons & Peterson, 2000), employee performance (Mayer & Gavin, 2005), 

leadership effectiveness (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002), job satisfaction (Edwards & Cable, 

2009), organization citizenship behaviors, and task performance (Colquitt, Scott, & 

LePine, 2007) and negatively correlated with counterproductive behaviors (Colquitt, 

Scott, & LePine, 2007). 
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Dirks and Ferrin (2002) used a meta-analysis to summarize the relationship between 

trust in supervisors and other constructs. Trust in supervisors has strong relationships 

with satisfaction with leaders, leader–member exchange, organizational commitment, 

and job satisfaction; it also has significant relationships with commitment to decisions, 

belief in the information provided by the leader, and turnover intention; it has weak 

relationships with job performance and OCBs, including sportsmanship, courtesy, 

conscientiousness, and altruism. These findings are in line with the character-based and 

relationship-based perspectives of trust. 

 

2.2.4 Cognition-based Trust and Affect-based Trust 

 

McAllister (1995) defined cognition-based trust as “one party’s confidence in another 

party’s dependability, reliability and competence.” Based on this definition, cognition-

based trust is similar to the concept of knowledge-based trust proposed by Lewicki and 

Bunker (1995). Cognition-based trust is also comparable to part of the definition of 

trustworthiness (Mayer et al., 1995), as the ability dimension is similar to competence, 

and the integrity dimension is similar to reliability. These two dimensions of 

trustworthiness come from an evidence-based logical analysis, so they fit well with the 

concept of cognition-based trust. 

 

McAllister (1995) defined affect-based trust as “an emotional attachment to the other 

party which reflects confidence that each party is concerned about the other’s personal 

welfare.” Affect-based trust is also comparable to part of the definition of 

trustworthiness (Mayer et al., 1995), as emotion-based goodwill is similar to the 

benevolence dimension of trustworthiness. This dimension of trustworthiness comes 
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from confidence and belief, so it fits well with the concept of affect-based trust. 

 

Dirks and Ferrin (2002) argued that the character-based perspective is logically related 

to cognition-based trust, while the relationship-based perspective is logically related to 

affect-based trust. Both perspectives reflect part of the overall definition of trust. In this 

thesis, I test both cognition-based and affect-based trust and explore their correlations 

with other constructs. 

 

2.3 Job Insecurity (JI) 

 

With rapid globalization and digitalization over the last 20 years, job insecurity (JI) has 

become one of the main concerns of employees. Globalization has led to multiple waves 

of manufacturing relocation, followed by professional outsourcing, so job security has 

become a concern for both blue-collar and white-collar employees (Human Resource 

Management, 2011). In addition, digitalization and automation have changed the way 

people work and eliminated many clerical jobs. A report published by the Brookings 

Institute suggested that 38% of all jobs done by humans could be automated by robots 

and AI in the future (West, 2018). The Randstad Group, a global recruitment agency, 

pointed out that job security has become the third most important attractiveness factor 

in Hong Kong in its Randstad Employer Brand Research 2017 after surveying 5,000 

job seekers (Randstad, 2017). The experience of JI is unpleasant but common to most 

employees in any organization (Huang, Zhao, Niu, Ashford, & Lee, 2013). 

 

Following the work of Shoss (2017), JI can be defined as “a perceived threat to the 

continuity and stability of employment as it is currently experienced.” This definition 
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covers the qualitative and quantitative aspects of JI, the qualitative aspect focusing on 

perceived threats to job features (Hellgren, Sverke, & Isaksson, 1999), and the 

quantitative aspect focusing on perceived threats to the whole job (Sverke & Hellgren, 

2002; De Witte, 1999). Jiang and Lavaysse (2018) further extended the construct of JI 

to cognitive job insecurity (CJI) and affective job insecurity (AJI), with Shoss’s 

definition of JI being the definition of CJI, and AJI being defined as employees’ 

emotional responses (e.g. fear, anxiety, worry, concern) to CJI (Huang, Lee, Ashford, 

Chen, & Ren, 2010). In this thesis, I adopted the definition of Shoss (2017) without 

separating CJI and AJI. 

 

JI is correlated with multiple employee and organizational outcomes. For example, 

Sverke et al. (2002) showed that JI has a moderate relationship with turnover intention 

and a strong correlation with trust in supervisors. Staufenbiel and König (2010) also 

found that JI is positively correlated with turnover intention and absenteeism, and 

negatively correlated with OCBs and job performance. As trust in supervisors is 

especially relevant to understand turnover in middle managers, attachment theory 

suggesting that trust is the foundation of a secure attachment (Simpson & Rholes, 1998) 

is essential for theorizing the process involved. 

 

2.3.1 Attachment Theory 

 

Attachment theory was proposed by Bowlby (1973) and developed based on 

observations of human infants, birds, and mammals (Bowlby, 1982). This theory 

suggests that attachment behavior is developed to protect oneself against predators, and 

that healthy attachment will lead to a sense of security and self-reliance. When 
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individuals successfully develop multiple supportive attachments, they become self-

reliant, independent, and secure (Bowlby, 1982). 

 

Based on Bowlby’s theory, Ainsworth et al. (1978) identified three styles of attachment: 

secure attachment, anxious/resistant attachment, and avoidant attachment. Attachment 

theory was further extended from the infant–caregiver relationship to romantic 

relationships between adults by Hazan and Shaver (1987). Researchers have further 

conceptualized adult attachment into two fundamental dimensions: anxiety and 

avoidance (Fraley & Shaver, 2000; Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998). Adults with low 

anxiety will develop acceptance in intimate relationships, while those with high anxiety 

will be concerned about fear and anxiety in intimate relationships. Adults with low 

avoidance will have the confidence to depend on others and feel comfortable with close 

relationships, while those with high avoidance will try to avoid, reject, and protect 

themselves from close relationships. 

 

Mikulincer (1998) suggested that trust is an essential basis for secure attachments, as 

the definition of trust includes positive expectations and vulnerability toward the other 

party, and positive expectations are key components of secure individuals (Shaver & 

Hazan, 1993), who believe in the other party’s responsiveness, sensitivity, and 

availability, and who thereby also enjoy a high level of trust. 

 

2.3.2 Conceptualization of JI 

 

Researchers have defined JI from two angles: a multidimensional view and a global 

view. 
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The multidimensional view focuses on employees and their fear of unemployment and 

lost job characteristics, their desire for job continuity, and their powerlessness of having 

nothing to do (Greenhalgh & Rosenblatt, 1984, 2010). This view includes the cognitive 

(such as the perceived possibility of job loss) and affective aspects of JI (such as 

emotional responses to job loss) highlighted by some researchers (Sverke & Hellgren, 

2002). Researchers adopting this view have generally used complex multi-item 

measures to examine JI (Sverke & Hellgren, 2002). 

 

The global view focuses on employees’ general concern about whether their current job 

will continue to exist (De Witte, 1999). This view also includes the cognitive and 

affective aspects of JI, although researchers have typically focused on one or the other 

(Hellgren, Sverke, & Isaksson, 1999). Researchers adopting this view have generally 

used multi-item measures to examine JI (Sverke & Hellgren, 2002). 

 

Although there are operational and conceptual differences between the 

multidimensional view and the global view of JI, both views argue that JI should be 

considered as the subjective experience of employees. Therefore, two employees may 

experience completely different types of JI based on their perceptions, even if they have 

the same job on the same team in the same company and suffer from the same problem, 

such as reorganization or downsizing. 
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2.3.3 Antecedents of JI 

 

The antecedents of JI can be divided into three categories: environmental, 

organizational, and individual. 

 

Environmental threats play an important role in employees’ perceived JI (Klandermans, 

Hesselink, & Van Vuuren, 2010). For example, rising unemployment rates (Anderson 

& Pontusson, 2007), tariff news between two countries leading to plant closures and 

lay-offs, such as the US–Canada free trade agreement, which abolished tariff protection 

for a Canada-based manufacturing company (Roskies & Louis- Guerin, 1990), and job 

outsourcing (Lübke & Erlinghagen, 2014) will lead to increases in JI. In contrast, 

legislation improving employment protection will lead to a reduction in JI (Anderson 

& Pontusson, 2007). 

 

From an organizational perspective, the type of employment also affects JI. For 

example, temporary employees have higher JI than permanent employees (Keim et al., 

2014), and blue-collar employees have higher JI than white-collar employees (Keim et 

al., 2014). Formal announcements about future changes, informal news about possible 

changes, management changes, and deteriorating company performance are positively 

correlated with JI (Roskies & Louis-Guerrin, 1990; Keim, Landis, Pierce, & Earnest, 

2014; Debus, König, & Kleinmann, 2014). In contrast, joining a labor union will lead 

to a reduction in JI (Anderson & Pontusson, 2007).  

 

At the individual level, multiple factors can affect JI. For instance, researchers have 

shown that perceived JI is affected by personality traits, such as locus of control and 
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negative affect (Debus et al., 2014), emotional exhaustion, low self-esteem and low 

self-evaluation (De Cuyper et al., 2012), tenure and minority status (Yang & Zheng, 

2015).  

 

Researchers have suggested that environmental and organizational factors generate 

threats, while individual factors make employees susceptible to external treats (Debus 

et al., 2014). 

 

2.3.4 Outcomes of JI 

 

The outcomes of JI have been well studied over the past 20 years, and below I use three 

recent meta-analyses to summarize the findings: Sverke et al. (2002), Cheng and Chan 

(2008), and Lee, Huang, and Ashford (2018). 

 

Sverke et al. (2002) showed that JI has moderate correlations with mental health, 

turnover intention, organizational commitment, and job involvement, as well as strong 

correlations with job satisfaction and trust, whereas it is not significantly associated 

with performance. They also called for more research on certain constructs (such as 

trust) in future research. 

 

Cheng and Chan (2008) found that JI is positively correlated with turnover intention 

and negatively correlated with job involvement, trust, job performance, physical health, 

psychological health, organizational commitment, and job satisfaction. The main 

difference between the studies by Cheng and Chan (2008) and Sverke et al. (2002) is 

that the correlation between JI and job performance was stronger, while that between JI 
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and job involvement was weaker.  

  

Lee, Huang, and Ashford (2018) conducted a meta-analysis of 122 studies published 

since 2003 and categorized the outcomes of JI into four types: 1) employee health and 

well-being; 2) job, organization, and career attitudes; 3) performance and behavioral 

outcomes; and 4) interpersonal contagion and spillover effects. There have been 

consistent findings supporting the positive relationship between JI and turnover 

intention (Murphy et al., 2013; Mauno et al., 2014; König et al., 2011; Kinnunen et al., 

2014; Huang et al., 2017). 

 

2.4 Person–Organization Fit (P-O Fit) 

  

As early as the 1960s, Pervin (1968) defined person–environment fit (P-E Fit) as “the 

degree of congruence or match between a person and environment.” Building on this 

definition, researchers have extended this definition to person–job fit (P-J fit) and P-O 

fit. Edward (1991) defined P-J fit as the match between job attributes and employee 

desires, or the match between job demands and employee skills. Kristof (1996) defined 

P-O fit as the match between an organization and its employees, focusing on the ability 

of both parties to meet the needs of the other or the similarity of their characteristics. 

 

P-O fit has been viewed by both HR practitioners and researchers as the key to 

supporting a committed and flexible workforce in the organization, thereby creating a 

competitive advantage for organizations in the modern business world (Kristof, 1996; 

Bowen, Ledford, & Nathan, 1991). Researchers have also found that P-O fit is a strong 

predictor of turnover intention (Cable & DeRue, 2002; Verquer, Beehr, & Wagner, 2003) 
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and actual employee turnover (Arthur et al., 2006; Hoffman & Woehr, 2006). P-O fit is 

also correlated with multiple organizational or individual outcomes, including trust in 

supervisors (Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005), job performance (Kim et 

al., 2013), OCBs (Cable & DeRue, 2002), job satisfaction (Resick, Baltes, & Shantz, 

2007), and organizational commitment (Kim, Aryee, Loi, & Kim, 2013). 

 

2.4.1 Person–Environment Correspondence Theory (PEC) 

 

Researchers have considered PEC theory as a generalized extension of the Minnesota 

theory of work adjustment (Dawis & Lofquist, 1984), explaining how PEC affects 

actual employee turnover and job satisfaction (Dawis, England, & Lofquist, 1964). The 

Minnesota theory of work adjustment was developed in the 1960s by the University of 

Minnesota via a Work Adjustment Project that aimed to develop a framework 

containing career-related constructs by linking employees and their work environment 

to predict possible turnover. 

 

PEC theory argues that employees are intrinsically motivated to achieve and maintain 

optimal correspondence with their environment (Lofquist & Dawis, 1991). According 

to PEC theory, the organization has requirements for employees, and employees also 

have requirements for the organization: to be successful, the organization and 

employees must achieve a certain level of correspondence or congruence (Lofquist & 

Dawis, 1991). When discussing PEC theory, Lofquist and Dawis (1991) described the 

balance between the organizational environment and employee job satisfaction as the 

way in which employees and environmental factors interact to predict employee 

satisfaction with their jobs. PEC theory explains that organizational behavior is 
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determined by the requirements of the organization for employees, and by the 

requirements of employees for the organization. 

 

PEC theory divides fit into two types, ability–demand fit and need–supply fit, both of 

which are correlated with employee tenure and actual turnover (Dawis, 2002). Ability–

demand fit is the match between job demands and employees’ abilities, skills, and 

knowledge. Ability–demand fit is decided by the supervisor or the employing 

organization, and is correlated with supervisory/organizational satisfaction with the 

employee. In contrast, need–supply fit is the match between job resources and 

employees’ value and needs. Need–supply fit is decided by employees and is correlated 

with their satisfaction with their employer (Dawis, 2005).  

 

Researchers have shown that need–supply fit is correlated with multiple behavioral 

outcomes. Logically, this can be explained by the fact that when the needs of employees 

are met by their organization, they will be satisfied with their organization and become 

satisfied. Satisfied employees typically have higher productivity and tend to stay in the 

organization longer, so job satisfaction plays a mediating role between need–supply fit 

and tenure. Need–supply fit is positively related to other constructs, such as employee 

effort, job satisfaction, and tenure (Cable & DeRue, 2002), and to the relationship 

between job satisfaction and turnover intention, in which job satisfaction acts as a 

mediator (Dahling & Librizzi, 2015) 
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2.4.2 Conceptualization of P-O Fit 

 

Kristof (1996) identified four types of operationalization in her meta-analysis. 

 

The first operationalization focuses on the similarities between the character of the 

organization and that of the employees, such as the match between organizational value 

and employee value. This operationalization is based on the ability–demand fit 

perspective (Posner, 1992; Judge & Bretz, 1992). The second operationalization 

focuses on the match between organizational goals and employee goals. This 

operationalization is also based on the ability–demand fit perspective (Vancouver & 

Schmitt, 1991; Vancouver, Millsap, & Peters, 1994). The third operationalization 

focuses on the match between organizational structure/systems and employee needs or 

preferences. This operationalization is based on the need–supply fit perspective (Turban 

& Keon, 1993; Cable & Judge, 1994; Bretz, Ash, & Dreher, 1989). The fourth 

operationalization focuses on the congruence between the personality/climate of the 

organization and the personality of the employees. As organizational climate is often 

understood as an organizational resource, this operationalization can be seen as 

including both the perspectives of need–supply fit and ability–demand fit. 

 

In this thesis, I adopted the third operationalization of P-O fit, defined as “the match 

between organizational structure/systems and employee needs or preferences,” from 

the perspective of need–supply fit. Empirically, the labor market is a “mutual choice” 

in modern society. That is, with many job openings at the middle manager level, middle 

managers can leverage their previous experience to choose an offer based on what the 

organization can provide them. 
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2.4.3 Antecedents and Outcomes of P-O Fit 

 

The antecedents of P-O fit can be traced back to the attraction–selection–attrition theory 

proposed by Schneider (1987), which suggests that employers (organizations) and 

employees attract each other because they believe that the other party is like them, 

which affects the recruitment decisions of employers and the job choice behavior of 

employees. Based on this theory, researchers have identified organizational hiring 

practices and employees’ job choice behavior as the initial antecedents of P-O fit (Rynes 

& Gerhart, 1990; Cable & Judge, 1994; Adkins, Russell, & Werbel, 1994). However, 

researchers have found that after an employee joins the company, the main antecedent 

of P-O fit is Organizational Socialization (Cable & Parsons, 2001; Chatman, 1989). 

 

Research has shown that P-O fit is correlated with many employee and organizational 

outcomes, including objective job performance (Bretz & Judge, 1994), contextual job 

performance (Goodman & Svyantek, 1999), self-reported job performance (Tziner, 

1987), self-reported teamwork (Posner, 1992), organizational commitment (Vancouver 

& Schmitt, 1991; Postner, Kouzes, & Schmidt, 1985), OCBs (O’Reilly & Chatman, 

1986), and job satisfaction (Chatman, 1989; Boxx et al., 1991). The literature has 

suggested that P-O fit is a strong predictor of turnover intention (O’Reilly et al., 1991; 

Chatman, 1991; Vancouver et al., 1994). Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, and Johnson 

(2005) summarized previous findings in their meta-analysis and found that P-O fit is 

strongly correlated with organizational satisfaction, job satisfaction, organizational 

commitment, and employees’ trust in their supervisors, and is moderately correlated 

with turnover intention, coworker satisfaction, and supervisor satisfaction.  
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2.5 Organizational Socialization (OS)  

 

Schein (1968) defined OS as “the process by which a new member learns the value 

system, the norms, and the required behavior patterns of the society, organization, or 

group which he is entering.” Following Schein, scholars have refined the definition 

from a content perspective (Chao et al., 1994) and a process perspective (Van Maanen 

& Schein, 1979). Over the past 50 years, most organizations around the world have 

shifted from lifelong employment to pay-for-performance employment, leading to more 

and more job changes for employees over their lifetime. A recent report from the US 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (2015) showed that baby boomers born between 1957 and 

1964 changed jobs on average 11.7 times. Thus, the OS process has become a repeated 

experience for most employees in their careers. 

 

As effective socialization has been shown to be correlated with multiple individual and 

organizational factors, the OS process has been a hot topic for scholars in recent decades. 

Unsuccessful socialization is one of the main reasons that newcomers decide to leave 

an organization (Fisher, 1986), at the expense of the organization’s recruitment, 

selection, and training investment (Kammeyer-Muller & Wanberg, 2003), interrupting 

the daily work of the organization and leading to loss of productivity (Shaw, Gupta, & 

Delery, 2005). In addition to the financial impact, from an organizational perspective, 

a successful OS process will help new talent to perform as expected, which will create 

a competitive advantage for the organization to compete with other firms. From the 

perspective of newcomers, ineffective socialization will increase their anxiety and 

withdrawal behaviors while reducing their sense of P-O fit and performance (Carr et 

al., 2006).  
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After researchers identified newcomer proactivity and organizational tactics as major 

socialization factors (Bauer et al., 2007), research has focused on three approaches to 

understand OS: organizational, individual, and interaction approaches. The 

organizational approach focuses on what the organization provides to newcomers to 

structure their socialization experience; this can include various processes and methods 

such as OS tactics. The individual approach focuses on newcomers’ proactivity and 

personal attributes (Saks & Ashforth, 1997; Bauer, Morrison, & Callister, 1998; Bauer 

et al., 2007). The interaction approach focuses on how OS tactics interact with 

newcomers’ proactivity to influence their adjustment (Kim, Cable, & Kim, 2005; 

Gruman, Saks, & Zweig, 2006). Fang, Duffy, and Shaw (2011) suggested that 

newcomers will obtain social resources by communicating and interacting with current 

organizational members, which constitutes the socialization mechanism. In other words, 

both individual and organizational factors help newcomers to communicate and interact 

with current members to obtain social resources to adapt to their new work environment. 

 

2.5.1 Psychological Contract Theory 

 

Social exchange theory (SET) may be “one of the oldest theories of social behavior” 

(Homans, 1958). It has also been considered one of the most powerful conceptual 

frameworks for understanding employee behavior and motivation. Social exchange 

relationships can be seen as an extension of economic exchange relationships, in which 

employees and their organization do not exchange economic resources but social 

resources. Blau (1964) first introduced the term “social exchange theory” to describe 

the interaction between the organization and its employees to exchange social resources, 
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which can be either tangible or intangible. These exchanges should be viewed as 

transactions rather than relationships. 

 

For newcomers who want to be effective in their new roles, it is essential to develop 

superior social exchange relationships with their supervisors and peers (Gersick, 

Bartunek & Dutton, 2000). During the OS period, when newcomers face many 

uncertainties, they must adjust to their new environment based on critical social 

resources, such as supportive exchange relationships with supervisors and peers 

(Roberts et al., 2005). Therefore, during this period, to successfully navigate their new 

and sometimes intimidating environment, newcomers must do their best to gain support 

and useful information (Bauer et al., 2007). The literature has suggested that newcomers 

may achieve better initial outcomes if they proactively seek information from their 

supervisors and peers (Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992; Ashford & Taylor, 1990). 

Newcomer socialization has been supported by researchers from an SET perspective, 

as their organizational adaptation has been found to be correlated with social exchange 

outcomes (for example, social acceptance), the types of resources exchanged (for 

example, information on role clarification), and social exchange targets (for example, 

supervisors and peers). 

 

According to SET, organizations are mediums for social exchange and transactions 

(Cropanzano et al., 1997). Supervisors and the employer (organization) are the most 

important exchange partners in the daily work of employees. The social exchange 

process can also be seen as an informal contract between employees and their 

organization or as the process of interaction of these two parties. With the possibility of 

future rewards, employees and their organization are more likely to interact or to help 
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each other during the exchange relationship (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994). 

 

Rousseau (1990) defined the psychological contract as “the individual’s perception of 

the reciprocal obligations which underlie the exchange relationship between the 

employee and the employer,” with perceived psychological contract fulfillment (PCF) 

and psychological contract breach (PCB) being the fundamental concepts of 

psychological contract theory (Cantisano, Domínguez, & Depolo, 2008). Robinson 

(1996) argued that as a subjective experience, PCB refers to “the perception by one of 

the parties to the contract [that] the other party has failed to adequately fulfill the 

promised obligation.” Zhao et al. (2007) found a significant relationship between PCB 

and trust, and justified this result by the uncertainties arising during social exchange 

relationships, as the social exchange process requires the focal person to trust the other 

party to fulfill their obligations (Blau, 1964) when it is not guaranteed that the favor 

will be returned. If the trustee cannot keep their promises, the trustor will experience a 

lower level of trust, which will lead to other negative behaviors and attitudes (Zhao et 

al., 2007). 

 

The meta-analysis conducted by Cantisano, Domínguez, and Depolo (2008) also 

highlighted the differences between managers and other employees. The relationships 

between PCB and turnover intention, performance, and job satisfaction are significantly 

stronger among managers, while the relationships between PCB and commitment and 

trust are much weaker. This finding is consistent with the study by Flood, Turner, 

Ramamoorthy, and Pearson (2001), who suggested that when selecting an employer, 

managers normally have more choices. Therefore, as middle managers have more 

alternatives when selecting their employer, they can better identify issues in the 
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exchange relationship and react more quickly to any imbalance. In summary, middle 

managers are more likely to show the outcomes of PCB. 

 

As mentioned earlier, Rousseau (1995) introduced psychological contract theory, which 

suggests that within the framework of employment contracts, multiple agents of the 

organization can represent the views and obligations of that organization. These agents 

typically include immediate supervisors, HR representatives, and top management. 

Among these agents, Shore and Tetrick (1994) stated that “the employee is more likely 

to view the immediate supervisor as the chief agent for establishing and maintaining 

the psychological contract,” and Tekleab and Taylor (2003) mentioned that “the 

immediate supervisors are the most likely agent to convey the contract to a specific 

employee.” Following psychological contract theory and previous research, I 

propose that immediate supervisors are the primary agent of employers. Cantisano, 

Domínguez, and Depolo (2008) also found that the relationship between PCB and 

turnover intention is mediated by trust, and they called for more studies to explore the 

possible mediators and moderators of this relationship. 

 

2.5.2 OS Conceptualization  

 

The review conducted by Allen, Eby, Chao, and Bauer (2017) indicated that early 

studies of OS could be divided into four themes: 1) stage models, 2) OS tactics, 3) 

socialization content and adjustment indicators, and 4) the interactionist perspective.  

 

Researchers have often used stage models to define OS as a process that involves three 

stages (Feldman, 1976): (1) the “anticipatory socialization stage” takes place before 
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newcomers officially join the new organization and is related to their expectations of 

the organization and their new job; (2) the “accommodation stage” is the actual 

socialization process, including adjustment, sense-making, and the learning process; 

and (3) the “role management stage” takes place after the accommodation stage, during 

which newcomers have already adjusted to most elements of the organization, but they 

still need to hone certain nuances to become fully equipped members of the 

organization. These three stages will be repeated as employees join a new organization 

during their lifetime while learning from previous experiences to make the new 

experience smoother.  

 

OS tactics were first proposed by Van Maanen and Schein (1979) and are designed to 

help the organization to socialize new employees. This theme was further developed by 

Jones (1986), who proposed a set of scales to measure these tactics. There are six tactics: 

(1) informal or formal processes that are (2) in groups or by individuals; (3) content 

tactics with randomly decided experiences or with a standard order of experiences; (4) 

content tactics with a flexible time frame or within a fixed time frame; (e) social tactics 

without role models or with role models; and (f) social tactics to force newcomers to 

follow standards of behavior or to allow newcomers to have individual qualities. 

 

Socialization content focuses on what will be learned during the OS period (Schein, 

1968; Fisher, 1986; Feldman, 1976). Commonly found learning content includes 1) 

behavioral patterns, 2) organizational norms and values, 3) information about the 

employee, 4) information about the organization, 5) how to work in a specific group, 

and 6) how to perform one’s job effectively. 
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Drawing on Louis’s (1980) research on newcomer experience and proactive behavior, 

Reichers (1987) introduced the interactionist perspective of OS. This approach argues 

that the OS process is not only about newcomer experience and proactive behavior or 

organizational tactics, including formal and informal processes or orientations, but 

involves interaction between newcomers and organizational insiders. In this approach, 

organizational insiders are the most important factor of OS (Fang, Duffy, & Shaw, 2011). 

In addition, as immediate supervisors are considered the primary agents of the 

organization (Nifadkar, Tsui, & Ashforth, 2012), their support for newcomers will be 

the key to effective OS (Li, Harris, Boswell, & Xie, 2011; Bauer & Green, 1998). 

 

2.5.3 Antecedents and Outcomes of OS 

 

Supported by uncertainty reduction theory, the antecedents and outcomes of OS are 

closely related during the OS process (Saks & Ashforth, 1997). OS tactics, along with 

individual proactive behaviors, are considered typical OS antecedents. Both factors will 

help newcomers to gather information/knowledge and social resources, which include 

informal organizational norms, formal policies, organizational culture, exchange of 

tactics with supervisors, and job descriptions. Acquiring such knowledge will also 

affect OS outcomes (Klein & Heuser, 2008). 

 

Researchers have shown that OS is correlated with several individual and 

organizational outcomes (Jones, 1986), similar to its antecedents. Van Maanen and 

Schein (1979) also divided OS tactics into two types: individual tactics and 

institutional/organizational tactics. 
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At the individual level, OS is correlated with stress, role clarity, role innovation, job 

satisfaction, and organizational commitment (Bauer et al., 2007). The outcomes and 

process of socialization are also influenced by individual values and beliefs, personality 

traits, and personal identity. These characteristics are correlated with newcomers’ 

willingness and ability to gather information and internalize it (Ashforth, Sluss, & 

Harrison, 2007). Proactive behaviors can also be adopted by newcomers for better 

integration, as they can categorize information through these behaviors and resolve the 

uncertainty issue related to their new role (Ashford & Black, 1996). Nevertheless, Crant 

(2000) found that individual proactive behaviors are affected by external (e.g. 

supervisory support, organizational culture) and internal factors (e.g. goal orientation, 

self-efficacy). 

 

At the organizational level, OS is correlated with productivity, work disruption, and 

organizational performance (Bauer et al., 2007). This type of socialization is initiated 

by the organization, which encourages newcomers to follow a structural process and 

behave like role models. This is different from individual socialization, in which the 

organization encourages newcomers to socialize more informally and allows them to 

be innovative, rather than forcibly integrating them into the organization (Cooper-

Thomas & Anderson, 2006). The OS support provided by the organization typically 

includes formal networking, mentoring programs, orientation programs, and formal 

training programs (Antonacopoulou & Güttel, 2010). 

 

2.5.4 Duration of the OS Period 

 

It is important to create clear boundaries for the duration of the OS process to delineate 



 

 
33 

 

the research methodology, such as when to measure OS, how long the study period 

should be, when an employee will be successfully socialized in the organization, and 

how to measure OS success (continuous or discrete).  

 

In sociology, socialization continues throughout life (Grusec & Hastings, 2014). 

Although the human lifespan is relatively long and ever-increasing, organizational life 

is relatively short. In this most general sense, the entire tenure of an employee in an 

organization can be considered the OS period (Van Maanen & Schein, 1979; Schein, 

1971). As a result, there is no clear boundary indicating the completion of socialization, 

but a continuous range of improvements. It is clear that the start of the OS process 

begins with newcomers joining a new organization (Moreland & Levine, 2001), as new 

members, regardless of their experience of dramatic organizational changes, need to be 

socialized or re-socialized to deal with organizational changes (Ashforth et al., 2007; 

McManus & Russell, 1997). The process ends when employees leave the organization 

(Van Maanen & Schein, 1979; Fisher, 1986). That is, OS is a continuous process 

throughout one’s tenure in the organization, associated with continuous change and the 

reconstruction of individual and organizational experiences (Falcione & Wilson, 1988). 

Boswell, Boudreau, and Tichy (2005) analyzed 1,941 observations from 538 managers 

over five years (1992–1996) and found that a honeymoon–hangover effect occurred 

consistently across this period. Nonetheless, the first 12 to 24 months are generally 

considered the most intense and problematic during OS, which is worth 

investigating (Van Maanen & Schein, 1979; Bauer et al., 1998; Klein & Heuser, 2008). 

 

Considering the differences between career stages and previous research, in this thesis, 

I used the first 24 months as the OS period for new managers. 
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2.6 Research at the Middle Manager Level 

 

2.6.1 Turnover Decision at the Middle Manager Level 

 

Middle managers play a key role in any organization. They take on key responsibilities, 

such as translating organizational strategies into executable tasks, overseeing day-to-

day operations, shaping the organizational culture and environment, managing 

subordinates, and facilitating changes, to achieve organizational goals (Stewart, 

Barsoux, Kieser, Ganter, & Walgenbach, 1994; Huy, 2002; Floyd & Wooldridge, 1997; 

Delmestri & Walgenbach, 2005). The innovation and creativity of middle managers are 

essential to ensure the survival and success of any organization (Dutton et al., 1997). 

Therefore, the stability of middle managers is vital for an efficient and effective 

organization, and the organization’s ability to retain middle management talent is 

critical to its success (Zhang et al., 2008). 

 

Johns (2006) identified four task contexts to create meaning and affect work behaviors: 

resource availability, accountability, degree of autonomy, and environmental 

uncertainty. This is similar to Mercer’s (2016) international position evaluation (IPE) 

method, which uses five factors to evaluate a job: impact, knowledge, innovation, 

communication, and risk. Based on these studies, I summarize the differences in 

turnover considerations for different levels in Table 2.6. 
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Table 2.6 Turnover Considerations at Different Career Stages 

Task Contexts Entry Level  Middle Managers Senior Executives 

Environmental uncertainty Low Medium High 

Degree of autonomy Low Medium High 

Accountability Low Medium High 

Resource availability Low Medium High 

 

Compared with entry-level employees, middle managers usually take on more 

responsibility, need more autonomy to accomplish their tasks, have more resources to 

use and manage, and face more uncertainty at work (Holden & Roberts, 2004; 

McConville & Holden, 1999). Because the outcomes of managerial jobs are less 

predictable and work processes are less routine, middle managers also need more 

discretion and autonomy (Wall, Cordery, & Clegg, 2002). To perform well, middle 

managers also need empowerment (Kanter, 2004). 

 

In addition, Chamberlain (2017) found that with higher income, employee job 

satisfaction comes from different sources. For instance, organizational culture and value 

explained about 23.4% of job satisfaction for the high income group, compared with 

21.6% for the low income group. This finding reveals that high-income employees have 

different needs than their low-income counterparts, especially non-material needs. 

These also include a longer-term perspective, such as growth opportunities and 

leadership style. In contrast, low-income employees focus more on compensation, 

benefits, and work–life balance. 

 

These differences imply that previous research and findings on the antecedents of 
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turnover intention, including organizational commitment, job satisfaction, job search, 

withdrawal cognitions, and comparison of alternatives (Griffin et al., 2000), may not be 

appropriate at the manager level, which deserves further study. 

 

2.6.2 Research on Trust at the Middle Manager Level 

 

In most research on trust, the common theme at the manager level is the differences 

between salespersons and sales managers (e.g. Brashear et al., 2005; Flaherty & Pappas, 

2002; Rich, 1997). Social information processing theory also emphasizes the 

differences between managers and front-line employees, as they have different needs 

and values at work. In other words, given the same organizational practice with similar 

information, managers will interpret and react to information significantly differently 

from front-line employees (Shetzer, 1993; Kramer, 1999), and this variation can lead to 

different reactions and attitude outcomes (Green & Mitchell, 1979; Dienesch & Liden, 

1986). Huang et al. (2010) obtained similar findings, showing that when faced with 

trust in supervisor challenges or experiencing psychological empowerment, the 

responses of managers and front-line employees are different, mainly because they 

focus on different things: front-line employees focus on the trustworthiness of their 

superiors, while managers focus on their own empowerment. This is also consistent 

with the study by Kramer (1999), who suggested that when employees need to evaluate 

their supervisor’s behavior or manage hierarchical relationships, the trustworthiness of 

superiors plays a key role because front-line employees are relatively vulnerable and 

powerless. 

 

In the 1970s, research showed that the job satisfaction of managers had strong 
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correlations with intrinsic and spiritual rewards, e.g. task significance, involvement and 

autonomy (Locke, 1976; Kraut & Ronen, 1975), while that of front-line employees had 

strong correlations with social and material rewards, e.g. pay and social exchange 

relationships with supervisors and colleagues (Ronen et al., 1979; Kalleberg & Griffin, 

1978). In the 1980s, Ronen and Sadan (1984) showed that managers tended to focus on 

autonomy and sense of control, while front-line employees tended to focus on the 

trustworthiness of their supervisors (Kramer, 1999) and the quality of their relationships 

with supervisors and colleagues (Cohen, 1992). In the 1990s, Sashkin and Williams 

(1990) found that non-supervisory staff had higher needs for relational aspects of work, 

while middle managers were more likely to pay attention to their influence and 

autonomy.  

 

In general, the results of previous research on trust at the manager level informed my 

study, but little research has focused on the differences between managers and other 

employees. 

 

2.6.3 Research on Turnover Intention at the Middle Manager Level 

 

Since the introduction of turnover intention in the 1990s, studies of this construct have 

increased significantly, although most studies have focused on entry-level employees 

and top executives, with only a few studies focusing on managers. These studies have 

mainly focused on leadership, especially in the nursing and hotel and food service 

industries since the 2000s. 

 

For example, Cavanaugh et al. (2000) tested self-reported stress and its outcomes using 
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longitudinal data from thousands of U.S. managers and found that turnover intention 

was positively correlated with self-reported stress. Similarly, Lyness and Judiesch 

(2001) tested factors affecting voluntary turnover in a financial services company with 

26,359 managers. The results showed that gender had a small effect on employee 

turnover, as female managers had a lower turnover rate. Promotion within 11 months 

also had a negative impact on the turnover rate, and promoted female managers had a 

lower turnover rate than male managers. In addition, taking family leave had a positive 

relationship with the turnover rate, and more educated employees (graduate degrees) 

who took family leave also had a higher turnover rate. 

 

Ghiselli, La Lopa, and Bai (2001) received 459 questionnaires from managers of food 

service companies to examine the effect of a set of factors, including gender, age, race, 

tenure, life satisfaction, and job satisfaction, on turnover intention. Among these factors, 

life satisfaction, job satisfaction, and age had effects on short-term turnover intention. 

Ha and Choi (2002) focused on turnover intention in nurse managers and surveyed 468 

nurse managers in Korea. The results showed that turnover intention was negatively 

related to job satisfaction and organizational commitment and positively related to 

management by exception. Among these factors, organizational commitment had the 

strongest correlation with turnover intention. Colins (2010) linked restaurant managers’ 

turnover intention to PCF by surveying 328 restaurant managers in the United States. 

Both his qualitative interviews and quantitative survey showed that compared with 

organizational commitment and job satisfaction, restaurant managers’ turnover 

intention had the strongest correlation with PCB. This study also inspired my research 

to explore the differences between manager turnover decision factors. 
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In summary, there have been few studies on turnover intention at the manager level, 

and its underlying effects have not been fully investigated. 

 

2.6.4 Research on JI at the Middle Manager Level 

 

Research on JI at the manager level can be traced back to the 1990s, when Roskies and 

Louis (1990) conducted a study of managers and professionals facing the same JI issues 

after a series of mergers and acquisitions led to half a million managers in 300 

companies losing their jobs between 1984 and 1987 (Willis, 1987).  

 

Roskies and Louis (1990) found that JI in managers was different from that of front-

line blue-collar or clerical employees in terms of stress. On the one hand, as managers 

have more resources and better skills to deal with threats (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), 

they should be under less stress if the stress level is based on the nature of the threat. 

On the other hand, as managers may believe that they have what they deserve, they may 

experience more hopelessness, self-doubt, and guilt when the stress of JI increases 

(Newman, 1988). However, these two findings appear to contradict each other, and it 

is not clear which side is more significant. This also informed my study. 

 

Hallier and Lyon (1996) followed the trend with a 12-month study by interviewing 42 

middle managers aware of their possible termination. The results showed that a 

termination warning had a significant impact on managers’ perceptions of the 

psychological contract, organizational commitment, and job security. In addition, as 

managers with long tenure are less confident about their competitiveness in the labor 

market, they generally have a higher sense of JI. 
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Unfortunately, since 2000, most research on the antecedents and outcomes of JI has not 

focused on the manager level, and little research has examined what makes managers 

different from other employees. 

 

2.6.5 Research on P-O Fit at the Middle Manager Level 

 

Research on P-O fit at the manager level can be traced back to the 1990s, when 

Lovelace and Rosen (1996) first examined the concept of P-O fit in managers of 

different racial and gender groups. Their results showed that Black managers had lower 

perceived P-O fit than White male managers and Hispanic managers, and that White 

female managers perceived their P-O fit to be as good as that of White male managers. 

Nevertheless, compared with stress, turnover intention, and job satisfaction, gender and 

race had relatively small effects on P-O fit. However, subsequent research on this topic 

has focused more on race and gender than on the manager level. 

 

Research on P-O fit at the manager level remains limited in other areas of research. For 

instance, Brigham et al. (2007) analyzed 159 high-tech industry managers with a P-O 

fit model and found that higher P-O fit was positively correlated with job satisfaction 

and negatively correlated with turnover intention among managers with dominant 

decision-making styles. Iplik, Kilic, and Yalcin (2011) collected data from several hotel 

managers in Turkey and found that P-O fit had a negative relationship with job stress 

and positive relationships with job motivation, job satisfaction, and commitment. 

Similarly, Lee and Wu (2011) studied 432 managers of high-tech companies in Taiwan 

and found that P-O fit had a positive relationship with organizational innovation climate, 
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and personality traits and psychological climate adjustment had positive moderating 

effects on this relationship. 

 

Overall, research on P-O fit at the middle manager level remains scarce and limited to 

a few countries, with no study of the unique differences at the manager level. 

 

2.6.6 Research on OS at the Middle Manager Level 

 

Research on OS at the manager level can be traced back to the 1960s, with studies 

focusing on the link between OS and future outcomes, especially the success of the OS 

period and possible future achievements. For example, Berlew and Hall (1966) 

conducted a 7-year longitudinal study on the early careers of two groups of managers 

in two large industrial companies to explore whether initial performance and initial job 

challenges affect later performance and success in the same organization. The results 

showed that in both companies, later performance and success had a strong relationship 

with initial job challenges. In addition, in one of the companies, initial performance was 

a precursor of later performance and success. Buchanan (1974) surveyed 279 

government and business managers and found that organizational commitment was 

correlated with hierarchical advancement, job achievement, social interactions with 

superiors, and tenure, with a stronger effect in the early career stages. 

 

Another stream of OS research at the manager level focuses on expatriate managers. 

For instance, Lee and Larwood (1983) studied American expatriate managers in Korea 

in terms of managerial attitudes and OS, and found very different value systems. They 

showed that job satisfaction and job performance among expatriate managers were 
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positively related to attitude adjustment and self-concept change. Black (1992) 

surveyed 220 expatriate managers on their socialization tactics and showed that role 

innovation was negatively correlated with fixed socialization tactics and serial 

socialization tactics, and positively correlated with collective socialization tactics. Their 

tenure also positively moderated the relationship between role innovation and serial 

socialization tactics. Moreover, Chow (2002) conducted a study with 374 HR managers 

and business managers across five Asian countries (Thailand, Japan, Taiwan, Hong 

Kong, and Singapore) and found that career success was partially correlated with 

developmental experience, perceived organizational support, and socialization 

strategies. 

 

However, none of these studies explained the differences in the OS process between 

managers and front-line employees/executives, leaving this area unexplored. Unlike 

new graduates, who generally benefit from well-established management training and 

orientation programs, middle managers do not have a similar process and have to rely 

on their direct supervisors for guidance and socialization information (Ostroff & 

Kozlowski, 1992). Thus, trust in supervisors during the OS period may play a more 

important role for middle managers than for entry-level employees. 

 

2.7 Research Gaps 

 

In summary, this literature review identifies the following research gaps.  

 

Trust in supervisors, JI, and P-O fit affect turnover decisions during the OS period, 

but the underlying process is unclear. Although Dirks and Ferrin (2002) found that 
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trust had a significant relationship with turnover intention, they did not identify how 

trust in leaders could lead to turnover intention, so the authors urged future studies to 

focus empirically on the mediation processes involved. 

 

The differences between the various career stages remain unclear, and little 

research has been conducted at the middle manager level. Unlike entry-level 

employees, middle managers usually take on more responsibility, need more autonomy 

to accomplish their tasks, manage more resources, and face more uncertainty at work. 

However, only a few studies have focused on middle managers and their turnover 

intention, trust, JI, and P-O fit. 

 

The possible effects of OS on the process from Trust to Turnover remain unclear. 

Compared with new graduates who generally benefit from well-established 

management training and orientation programs, middle managers do not have a similar 

process and have to rely on their direct supervisors for guidance and socialization 

information (Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992). Yet, it is still unclear whether this period 

plays a significant role in the relationship between trust in supervisors and turnover 

intention.  
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CHAPTER 3   THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND 

HYPOTHESES 

 

This chapter presents the theoretical framework and the hypotheses. The literature 

review conducted in Chapter 2 identified several research gaps, providing the starting 

point for this study. 

 

3.1 Research Model 

 

Drawing on the literature review presented in Chapter 2, I have developed a conceptual 

research model and tested it empirically. Figure 3.1 summarizes the relationships 

examined in this study. 

 

Figure 3.1 Research Model 
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3.2 Hypothesis Development  

 

3.2.1 Trust in Supervisors and Turnover Intention 

 

In any organization, interpersonal trust is the key foundation of social exchange 

relationships (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005), and the concept of trust has frequently 

been used by scholars to operationalize the effects of social exchange (Chua, Ingram, 

& Morris, 2008). People’s uncertainty in relationships is reduced by trust, and the 

quality of social exchange is enhanced by trust, so employees are better able to obtain 

support, information, and other resources. As one of the antecedents of newcomer 

performance, the exchange quality of supervisor–subordinate relationships has been 

studied by many scholars (Chen & Klimoski, 2003).  

 

Scholars have mentioned that trust in supervisors has a causal effect on subordinates’ 

attitudes toward their supervisors: for example, a reduction in subordinates’ trust in 

supervisors will lead to reduced satisfaction with their supervisors (Jung & Avolio, 

2000). Similarly, Gillespie and Mann (2004) found that trust has a positive effect on 

subordinates’ perceptions of supervisors’ effectiveness. Wong and Sohal (2002) also 

found that lower levels of trust lead to a general reduction in subordinates’ perceived 

exchange quality with their supervisors, they are also less likely to support and follow 

their supervisors. Scandura and Pellegrini (2008) provided a more detailed view of the 

effect of trust on job satisfaction, suggesting that trust “may be fragile even in high-

quality exchanges.” Furthermore, subordinates with a higher level of trust in their 

supervisors are more likely to stay in the organization (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). 
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The meta-analysis conducted by Nienaber et al. (2015) suggested that the supervisor–

subordinate relationship exhibits certain symmetries. Sitkin and Roth (1993) found that 

as supervisors have more power, information, status, and control, subordinates face 

greater dependency and uncertainty. Subordinates often depend on their supervisors, 

especially in terms of pay rises, promotions, and job security. This finding suggests that 

trust is an important factor in this relationship. However, subordinates have some 

freedom to decide who they trust and the level of trust. They can decide to increase or 

decrease their level of effort and whether to reciprocate their supervisors’ trust. 

Therefore, subordinates’ trust has a significant effect on managers and organizations.  

 

Based on the logic of the leadership characteristics defined in the section above, Dirks 

and Ferrin (2002) argued that leaders have power over important aspects of their 

subordinates’ jobs: when subordinates believe that their supervisors are trustworthy, 

they are more likely to be positive about the decisions of their managers and to feel 

safer. In contrast, a lower level of trust in supervisors will probably result in 

psychological distress, which will affect subordinates’ attitudes toward the organization. 

This suggests that trust in supervisors should have a positive relationship with 

organizational commitment and job satisfaction, and a negative relationship with 

turnover intention. For example, when subordinates lose their trust in their supervisors, 

they are more willing to consider leaving the organization, as they do not want to go 

against the leaders and may be worried about their decisions (e.g. lack of competence, 

honesty, integrity, or fairness). 

 

It is essential to understand the entry processes of newcomers by distinguishing 

between cognition-based and affect-based trust, as newcomers to an organization must 
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not only explore and decide on the reliability of different possible social exchange 

parties through cognition-based trust, but must also determine who is more appropriate 

to develop closer relationships with through affect-based trust (Schaubroeck, Peng, & 

Hannah, 2013). This analysis is consistent with the causal relationship between 

cognition-based and affect-based trust proposed by McAllister (1995), in which 

cognition-based trust in supervisors influences affect-based trust in supervisors. 

Research has also shown that newcomers will evaluate whether the behavior, skills, and 

knowledge of their supervisors are appropriate for them to develop personal 

relationships and affect-based trust, based on their judgments of cognition-based trust 

in supervisors according to their competence and credibility (Colquitt et al., 2012). 

 

In the social exchange relationship between new managers and their supervisors, each 

party tries to meet the desires and needs of the other party by providing resources, so 

this relationship is considered reciprocal (Flynn, 2005). However, the immediate return 

of the favor and/or any future reciprocation are not considered in this relationship. For 

instance, when a supervisor spends time guiding and encouraging a new manager, the 

new manager may offer help to the supervisor later in return. This exchange relationship 

can occur with different resources exchanged, so a reciprocal exchange relationship is 

formed. Social exchange relationships normally start from cognition-based trust, in 

which new managers develop their trust in supervisors based on their knowledge, 

competence, and skills, which will be further developed later on (Colquitt et al., 2012). 

When both supervisors and new managers have made considerable private investments 

to sustain these superior exchanges, affect-based trust emerges.  

 

Young and Daniel (2003) criticized previous research for overlooking the role of affect-
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based trust. Their research suggested that after suffering a negative event, trust can 

become extremely subjective and emotional. During the OS period, new managers may 

experience both positive and negative events, so affect-based trust may override 

cognition-based trust based on more rational thoughts (Cohen, 2005). Thus, Zhao et al. 

(2007) urged future research to examine the role of trust in the PCB context. Although 

I do not test the causal relationship between cognition-based trust and affect-based trust 

in this research, it is still important to separate these two constructs to test their effect 

independently. Based on the discussion above, the following hypotheses are proposed: 

 

Hypothesis 1a: There is a negative relationship between cognition-based trust in 

supervisors and turnover intention at the manager level. 

 

Hypothesis 1b: There is a negative relationship between affect-based trust in 

supervisors and turnover intention at the manager level. 

 

Although Dirks and Ferrin (2002) found a significant relationship between trust and 

turnover intention (r = -.40) in their meta-analysis, they did not explain how trust in 

leaders will lead to intention to quit (turnover intention), although they called for future 

research to empirically explore the possible mediation processes involved. Thus, 

following their call, I explore the possible mediation processes in this thesis, leading to 

the hypotheses developed below.  
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3.2.2 Trust, JI, and Turnover Intention 

 

SET is the most widely used theory to explain the link between employee behavior, 

work attitudes, and perceptions of the workplace (Wayne, Shore, & Liden, 1997). This 

theory proposes that a person’s social relationships are motivated by logical self-interest 

(Witt, Kacmar, & Andrews, 2001). If the benefits of social exchange relationships are 

greater than the costs, individuals will tend to enter and continue these relationships 

(Tyler & Lind, 1992). During the social exchange process, when one party provides a 

benefit to the other party, a corresponding obligation to return with a benefit is invoked. 

Mutual commitment and reciprocity are developed during this process. SET also 

suggests that trust develops through the recurring exchange of benefits between the two 

parties (Aryee, Budhwar, & Chen, 2002). As one party entering into a social exchange 

relationship cannot be certain that the benefits they provide will be returned later, this 

relationship involves a risk, in that the quality of information and support provided by 

the other party may not be as good or the other party may not respond with substantial 

support. Therefore, newcomers should be careful when placing their trust in others 

(Schaubroeck, Peng, & Hannah, 2013). 

 

Theoretically grounded in psychological contract theory and SET, trust in employers is 

expected to have a negative relationship with JI (De Cuyper & De Witte, 2007). From 

the perspective of SET, JI is viewed as an inequality in the exchange relationship 

between employer and employee. Thus, when this imbalance occurs, the positive 

exchange process based on trust will be reduced and replaced with a negative exchange 

process. As supervisors are the main representative of the employer, this effect should 

be the same between trust in supervisors and JI.  
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With respect to psychological contract theory, when employees are committed and loyal 

to their organization for socioemotional benefits and job security, JI reflects a breach of 

the relational psychological contract. Consequently, JI is seen as an imbalance between 

incentives and obligations from the employee’s perspective. As employees have 

unspoken expectations of their job security (Shore & Tetrick, 1994; Rousseau, 1989), 

the perceived risk to their job security implies a likely destruction of the existing 

psychological contract. Previous research (Parks & Kidder, 1994) has suggested that 

the reassessment of the existing contract will be triggered by the perceived destruction 

of the psychological contract, so psychological distancing can be demonstrated by a 

reduction in the level of trust between the two parties, and I argue that the opposite 

effect also exists.  

 

According to attachment theory, the underlying psychological process occurs when 

trust in supervisors decreases to a certain level, so that middle managers no longer 

believe that their supervisors care about their needs, goals, and desires by responding 

to them, which will break the foundation of their secure attachment. Middle managers 

will start to worry about their job security, as their jobs are inherently replaceable. 

Cognition-based and affect-based trust may also play different roles during this 

psychological process and have different effects on JI. For example, from the 

perspective of cognition-based trust, middle managers may consider that their 

supervisors are no longer reliable, so it is very difficult for them to feel secure in an 

unreliable relationship. From the perspective of affect-based trust, middle managers 

may wonder if their supervisors still care about them, so they will have emotional 

responses related to their insecurity, such as higher concerns, worry, and anxiety. 
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Thus, the following hypotheses are formulated: 

 

Hypothesis 2a: Perceived JI mediates the relationship between cognition-based 

trust in supervisors and turnover intention at the manager level. 

 

Hypothesis 2b: Perceived JI mediates the relationship between affect-based trust 

in supervisors and turnover intention at the manager level. 

 

3.2.3 Trust, P-O Fit, and Turnover Intention 

 

The main component of P-O fit is the perceived resemblance between organizational 

culture and individual employees (Bowen, Ledford, & Nathan, 1991; Kristof, 1996). 

As discussed in Chapter 2, P-O fit is an important predictor of employees’ turnover 

intention (Liu, Liu, & Hu, 2010), organizational commitment (Hoffman & Woehr, 

2006), performance (Deng et al., 2015), and job satisfaction (Deng et al., 2011). Wen, 

Zhu, and Liu (2016) also showed that employees’ perceived P-O fit and professional 

identity have a unique influence on their turnover intention. Furthermore, professional 

identity negatively moderated the relationship between P-O fit and turnover intention, 

and this relationship was significantly stronger among employees with low professional 

identity (Wen, Zhu, & Liu, 2016). 

 

While the organization imposes requirements on its employees, employees also have 

requirements for the organization. To survive, both the organization and employees 

must achieve a certain level of correspondence or congruence (Lofquist & Dawis, 1991). 

Fukuyama (1995) discovered that shared norms and values facilitate cooperative 
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behavior and trust between people. This implies that the more employees are willing to 

trust their leaders, the higher their level of perceived P-O fit. In the 1980s, Schneider 

(1987) found that employees were less willing to leave an organization with which they 

had something in common. Researchers have also found that HR professionals believe 

that intention to quit has a negative relationship with P-O fit (Rynes et al., 2002). This 

result is consistent with studies of Belgian nurses (Vandenberghe, 1999), staff working 

in nonprofit organizations (Brown & Yoshioka, 2003), and nine organizations in the 

Eastern United States (Moynihan & Pandey, 2007). Two recent meta-analyses of P-O 

fit also confirmed its negative relationship with turnover intention (Verquer et al., 2003; 

Kristof-Brown, Zimmerman, & Johnson, 2005). In summary, the lower the level of P-

O fit, the higher the likelihood that employees will consider leaving their organization 

(Liu, Liu, & Hu, 2010).  

 

The underlying psychological process occurs because, as supervisors are the main 

representative of the organization, middle managers project their trust relationship with 

supervisors onto their fit with the organization. If they can realize and feel the trust 

between themselves and their supervisors, they will feel better suited to the organization. 

Cognition-based and affect-based trust may also play different roles in this 

psychological process and have different effects on P-O fit. Based on PEC theory, when 

middle managers no longer have cognition-based trust in their supervisors, they will 

begin to wonder whether the character of their supervisors is a reflection of the 

organization, so if they do not trust the character of their supervisors, they will no longer 

fit the charter of the organization. With respect to affect-based trust, if middle managers 

feel that their supervisors no longer care about them, they may believe that the 

organization does not have a caring culture and that they no longer fit the organization. 
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I therefore propose the following hypotheses: 

 

Hypothesis 3a: P-O fit mediates the relationship between cognition-based trust in 

supervisors and turnover intention at the manager level. 

 

Hypothesis 3b: P-O fit mediates the relationship between affect-based trust in 

supervisors and turnover intention at the manager level. 

 

3.2.4 The Moderating Role of OS  

 

The malleability of the psychological contract during the OS process has been 

confirmed by extensive empirical evidence. Newcomers develop an anticipatory 

psychological contract and use it to identify their new work environment, and it can 

then reduce their intrinsic uncertainty during their job transition (Shore & Tetrick, 1994; 

De Vos et al., 2003). Their obligations may change to align with the standards of 

existing employees (Thomas & Anderson, 1998). With both unilateral and reciprocal 

influences, perceptions of employer and employee obligations also tend to change to 

match the reality of current employee contributions and their employer’s incentives 

(Lee et al., 2011; De Vos et al., 2003). 

 

In the ongoing reciprocal exchange process, the employer is considered the main 

antecedent. When PCB occurs as the employer fails to fulfill their commitments, 

newcomers will reduce their perceived responsibilities to their employer (Tekleab et al., 

2013; Robinson et al., 1994). How newcomers respond to the perception that the 
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employer’s obligations have been breached and/or to the perception of incentives 

provided by the employer have been the focus of empirical studies. Numerous 

longitudinal studies of newcomers have suggested that PCB is a common problem 

during the OS period, leading to strong emotional reactions of anger and betrayal in 

employees, with adverse effects on the employer–employee relationship (Tekleab et al., 

2013; Lapointe et al., 2013; Rousseau, 1994). As a result, the perceived JI of employees 

is affected.  

 

In contrast, employee contributions to the employer during this exchange process may 

also influence the incentives and obligations of the employer (Coyle-Shapiro & Kessler, 

2002). Anticipating that providing help to their employer will lead to future benefits, 

employees may choose to activate the reciprocity mechanism. In addition, employees’ 

expectations of future incentives predict their willingness to engage in OCBs (Coyle-

Shapiro & Kessler, 2002). It has also been found that fulfillment of employee 

obligations influences the individualized consideration and socio-emotional support 

provided by supervisors, as supervisors are seen as the primary agent of the employer 

(Chen et al., 2008). Thus, research has shown that the more employees contribute to the 

organization, the more incentives the employer will create. 

 

In this thesis, new managers were defined as middle managers who had joined the 

company within 24 months, according to the literature review in Section 2.5.4. During 

this period, new managers are socialized within the organization through a variety of 

formal and informal means, including organizational behaviors, norms, and value 

systems. I use the term “OS period” to refer to this particular period, although I do not 

study socialization practices or managerial experience, which are beyond the scope of 
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this research. 

 

According to the discussion above, I propose the following hypotheses: 

 

Hypothesis 4a: The OS period moderates the relationship between managers’ 

cognition-based trust and JI, such that the relationship is stronger for managers in the 

OS period than for those not in the OS period. 

 

Hypothesis 4b: The OS period moderates the relationship between managers’ 

affect-based trust and JI, such that the relationship is stronger for managers in the OS 

period than for those not in the OS period. 

 

Researchers have considered the critical role of newcomer P-O fit since the 1990s. 

Chatman (1991) first researched first-year accountants in their new jobs and showed 

that P-O fit was correlated with turnover intention, job satisfaction, and newcomer 

adjustment. Subsequently, Van Vianen (2000) studied a group of newcomers in the 

Netherlands to explore the role of P-O fit and found results supporting those of Chatman, 

that P-O fit is positively correlated to organizational commitment and negatively related 

to turnover intention. Similarly, Kim, Cable, and Kim (2005) studied P-O fit in South 

Korea with 279 employee–supervisor pairs and found a positive relationship between 

and P-O fit and OS tactics, which was moderated by employee proactive behaviors. 

 

Research on attachment theory has also proposed a list of factors critical to the decision 

to leave or stay in the organization (Mitchell & Lee, 2001). Indeed, employees will 

form relationships with their supervisors and colleagues, affecting their attachments 
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(Graen, Liden, & Hoel, 1982), which can be numerous or few, distant or close, and 

weak or strong. Among these factors, P-O fit and P-J fit are considered relevant, and 

non-attitudinal variables and off-the-job factors are considered important. During the 

OS period, defined as the first 24 months in the organization, new managers who are 

expected to “plug-and-go” without much formal socialization are seen as relatively 

vulnerable in front of their supervisors, who are seen as the most important resource for 

their socialization. However, after the OS period, middle managers who have already 

established foundations in the organization will rely less on their supervisors as they 

are already familiar with the “rules of the game” in their current organization. 

 

With their previous experience in other organizations, middle managers are also more 

sensitive to their fit in their new organization. A straw in the wind during the OS period 

will make them feel different and reconsider their current situation and whether they 

are well suited to the organization. However, after the OS period, as they have already 

established a certain level of fit in their current organization, their trust in their 

supervisors will have less effect on their sense of P-O fit. 

 

Thus, I propose the following hypotheses: 

 

Hypothesis 5a: The OS period moderates the relationship between managers’ 

cognition-based trust and perceived P-O fit, such that the relationship is stronger for 

managers in the OS period than for those not in the OS period. 

 

 

Hypothesis 5b: The OS period (tenure) moderates the relationship between 
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managers’ affect-based trust and perceived P-O fit, such that the relationship is 

stronger for managers in the OS period than for those not in the OS period. 
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CHAPTER 4   RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

 

This chapter presents the research design and methodology used in this study. It 

includes the following parts: sample and research design, data collection method, 

measurements for each construct, survey questionnaire, and survey administration. 

 

4.1 Sample and Procedure   

 

4.1.1 Research Design and Questionnaire Development 

 

This study used a quantitative research method. A survey questionnaire was adopted 

from previous research to test the proposed model. The target sample consisted of 

middle managers of multinational companies (MNCs) in Hong Kong. The selected 

sample included 300 middle managers based on my personal networks in different 

industries. 

 

A three-wave longitudinal study with the same participants was carried out over a 

period of six months (May, July, and September) to examine their responses at different 

points. A time interval of four weeks was introduced to separate their completion of the 

same questionnaire. Data were collected by soliciting the responses of middle managers 

through a survey administrated using an online questionnaire supported by the Qualtrics 

system. Soft copies of the questionnaire were sent to personal email addresses and then 

collected through the system. The first wave took place from May 1 to May 30, 2019 

(extended to June 15), the second wave took place from July 1 to July 31, 2019 

(extended to August 15), and the third wave took place from September 1 to September 

30, 2019 (extended to October 15). The participants were informed that they would be 
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rewarded with a HK$100 e-cash coupon from Hong Kong TV Mall after successfully 

completing all three waves of the survey. 

 

The survey questionnaire, presented in the appendix B, was divided into three sections: 

Section 1 included basic greetings and an introduction to the survey, including the 

research purpose, voluntary participation, and assurance that the responses would be 

used for research purposes only and would be strictly confidential. Section 2 asked the 

participants to complete a list of questions adopted from previous research. Section 3 

asked the participants to answer demographic questions, such as age, gender, education 

level, organization type, time with current employer, and annual salary (in range). 

 

The survey instrument was developed in three phases, following the procedure of 

Dillman (2009). In Phase 1, I adapted the measurement scales from the literature and 

consolidated the questionnaire, asking academics for feedback. In Phase 2, after making 

adjustments based on feedback from academics, I conducted a pilot test of the 

questionnaire. The sample questionnaire was sent to 20 middle managers and 

academics. After the pilot test, some items were removed or adjusted due to redundancy 

or duplication of meaning. Phase 3 was a finalization and final revision of the 

questionnaire. All of the questions were written in English only, as the target 

participants generally use English for work. 

 

4.1.2 Sampling and Data Collection 

 

Three hundred soft copies of the questionnaire were sent to personal email addresses 

and then collected by the Qualtrics system from May 2019 to October 2019. At Time 1 
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(May 2019), 251 valid questionnaires were completed, a response rate of 83.6% (251 / 

300 questionnaires). At Time 2 (July 2019), the same questionnaire was distributed to 

the same 251 managers, and 185 valid questionnaires were completed, a response rate 

of 73.7% (185 / 251 questionnaires). Finally, at Time 3 (September 2019), the same 

questionnaire was distributed to the same 185 managers, and 162 valid questionnaires 

were completed, a response rate of 87.6% (162 / 185 questionnaires). As the online 

questionnaire setup supported by the Qualtrics system did not allow missing data in the 

questionnaires, there was no need to remove questionnaires with missing data. 

Therefore, after the three waves of the survey, the final response rate was 54% (162 out 

of 300 questionnaires at Time 1). As response rates can be as low as 2% in Chinese 

societies (Schlevogt, 2002), the rate of 54% obtained in this study was considered 

acceptable. 

 

Thus, the sample consisted of 162 employees in this study, all working in Hong Kong, 

a mix of Chinese and Western societies. I informed the participants that their 

participation was voluntary and that the study was conducted for research purposes only.  

 

Before conducting the descriptive analysis, I cleaned and transformed the data. This 

included checking reversed coded items and outliers when reviewing the questionnaires 

to avoid data distortion, which could affect the conclusions (Hair et al., 2010). In the 

next section, the procedures and data analysis results are discussed in detail. 
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4.2 Measurement 

 

4.2.1 Cognition-based Trust in Supervisors/Leaders  

 

Cognition-based trust was measured using the 6-item scale developed by McAllister 

(1995). The items are “This leader approaches his/her job with professionalism and 

dedication,” “Given this leader’s track record, I see no reason to doubt his/her 

competence and preparation for the job,” “I can rely on this leader not to make my job 

more difficult by careless work,” “Most people, even those who aren’t close friends of 

this individual, trust and respect him/her as a coworker,” “Other work associates of 

mine who must interact with this leader consider him/her to be trustworthy,” and “If 

people knew more about this leader and his/her background, they would be less 

concerned and monitor his/her performance more closely.”  

 

The responses were rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was .92, and the mean of 

these items was computed as the participants’ cognition-based trust. 

 

4.2.2 Affect-based Trust in Supervisors/Leaders 

 

Affect-based trust was measured using the 5-item scale developed by McAllister (1995). 

The items are “We have a sharing relationship. We can both freely share our ideas, 

feelings, and hopes,” “I can talk freely to this individual about difficulties I’m having 

at work and know that he/she will want to listen,” “We would both feel a sense of loss 

if one of us was transferred and we could no longer work together,” “If I shared my 
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problems with this person, I know he/she would respond constructively and caringly,” 

and “I would have to say that we have both made considerable emotional investments 

in our working relationship.”  

 

The responses were rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was .93, and the mean of 

these items was computed as the participants’ affect-based trust. 

 

4.2.3 JI 

 

JI was measured using the 4-item scale developed by Caplan (1975). This scale contains 

the following items: “I am certain about what my future career will look like in the 

current organization,” “I am certain that opportunities for promotion and advancement 

will exist in the next few years,” “I am certain that my job skills will be of use and value 

5 years from now,” and “I am certain about what my responsibilities will be 6 months 

from now.”  

 

The responses were rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) 

to 5 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .77 in the study, and the mean 

of these items was computed as the participants’ perceived JI. These items were all 

reverse-coded, and I adjusted them during data analysis. 

 

4.2.4 P-O Fit 

 

P-O fit was measured using the 5-item scale proposed by Cable and Judge (1996). The 
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items are “I think the values and personality of this organization reflect my own values 

and personality,” “The values of this organization are similar to my own values,” “I feel 

my personality matches the ‘personality’ or image of this organization,” “My 

personality is similar to the employees I work with in this organization,” and “I share a 

lot in common with people who work for this organization.”  

 

The responses were rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was .88, and the mean of 

these items was computed as the participants’ perceived P-O fit. 

 

4.2.5 Turnover Intention 

 

Turnover intention was measured using the 4-item scale of The Michigan 

Organizational Assessment Questionnaire developed by Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, 

and Klesh (1979). Each item was rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 

(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The items are “I’m often considering quitting 

the current job,” “It’s very possible that I will look for a new job soon,” “I will have a 

short career in this organization,” and “If I continue to work in this organization, my 

future will not be promising.”  

 

The responses were rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was .92, and the mean of 

these items was computed as the participants’ perceived turnover intention. 
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4.2.6 OS Period 

 

The OS period was measured by the participants’ organizational tenure (in months). 

When their tenure was less than or equal to 24 months, they were considered to be in 

the OS period. I used the time with their current employer at Time 3 for the data analysis. 

 

4.2.7 Control Variables 

 

To better estimate the effect sizes of the variables, I also controlled for the effects of 

relevant factors, following previous research (Cable & Parsons, 2001; Chatman, 1991). 

Specifically, I controlled and measured the participants’ gender, age, and education 

level.  

 

Gender was coded as Female = 0 and Male = 1. Age was coded as Under 30 = 1, 31–

35 = 2, 36–40 = 3, 41–45 = 4, 46–50 = 5, 51–55 = 6, 56–60 = 7, 61–65 = 8, and 65 or 

over = 9. Education level was coded as Form 5/Form 7 = 1, Diploma = 2, Bachelor’s 

degree = 3, Master’s degree = 4, and Doctorate = 5.  
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CHAPTER 5   DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

 

This chapter reports the data analysis procedures and the results of hypothesis testing. 

It includes descriptive statistics, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and Structural 

Equation Modeling (SEM). 

 

5.1 Descriptive Statistics and Sample Characteristics 

 

In this study, to measure the fit of the model and test the hypotheses, I used Mplus 

(version 8.3; Muthén & Muthén, 2019) for CFA and SEM (Raudenbush, 2004). The 

strength of SEM is its ability to test all hypothesized relationships at the same time. 

 

5.1.1 Descriptive Statistics 

 

In the final sample, there were 162 participants (a response rate of 54%). The 

participants were predominantly female (n = 117, 72.2%), and 61.1% (n = 99) were 

aged 31 to 45. Most participants had a Bachelor’s degree (n = 92, 56.8%) and a Master’s 

degree (n = 56, 34.6%), but few had a doctorate (n = 3, 1.9%), a diploma (n = 8, 4.9%), 

or a secondary school diploma (n = 3, 1.9%). Their average organizational tenure was 

57.6 months, and their average tenure with their supervisors was 31.1 months. Table 

5.1.1 provides the minimum, maximum, means, and standard deviations of the 

participants’ demographic information, including gender, age, education level, income 

level, and time with current employer. Table 5.1.2 provides details on their income level. 

Table 5.1.3 provides details on their time with their current employer. 
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Table 5.1.1 Demographic Information  

  N Minimum Maximum M SD 

Gender 162 0 1 0.2778 0.44929 

Age 162 1 9 3.0864 1.69176 

Degree 162 1 5 3.2963 0.67694 

Income 162 1 10 3.6049 2.42492 

Time Employer 162 0 365 57.602 69.8834 

Note. Gender = Gender of the participants. Female = 0 and Male = 1; Age = Age of the participants. 

Under 30 = 1, 31–35 = 2, 36–40 = 3, 41–45 = 4, 46–50 = 5, 51–55 = 6, 56–60 = 7, 61–65 = 8, and 65 

or over = 9; Degree = Highest education level of the participants. Form 5/Form 7 = 1, Diploma = 2, 

Bachelor’s degree = 3, Master’s degree = 4, Doctorate = 5; Income = Monthly income level of the 

participants. Less than HK$30,000 = 1, HK$30,000–$39,999 = 2, HK$40,000–$49,999 = 3,  

HK$50,000–$59,999 = 4,  HK$60,000–$69,999 = 5,  HK$70,000–$79,999 = 6,  HK$80,000–

$89,999 = 7,  HK$90,000–$99,999 = 8,  HK$100,000–$149,999 = 9, and Over HK$150,000 = 10. 

 

Table 5.1.2 Participants’ Income Level  

Category Description Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

1 Less than $30,000 28 17.3 17.3 96.9 

2 $30,000–$39,999 41 25.3 25.3 29.6 

3 $40,000–$49,999 26 16.0 16.0 45.7 

4 $50,000–$59,999 24 14.8 14.8 60.5 

5 $60,000–$69,999 16 9.9 9.9 70.4 

6 $70,000–$79,999 5 3.1 3.1 73.5 

7 $80,000–$89,999 3 1.9 1.9 75.3 

8 $90,000–$99,999 7 4.3 4.3 79.6 

9 $100,000–$149,999 7 4.3 4.3 4.3 

10 Over $150,000 5 3.1 3.1 100.0 

  Total 162 100.0 100.0   
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Note. Monthly income level of the participants. Less than $30,000 =1, $30,000–$39,999 = 2, $40,000–

$49,999 = 3, $50,000–$59,999 = 4, $60,000–$69,999 = 5, $70,000–$79,999 = 6, $80,000–$89,999 = 7, 

$90,000–$99,999 = 8, $100,000–$149,999 = 9, and Over $150,000 =10. 

 

Table 5.1.3 Participants’ Time with Their Current Employer by Category 

Category Months Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

1 0–6 27 16.7 16.7 16.7 

2 7–12 19 11.7 11.7 28.4 

3 13–24 16 9.9 9.9 38.3 

4 25–60 21 13 13 51.2 

5 61–120 30 18.5 18.5 69.8 

6 121–240 22 13.6 13.6 83.3 

7 241 or over 27 16.7 16.7 100 

  Total 162 100 100   

Note. Time with current employer is reported in months and is categorized for ease of presentation. Less 

than 6 months = 1, 7–12 months = 2, 13–24 months = 3, 25–60 months = 4, 61–120 months = 5, 121–

240 months = 6, and 241 months or over = 7.  

 

Table 5.1.4 presents the means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations between the 

variables. Cognition-based trust in supervisors (r = -0.378, ρ < 0.01), Affect-based trust 

in supervisors (r = -0.368, ρ < 0.01), and P-O fit (r = -0.490, ρ < 0.01) were negatively 

correlated with turnover intention. JI (r = 0.405, ρ < 0.01) was positively correlated 

with turnover intention. Most of the hypothesized relationships were initially supported 

by the bivariate results. 
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5.1.2 Common Method Bias 

 

The dependent variable was turnover intention according to the research design. As the 

survey participants were likely to be reluctant to disclose this information to their 

supervisors, the questionnaire was completely self-reported. As the independent 

variable and the dependent variables came from the same participants, common method 

bias could arise. In this study, I address this possible concern in several ways following 

Podsakoff et al. (2003).  

 

First, I used scales that have been validated in prior research, which was discussed in 

Section 4.2, as validated scales are proven designs and can reduce common method 

variance. I created a psychological separation for each wave and guaranteed the 

confidentiality of their responses to the participants, thereby reducing their social 

desirability bias and evaluation apprehension (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 

 

Second, I used a longitudinal survey design with the same questionnaire, and the data 

were collected in three waves over six months to reduce common method bias 

(Podsakoff et al., 2003). During my analysis, I used Time 1 data for cognition-based 

trust and affect-based trust, Time 2 data for JI and P-O fit, and Time 3 data for turnover 

intention. The OS period was also measured by tenure at Time 3. This longitudinal 

design using data for the independent variable, dependent variable, moderator, and 

mediators at different times minimized common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 

 

Finally, I performed Harman’s single-factor test (Harman, 1976), which loads all of the 

variables during principal component analysis to assess whether there is common 
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method bias. According to Harman’s single-factor test, common method bias is a 

concern if (a) several factors arise with one factor explaining most of the variance or if 

(b) a single factor arises from factor analysis. When I conducted Harman’s single factor 

test for all variables (62 items) using varimax rotation (Xue, Bradley, & Liang, 2011), 

18 factors were extracted with eigenvalues greater than 1, and the total variance 

explained for these 18 factors was 83.62%, with the largest factor only explaining part 

of the total variance (38.78%). As (a) one factor did not explain more than 50% of the 

variance and (b) a single factor did not arise from factor analysis, the two criteria of 

Harman’s single-factor test were not satisfied. Thus, common method bias was not a 

concern in my dataset.  

 

5.1.3 Reliability Analysis  

 

Before conducting CFA, I performed a reliability analysis to verify that all items were 

reliable. Table 5.1.5 summarizes the number of items and the mean, variance, and 

reliability of each variable. As all of the Cronbach’s alpha values were greater than 0.80, 

above the threshold of 0.7 suggested by Hair et al. (2010), the variables had good 

internal consistency. 

 

Table 5.1.5 Reliability Analysis 

Variable Name Number of items M Variance Reliability 

Cognition-based Trust (T1) 6 3.820 0.011 0.886 

Affect-based Trust (T1) 5 3.569 0.026 0.913 

JI (T2) 4 3.580 0.056 0.832 

P-O Fit (T2) 5 3.294 0.012 0.890 

Turnover Intention (T3) 4 2.705 0.029 0.916 
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5.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

 

CFA was conducted to evaluate the discriminant validity of the variables and the fit of 

the model (Hair et al., 2010), before testing the hypotheses. 

 

Based on the two variables of trust, cognition-based trust and affect-based trust, the 

mean value of the items for each variable was used as the indicator. The hypothesized 

five-construct model, including cognition-based trust, affect-based trust, JI, P-O fit, and 

turnover intention, had an acceptable fit, as all of the factor loadings were significant: 

comparative fit index (CFI) = .943, Tucker–Lewis index (TLI) = .935, root mean square 

error of approximation (RMSEA) = .062, and standardized root mean square residual 

(SRMR) = .054. As (1) CFI was greater than .90, (2) TLI was greater than .90, (3) 

SRMR was less than .08, and (4) RMSEA was less than .06, the constructs were 

considered to have decent model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). The model fit the data 

satisfactorily, emphasizing the unidimensionality of the measures (Anderson & Gerbing, 

1988). 

 

I also compared the proposed model with the alternative four-construct model, 

combining cognition-based trust and affective-based trust. CFA showed that the fit of 

the four-construct model was worse than that of the five-construct model, with CFI 

= .904, TLI = .892, RMSEA = .068, and SRMR = .058. The comparison test showed 

that the five-construct model fit the data better. 

 

Furthermore, all of the average variance extracted (AVE) values were above the .50 

benchmark, and all of the composite reliability (CI) values (ranging from .772 to .934) 
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were above the .70 benchmark. Therefore, these measures established satisfactory 

reliability and convergent validity. Table 5.2 shows the results of the five-construct 

model (Model 1), reflecting my hypothesized approach. 

 

Table 5.2 Comparison of the Measurement Models 

Model Description x2 df CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR 

Model 1 – 5 factors 394.582 242 0.943 0.935 0.062 0.054 

Model 2 – 4 factors (Trust 

Combined) 
502.654 246 0.904 0.892 0.080 0.058 

Note. x2 = Chi-Square Test of Goodness of Fit; df = Degrees of Freedom; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; 

TLI = Tucker–Lewis Index; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMR = Standardized 

Root Mean Square Residual. 

 

5.3 Hypothesis Testing 

 

Using SEM with the individual as the unit, I conducted a series of regression analyses 

to test my hypotheses. The proposed relationships were analyzed by controlling for the 

demographic information of the participants, such as gender, age, and education level. 

Table 5.3.1 shows the hierarchical regression results. 
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5.3.1 The Direct Effect of Cognition-based Trust/Affect-based Trust in Supervisors 

and Turnover Intention 

 

Hypothesis 1a: There is a negative relationship between cognition-based trust in 

supervisors and turnover intention at the manager level. 

 

Hypothesis 1b: There is a negative relationship between affect-based trust in 

supervisors and turnover intention at the manager level. 

 

Using Mplus, I conducted hierarchical regression analyses to test Hypotheses 1a and 

1b, which predict that cognition-based trust and affect-based trust are negatively 

correlated with turnover intention.  

 

As shown in Model 8 in Table 5.3.1, after controlling for demographic information 

(gender, age, education level), cognition-based trust (b = -.146, SE = .092, ns) and 

affect-based trust (b = -.073, SE = .099, ns) were not significantly related to turnover 

intention. Nevertheless, when using the three-factor model in Table 5.3.2, turnover 

intention was negatively correlated with cognition-based trust (b = -.326, SE = .131, p 

= .013) and affect-based trust (b = -.219, SE = .116, p = .059).   

 

Table 5.3.2 Results of the Direct Effect Using the Three-Factor Model 

Hypotheses Description Estimate SE Est./SE p-value 

1a Turnover Intention on C-Trust -0.326 0.131 -2.487 0.013 

1b Turnover Intention on A-Trust -0.219 0.116 -1.888 0.059 

Note. C-Trust = Cognition-based Trust; A-Trust = Affect-based Trust.  
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I assumed that this difference was due to the full mediation effect. Therefore, 

Hypothesis 1a was supported, but Hypothesis 1b was only marginally supported. 

 

5.3.2 The Mediating Effect of JI / P-O Fit on the Relationship between Cognition-

based Trust / Affect-based Trust in Supervisors and Turnover Intention 

 

Hypothesis 2a: Perceived JI mediates the relationship between cognition-based trust in 

supervisors and turnover intention at the manager level. 

 

Hypothesis 2a proposes that the negative association between cognition-based trust in 

supervisors and turnover intention is mediated by JI. As shown in Model 2 in Table 

5.3.1, cognition-based trust was negatively related to JI (b = -.268, SE = .115, p < .05), 

and in Model 9, JI was positively related to turnover intention (b = .238, SE = .116, p 

< .05). The mediating effect was further tested using bootstrap path analysis, with bias-

corrected 95% confidence intervals (CIs; Edwards & Lambert, 2007). The indirect 

effect of cognition-based trust on turnover intention was negative and significant 

(indirect effect = -.053, 95% CI [-.152, -.004]). 

 

Second, the four-step mediation analysis method proposed by Baron and Kenny (1986) 

was applied to test the mediating effect of JI as shown in Figure 5.1. The procedure 

works as follows. Step 1 tests whether the dependent variable Y is significantly related 

to the independent variable X. Step 2 tests whether the mediator variable M is 

significantly related to the independent variable X. Step 3 tests whether the dependent 

variable Y is significantly related to the mediator variable M. In Step 4, the effect of the 

independent variable X on the dependent variable Y should be reduced when 
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controlling for the effect of the mediator variable M on the dependent variable Y. 

 

Figure 5.1 Mediation Analysis Method Proposed by Baron and Kenny (1986) 

 

As shown in Model 3 in Table 5.3.1, the relationship between cognition-based trust in 

supervisors and JI was statistically significant (b = -.222, SE = .100, p < .05). When JI 

was included in the relationship between cognition-based trust in supervisors and 

turnover intention, their relationship became not significant (b = .036, SE = .099, ns), 

but JI was still positively related to turnover intention (b = .238, SE = .116, p < 0.05) in 

Model 9.  

 

Third, I performed a Sobel test. The result reported in Table 5.3.3 was significant and 

supported the full mediation hypothesis (Z = -3.157, p < 0.01). As the three test results 

showed a full mediating effect, Hypothesis 2a was supported. 

 

Table 5.3.3 Sobel Test Result for the Mediating Effect of JI  

 

Note. Sobel Z: z-value = a*b / SQRT(b2*sa2 + a2*sb2). |Z| >= 1.96; p < 0.1 is considered significant. 
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Hypothesis 2b: Perceived JI mediates the relationship between affect-based trust in 

supervisors and turnover intention at the manager level. 

 

Hypothesis 2b predicts that the negative association between affect-based trust in 

supervisors and turnover intention is mediated by JI. As shown in Model 2 in Table 

5.3.1, affect-based trust was not significantly related to JI (b = -.154, SE = .11, ns), and 

in Model 9, JI was positively related to turnover intention (b = .238, SE = .116, p < .05). 

As the results did not demonstrate a mediating effect, Hypothesis 2b was rejected. 

 

Hypothesis 3a: P-O fit mediates the relationship between cognition-based trust in 

supervisors and turnover intention at the manager level. 

 

Hypothesis 3a predicts that the negative association between cognition-based trust in 

supervisors and turnover intention is mediated by P-O fit. As shown in Model 5 in Table 

5.3.1, cognition-based trust was not significantly related to P-O fit (b = .175, SE = .113, 

ns), and in Model 9, P-O fit was negatively related to turnover intention (b = -.438, SE 

= .106, p < .01). As the results did not demonstrate a mediating effect, Hypothesis 3a 

was rejected. 

 

Hypothesis 3b: P-O fit mediates the relationship between of affect-based trust in 

supervisors and turnover intention at the manager level. 

 

Hypothesis 3b predicts that the negative association between affect-based trust in 

supervisors and turnover intention is mediated by P-O fit. As shown in Model 5 in Table 
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2, affect-based trust was positively related to P-O Fit (b = .277, SE = .115, p < .05), and 

in Model 9, P-O fit was negatively related to turnover intention (b = -.438, SE = .106, 

p < .01). The mediating effect was further tested using bootstrap path analysis, with 

bias corrected 95% CIs (Edwards & Lambert, 2007). The indirect effect of cognition-

based trust on turnover intention was negative and significant (indirect effect = -.111, 

95% CI [-.236, -.029]). 

 

Second, as shown in Model 6 in Table 5.3.1, the relationship between affect-based trust 

in supervisors and P-O fit was statistically significant (b = .253, SE = .095, p < .01). 

When P-O fit was included in the relationship between affect-based trust in supervisors 

and turnover intention, their relationship became not significant (b = .076, SE =.096, 

ns), but P-O fit was still negatively related to turnover intention (b = -.438, SE = .106, 

p < .01) in Model 9. 

 

Third, I performed a Sobel test. The result reported in Table 5.3.4 was significant and 

supported the full mediation hypothesis (Z = -3.884, p < 0.01). As the three test results 

showed a full mediating effect, Hypothesis 3b was supported. 

 

Table 5.3.4 Sobel Test Result for the Mediating Effect of P-O Fit  

 

Note. Sobel Z: z-value = a*b / SQRT(b2*sa2 + a2*sb2). |Z| >= 1.96; p < 0.1 is considered significant. 
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5.3.3 The Moderating Effect of the OS Period on the Relationship between 

Cognition-based Trust/Affect-based Trust in Supervisors and JI / P-O Fit 

 

Hypothesis 4a: The OS period moderates the relationship between managers’ 

cognition-based trust and JI, such that the relationship is stronger for managers in the 

OS period than for those not in the OS period. 

 

As shown in Model 3 in Table 5.3.1, the interaction effect between cognition-based 

trust and JI was positive and not significant (b = .036 SE = .099, ns). Thus, the 

relationship between cognition-based trust and JI was not stronger during the OS period. 

Therefore, Hypothesis 4a was rejected. 

 

Hypothesis 4b: The OS period moderates the relationship between managers’ affect-

based trust and JI, such that the relationship is stronger for managers in the OS period 

than for those not in the OS period. 

 

As shown in Model 3 in Table 5.3.1, the interaction effect between affect-based trust 

and JI was negative and not significant (b = -.009, SE = .094, ns). Thus, the relationship 

between affect-based trust and JI was not stronger during the OS period. Therefore, 

Hypothesis 4b was rejected. 

 

Hypothesis 5a: The OS period (tenure) moderates the relationship between managers’ 

cognition-based trust and perceived P-O fit, such that the relationship is stronger for 

managers in the OS period than for those not in the OS period. 
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Following Edwards and Lambert (2007), I tested the moderated mediation of the 

proposed model in Mplus using moderated path analysis to compute bias-corrected CIs 

for significance testing with 2,000 bootstrap samples. As shown in Table 5.3.5, the 

indirect effect of cognition-based trust on turnover intention via P-O fit was negative 

and significant (indirect effect = -.150, 95% CI [- .321, - .035]) when tenure was low 

(in the OS period), but it was not significant (indirect effect = -.028, 95% CI 

[-.0077, .0163]) when tenure was high (out of the OS period). In summary, the 

differences in the indirect effect of P-O Fit with high and low levels of tenure were 

significant for turnover intention (indirect effect = .178, 95% CI [ .034, .431]). 

 

Table 5.3.5 Bootstrap Results for the Moderated Mediation Tests - H5a 

  Turnover Intention (Time 3) 

Variable Indirect Effect SE 95% CI (BCB) 

High Tenure (Out of OS Period) 0.028 0.059 [-0.077, 0.163] 

Low Tenure (In OS Period) -0.150* 0.072 [-0.321, -0.035] 

Difference 0.178 0.097 [0.034, 0.431] 

Note. N = 162. Unstandardized coefficients are reported. CI = confidence interval; BCB = bias 

corrected bootstrap. * p < .05, ** p < .01. 

 

In addition, as shown in Model 6 in Table 5.3.1, the interaction effect between 

cognition-based trust and P-O fit was negative and significant (b = -.203, SE = .094,  

p < .05). The simple slope analysis in Figure 5.2 shows that during the OS period (e.g. 

1 SD above the mean), cognition-based trust and P-O fit had a non-significant 

relationship (b = -.064, SE = .130, ns), but outside the OS period (e.g. 1 SD below the 

mean), cognition-based trust had a significant positive relationship with P-O Fit (b 

= .0342, SE = .135, ρ < .05). 
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Figure 5.2 The Effect of Cognition-Based Trust on P-O Fit During and Outside the OS Period 

 

 

In summary, the relationship between Cognition-based Trust and P-O Fit was negative 

and stronger during the OS Period. Therefore, Hypothesis 5a was supported. 

 

Hypothesis 5b: The OS period (tenure) moderates the relationship between managers’ 

affect-based trust and perceived P-O fit, such that the relationship is stronger for 

managers in the OS period than for those not in the OS period. 

 

As shown in Model 6 in Table 5.3.1, the interaction effect between affect-based trust 

and P-O fit was positive and not significant (b = .076, SE = .096, ns). Thus, the 

relationship between affect-based trust and P-O fit was not stronger during the OS 

period. Therefore, Hypothesis 5b was rejected. 
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5.3.4 Post Hoc Analysis: The Moderating Effect of the Middle Manager Stage on 

the Relationship between Cognition-based Trust / Affect-based Trust in 

Supervisors and JI / P-O Fit 

 

The middle manager stage emerged as an important theoretical contribution of my 

research based on the comments of the panel during the oral defense of my thesis. Thus, 

I developed Hypotheses 6a/6b/7a/7b to test whether the middle manager stage has an 

effect on the mediation relationships. Based on the actual salary spread in Hong Kong, 

I defined employees with monthly salaries ranging from 30K to 100K as middle 

managers (coded as 1), and those with monthly salaries below 30K or above 100K as 

non-managers (coded as 0).  

 

Hypothesis 6a: The middle manager stage moderates the relationship between 

managers’ cognition-based trust and JI, such that the relationship is stronger for middle 

managers than for non-middle managers. 

 

The interaction effect between cognition-based trust and JI was positive and not 

significant (b = .286, SE = .206, ns). Thus, the relationship between cognition-based 

trust and JI was not stronger for middle managers. Therefore, Hypothesis 6a was 

rejected. 

 

Hypothesis 6b: The middle manager stage moderates the relationship between 

managers’ affect-based trust and JI, such that the relationship is stronger for middle 

managers than for non-middle managers. 

 

The interaction effect between affect-based trust and JI was negative and not significant 

(b = -.334, SE = .205, ns). Thus, the relationship between affect-based trust and JI was 
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not stronger for middle managers. Therefore, Hypothesis 6b was rejected. 

 

Hypothesis 7a: The middle manager stage moderates the relationship between 

managers’ cognition-based trust and perceived P-O fit, such that the relationship is 

stronger for middle managers than for non-middle managers. 

 

The interaction effect between cognition-based trust and P-O fit was negative and not 

significant (b = -.193, SE = .214, ns). Thus, the relationship between cognition-based 

trust and P-O fit was not stronger for middle managers. Therefore, Hypothesis 7a was 

rejected. 

 

Hypothesis 7b: The middle manager stage moderates the relationship between 

managers’ affect-based trust and perceived P-O fit, such that the relationship is 

stronger for middle managers than for non-middle managers. 

 

Following Edwards and Lambert (2007), I tested the moderated mediation of the 

proposed model with Mplus using moderated path analysis to compute bias corrected 

CIs for significance testing with 2,000 bootstrap samples. As shown in Table 5.3.6, the 

indirect effect of affect-based trust on turnover intention via P-O fit was negative and 

not significant (indirect effect = -.017, 95% CI [- .141, .087]) for non-middle managers, 

but the effect was negative and significant (indirect effect = -.183, 95% CI [-.376, -.064]) 

for middle managers. In summary, the differences in the indirect effect of P-O fit 

between middle managers and non-middle managers were significant for turnover 

intention (indirect effect = -.167, 95% CI [ -.433, -.032]). 
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Table 5.3.6 Bootstrap Results for the Moderated Mediation Tests - H7b 

  Turnover Intention (Time 3) 

Variable Indirect Effect Se 95% CI (BCB) 

Middle Manager (1) -0.183 0.076* [-0.376, -0.064] 

Non-Middle Manager (0) -0.017 0.056 [-0.141, 0.087] 

Difference -0.167 0.091 [-0.433, -0.032] 

Note. N = 162. Unstandardized coefficients are reported. CI = confidence interval; BCB = bias 

corrected bootstrap. * p < .05, ** p < .01. 

 

In addition, the interaction effect between affect-based trust and P-O fit was positive 

and significant (b = .479, SE = .217, p < .05). The simple slope analysis in Figure 5.3 

shows that at the middle manager stage (e.g. 1 SD above the mean), affect-based trust 

and P-O fit established a significant positive relationship (b =.454, SE = .136, p < .01), 

while when not at the middle manager stage (e.g. 1 SD below the mean), affect-based 

trust had a non-significant relationship with P-O Fit (b = .0041, SE = .131, ns). 
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Figure 5.3 The Effect of Affect-Based Trust on P-O Fit at the Middle Manager Stage and at the 

Non-Middle Manager Stage 

 

 

In summary, the relationship between affect-based trust and P-O fit was positive and 

stronger for middle managers. Therefore, Hypothesis 7b was supported. 
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CHAPTER 6   DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

This chapter summarizes the research findings. It discusses the theoretical contributions 

and managerial implications of the study, highlights its limitations, and offers 

suggestions for future research. 

 

6.1 Summary of Research Findings 

 

In this thesis, I examined how JI and P-O fit mediate the relationship between middle 

managers’ trust in supervisors and turnover intention during the OS period. Nearly half 

of the proposed hypotheses (6 out of 14) were supported in this study, with similar 

results obtained for both cognition-based trust and affect-based trust using the responses 

of the participants and those found in previous studies. Trust in supervisors was shown 

to play a central role in middle managers’ turnover intention during the OS period. 

Employees’ perceptions of their trust in supervisors were found to influence their 

perceived JI, P-O fit, and turnover intention.  

 

Two mediators were proposed, namely JI and P-O fit. The two processes showed the 

mediating role of JI and P-O fit in the relationship between trust in supervisors and 

turnover intention. I used attachment theory and PEC theory as the theoretical 

framework for my study. The moderating effect of the OS period was also proposed to 

influence the mediating effects between trust in supervisors and P-O fit and between 

trust in supervisors and JI. Table 6.1 and Figure 6.1 summarize the results of hypothesis 

testing.  
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Table 6.1 Summary of the Research Findings 

No. Hypothesis Result 

1a There is a negative relationship between cognition-based trust in 

supervisors and turnover intention at the manager level. 

Supported 

1b There is a negative relationship between affect-based trust in 

supervisors and turnover intention at the manager level. 

Marginally 

Supported 

2a Perceived JI mediates the relationship between cognition-based 

trust in supervisors and turnover intention at the manager level. 

Supported 

2b Perceived JI mediates the relationship between affect-based trust 

in supervisors and turnover intention at the manager level. 

Rejected 

3a P-O fit mediates the relationship between cognition-based trust in 

supervisors and turnover intention at the manager level. 

Rejected 

3b P-O fit mediates the relationship between affect-based trust in 

supervisors and turnover intention at the manager level. 

Supported 

4a The OS period moderates the relationship between managers’ 

cognition-based trust and JI, such that the relationship is stronger 

for managers in the OS period than for those not in the OS period. 

Rejected 

4b The OS period moderates the relationship between managers’ 

affect-based trust and JI, such that the relationship is stronger for 

managers in the OS period than for those not in the OS period. 

Rejected 

5a The OS period moderates the relationship between managers’ 

cognition-based trust and perceived P-O fit, such that the 

relationship is stronger for managers in the OS period than for 

those not in the OS period. 

Supported 

5b The OS period moderates the relationship between managers’ 

affect-based trust and perceived P-O fit, such that the relationship 

is stronger for managers in the OS period than for those not in the 

OS period. 

Rejected 
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6a The middle manager stage moderates the relationship between 

managers’ cognition-based trust and JI, such that the relationship 

is stronger for middle managers than for non-middle managers. 

Rejected 

6b The middle manager stage moderates the relationship between 

managers’ affect-based trust and JI, such that the relationship is 

stronger for middle managers than for non-middle managers. 

Rejected 

7a The middle manager stage moderates the relationship between 

managers’ cognition-based trust and perceived P-O fit, such that 

the relationship is stronger for middle managers than for non-

middle managers. 

Rejected 

7b The middle manager stage moderates the relationship between 

managers’ affect-based trust and perceived P-O fit, such that the 

relationship is stronger for middle managers than for non-middle 

managers. 

Supported 

 

Figure 6.1 Summary of the Research Model 
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To summarize, the proposed direct and indirect relationships between trust in 

supervisors, JI, P-O fit, and turnover intention were established. The antecedent, trust 

in supervisors, was an important factor in turnover intention. The two mediation 

processes proposed with JI and P-O fit as mediators mediated the effect of cognition-

based trust in supervisors and affect-based trust in supervisors on turnover intention, 

respectively.  

 

The results suggest that the nature of the two mediators is intrinsically linked to the two 

types of trust, cognition-based trust and affect-based trust. McAllister (1995) developed 

a conceptual framework differentiating the two types of trust, in which cognition-based 

trust is defined as trust based on cognitive understanding, such as responsibility, 

dependability, reliability, and competence. Cognition-based trust typically comes first 

during the OS period, and new managers will assess and develop their level of job 

security based on how they understand the character of their supervisors, such as their 

integrity, fairness, and dependability, in which their JI is closer to cognitive perception 

and an evaluation of their current situation. Thus, the better middle managers 

cognitively understand their supervisors, whether good or bad, the better they will be 

able to make a cognitive decision on their level of job security and their turnover 

intention.  

 

On the other hand, McAllister (1995) also argued that there is an underlying 

psychological process between the two types of trust: once cognition-based trust 

reaches a baseline level, emotional attachments with supervisors/coworkers will take 

place, which involves affect-based trust. Affect-based trust is defined as emotional 

engagements between individuals, which are based on expressions of genuine concern 
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and care about the benefits of the other party (McAllister, 1995). Affect-based trust 

highlights affiliation, rapport, and empathy based on shared respect for the other person. 

New managers start to develop a leader–member exchange relationship with some level 

of emotional attachment to their supervisors, which indicates whether they believe that 

their supervisors care about their personal well-being, and because supervisors are the 

primary agent of the organization, middle managers will project their relationship with 

their supervisors to the organization. Due to the nature of P-O fit as a perception of 

need–supply fit, the sense of fit refers to a feeling of whether the needs of employees 

can be met by their supervisors and organization. Thus, P-O fit is a mediator between 

affect-based trust in supervisors and turnover intention. 

 

Partially different from my expectations, only the mediating role of P-O fit between 

cognition-based trust in supervisors and turnover intention was moderated by the OS 

period, while JI was not moderated. This is not consistent with my observation and 

previous research, as unsuccessful socialization is one of the main reasons newcomers 

decide to leave an organization (Fisher, 1986), at the expense of the organization’s 

recruitment, selection, and training investment (Kammeyer-Muller & Wanberg, 2003), 

interrupting daily work and leading to loss of productivity (Shaw, Gupta, & Delery, 

2005). This difference may be due to the relatively short data collection period (six 

months) of the research design, in which most participants did not experience a change 

in their OS period, which means that they were likely to stay in the OS period or were 

already out of this period. The other reason may be that the data collected from the 162 

questionnaires were not strong enough to pass the statistical tests, especially as only 62 

of the 162 participants were still in the OS period, defined in this study as the first 24 

months of their tenure in the same company. 
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Another disappointing result was that only the mediating role of P-O fit between affect-

based trust in supervisors and turnover intention was moderated by the middle manager 

stage, while JI was not moderated. This result is also partially consistent with my 

experience and previous research, as middle managers usually take on more 

responsibility, need more autonomy to accomplish their tasks, have more resources to 

use and manage, and face more uncertainty at work (Holden & Roberts, 2004; 

McConville & Holden, 1999). Therefore, their decision to leave should be largely 

affected by their trust in supervisors via both JI and P-O fit. The main reason for this 

difference may be that the data collected from the 162 questionnaires were not strong 

enough to pass the statistical tests, as 122 participants were considered as middle 

managers (with monthly salaries between 30K and 100K), but only 40 participants were 

considered as non-middle managers (with monthly salaries below 30K or above 100K). 

 

In summary, although not all of the proposed hypotheses were supported, the overall 

research model with major relationships between constructs was confirmed.  

 

6.2 Theoretical Contributions 

 

This study makes several theoretical contributions, as discussed below.  

 

First, this study contributes to the literature by establishing the mediating effect of JI 

and P-O fit by examining the extent to which trust in supervisors influences turnover 

intention. This is an important contribution because the development of mediation 

models is crucial for the progression and maturation of specific research areas. The 
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emergence of theoretically grounded mediation frameworks is a defining characteristic 

of thriving fields of research. As Mathieu, DeShon, and Bergh (2008) argued, 

“developing an understanding of the underlying mechanisms or mediators (i.e., M), 

through which X predicts Y, or X→M→Y relationships, is what moves organizational 

research beyond dust-bowl empiricism and toward a true science.” This study drew on 

attachment theory and PEC theory and the results showed that the two chosen mediators, 

JI and P-O fit, fully mediated the relationship between cognition-based trust in 

supervisors and affect-based trust in supervisors and employee turnover intention, 

respectively. 

 

Second, this study introduces a new moderator, the OS period, which moderates the 

relationship between cognition-based trust in supervisors and P-O fit. This can be seen 

as a new attempt in theoretical research, which contributes to the OS literature. The 

results showed that during the OS period, cognition-based trust is first developed and 

affects P-O fit, which is consistent with previous research on the OS process (Carr, 

Pearson, Vest, & Boyar, 2006). 

 

Third, this study focuses on a specific group, middle managers, which are generally 

overlooked in previous research. Compared with entry-level employees, middle 

managers usually take on more responsibility, need more autonomy to accomplish their 

tasks, have more resources to manage and use, and face more uncertainty at work 

(Holden & Roberts, 2004; McConville & Holden, 1999). Because the outcomes of 

managerial jobs are less predictable and work processes are less routine, middle 

managers need more discretion and autonomy (Wall, Cordery, & Clegg, 2002). These 

differences imply that previous research and findings on the antecedent of turnover 
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intention, including organizational commitment, job satisfaction, job search, 

withdrawal cognitions, and comparison of alternatives (Griffin et al., 2000), may not be 

appropriate at the manager level. Therefore, my study introduced two new mediators, 

JI and P-O fit, and a moderator, the OS period, thus contributing to manager level 

research. 

 

6.3 Managerial Implications 

 

This study also has several managerial implications for the business world. 

 

From the perspective of HR management, this study answered my long-standing 

question and helped me develop a framework for observing and intervening in future 

turnover. The results of this study also pave the way for other HR practitioners to better 

understand the reasons for turnover decisions at the middle manager level, realize the 

importance of the OS period, highlight the role of JI and P-O fit, and find a solution to 

employee turnover. As Thomas J. Watson stated, “Trust is very difficult to build and 

very easy to destroy.” Therefore, HR practitioners can play a key role in facilitating the 

trust building process between new managers and their supervisors, who typically 

occupy a more senior role and have less time to take care of their subordinates.  

 

From the perspective of business leaders, the role of direct supervisor is complex during 

the recruitment and on-boarding process. The results of this research may remind 

supervisors of the importance of trust building, which is one of the key measures to 

avoid unnecessary turnover. Supervisors should be aware that they not only need to 

present a positive character to new managers to build cognition-based trust but also 
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need to lead the social exchange process with positive relationships to build affect-

based trust, so that new managers will feel secure and suited to the organization. In 

addition, as cognition-based trust is built before affect-based trust during the OS period, 

direct supervisors should be aware that ensuring their new team members trust them 

cognitively is the first and most important step in retaining their talent. 

 

From the perspective of the organization, with increasingly tight learning and 

development budgets around the world, middle managers are often ignored, as they are 

expected to autopilot and “plug-and-go”. In addition, even in the most traditional 

companies (e.g. Procter & Gamble, General Electric), which often use internal 

promotion rather than external hiring, the situation has changed, and more and more 

external hires of middle to senior managers are inevitable. However, with more 

uncertainty at work, more autonomy, more responsibility, and more resources to 

manage, new managers find it increasingly difficult to adapt to their new role and 

perform as quickly as expected. Organizations should consider setting up better 

orientation plans to meet the needs of new managers and creating buddy programs to 

help them navigate through the OS period to ensure that new managers survive and 

succeed in their new role. 

 

In summary, this study contributes to the literature on trust and employee turnover, by 

introducing and testing a research model on trust in supervisors and turnover intention. 

Drawing on various theoretical perspectives from the social exchange process, the 

model proposes two mediation processes with JI and P-O fit as mediators. It also 

introduces the OS period as a new moderator, thus contributing to the OS literature. 

This study achieved its primary objective by examining the mediating effects between 
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trust in supervisors and turnover intention and the moderating effect of the OS Period 

and middle manager stage. 

 

6.4 Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for Future Research 

 

The following limitations of this study should be acknowledged.  

 

First, the research design used longitudinal data collected over a relatively short period 

of six months. The survey design, which asked employees to self-report their 

experience, may be affected by recall bias (Golden, 1992). In addition, due to the 

relatively short period, the changes in the key constructs, including trust in supervisors, 

JI, P-O fit, and turnover intention, between the different waves were not significant 

enough. Future research with a similar model should use a longer data collection period 

(e.g. 24 months) for their longitudinal design. In such case, the changes between the 

different constructs may be tested, providing more rigorous results.  

 

Second, as employees may not want to share their turnover intention with their 

supervisors, the study was designed at the individual level, with all questions being self-

reported. Thus, common method variance might have inflated the relationships between 

the variables, as all data came from the same source (Podsakoff et al., 2003). I carefully 

addressed this concern in my design and tested the relationships between the variables 

by controlling the common factor variance. This concern could not be entirely ruled out, 

but it did not weaken my findings in any way. Moreover, although turnover intention 

was considered as the main proxy for actual turnover, future research using actual 

turnover would be a good complement to this research. 
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Third, most of the participants worked for MNCs in Hong Kong, which limits the 

generalizability of the results to other contexts. The convenience sample collected 

through my personal network may also limit the generalizability. Future research should 

replicate this study in different types of organizations, countries, industries, and cultures. 

Accordingly, a more generalized model could be developed from future results in 

different contexts.  

 

Finally, this study introduced OS and middle manager stage as boundary conditions, 

while other moderators have also been proposed by researchers, such as organizational 

commitment, job satisfaction, age, gender, and tenure (Trimble, 2006; Mulki, Jaramillo, 

& Locander, 2006). Future studies are suggested to consider different moderators on 

the effect of trust in supervisors, to provide a more complete understanding of the 

boundary conditions. 

 

6.5 Conclusion 

 

This study contributes to the literature by introducing two mediators, P-O fit and JI, in 

the relationship between trust in supervisors and turnover intention, using attachment 

theory and PEC theory to explain the processes involved. Two new moderators, the OS 

period and middle manager stage were also proposed. 

 

The results are consistent with previous research and reinforce the validity of the central 

concepts of trust in supervisors and turnover intention. The results showed that JI is a 

valid mediator on the effect of cognition-based trust in supervisors on middle managers’ 



 

 
97 

 

turnover intention, while P-O fit is a valid mediator on the effect of affect-based trust 

in supervisors on middle managers’ turnover intention. The two proposed mediators 

had a clear mediating effect on turnover intention. The OS period was found to 

moderate the relationship between cognition-based trust in supervisors and P-O fit, and 

the middle manager stage was found to moderate the relationship between affect-based 

trust in supervisors and P-O fit. Future studies using similar research frameworks are 

encouraged to 1) extend the current longitudinal design approach to a longer study 

period, 2) sample different cultures, organizations, and countries, and 3) explore other 

possible moderators of the effect of trust in supervisors on turnover intention. 

 

In summary, trust in supervisors is essential for middle managers’ turnover intention 

through the social exchange process, because cognition-based trust in supervisors 

reduces JI and affect-based trust in supervisors increases P-O fit. If middle managers 

feel that their jobs are secure and that they fit in the organization during the OS period, 

they are less likely to develop an intention to leave the organization. Cognition-based 

trust in supervisors is particularly important for middle managers during the OS period. 

Therefore, future research should extend the design proposed in this study to longer 

study periods with larger samples and examine other possible moderators.  
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APPENDICES 

 

Appendix A—Summary of Measurement Items 

 

  Cognition-based trust (McAllister’s, 1995) 

Scale Item Questions 

CTrust1 1. My supervisor approaches his/her, job with professionalism and dedication. 

CTrust2 

2. Given my supervisor’s track record, I see no reason to doubt his/her competence and 

preparation for the job. 

CTrust3 3. I can rely on my supervisor not to make my job more difficult by careless work. 

CTrust4 

4. Most people, even those who aren’t close friends of my supervisor, trust and respect him/her 

as a coworker. 

CTrust5 

5. Other work associates of mine who must interact with my supervisor consider him/her to 

be trustworthy. 

CTrust6 

6. If senior leaders knew more about my supervisor and his/her background, they would be 

less concerned and monitor his/her performance less closely. 

    

  Affect-based trust (McAllister’s, 1995) 

Scale Item Questions 

ATrust1 

1. I have a sharing relationship with my supervisor. We can both freely share our ideas, 

feelings, and hopes. 

ATrust2 

2. I can talk freely to my supervisor about difficulties I’m having at work and know that he/she 

will want to listen.  

ATrust3 

3. We would both feel a sense of loss, if one of us was transferred and we could no longer 

work together. 

ATrust4 

4. If I shared my problems with my supervisor, I know he/she would respond constructively 

and caringly. 

ATrust5 

5. I would have to say that we have both made considerable emotional investments in our 

working relationship. 

    

  Job insecurity (Caplan, 1975) 

Scale Item Questions 

JI1 1. I am certain about my future career picture looks like in the current organization. 

JI2 

2. I am certain about the opportunities for promotion and advancement will exist in the next 

few years. 

JI3 3. I am certain about my job skills will be of use and value 5 years from now. 

JI4 4. I am certain about what my responsibilities will be 6 months from now. 
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  Person-Organization Fit (Resick et al., 2007) 

Scale Item Questions 

POFit1 
1. I think the values and personality of this company reflect my own values and personality.  

POFit2 2. The values of this company are similar to my own values.  

POFit3 3. I feel my personality matches the ‘personality’ or image of this company. 

POFit4 4. My personality is similar to the employees I work with in this company. 

POFit5 5. I share a lot in common with people who work for this company. 

    

  Turnover Intention (Cammann et al,1979). 

Scale Item Questions 

Turnover1 1. I am often considering quitting the current job. 

Turnover2 2. It is very possible that I will look for a new job soon.  

Turnover3 3. I will have a short career in this company. 

Turnover4 4. If I continue to work in this company, my future will not be promising.  
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Appendix B – Sample Questionnaire 

 

Dear Respondents, 

Thank you for participating the Phase 1 & 2 survey of my doctoral degree study 

at the Hong Kong Baptist University. The purpose of this study is to learn about 

your ideas of your supervisor’s leadership and your job attitudes. 

Information 

This is a 3-phase study and you’re currently in Phase 3.  Kindly spend about 

5 minutes to answer the following 40 questions according to your immediate 

judgment. There is no right or wrong answer in this survey.  

Confidentiality  

All the data collected in this survey will be treated strictly CONFIDENTIAL by 

this research and solely used for academic purposes. My analysis will be based 

on the overall data instead of individual data as I will combine the data you 

provide with the responses from other participants in my data analysis. However, 

given the research is conducted over the internet, I cannot 100% guarantee 

confidentiality during the period that the data is still on the internet, e.g. hacker 

attack to the Qualtrics survey system.  

Compensation  

An HK$100 E-Cash Coupon will be sent to your email address as a token, 

after your successful submission of this survey in Q4 2019. 

Contact  

If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures, you may 

contact the researcher Simon Wong at 16448499@life.hkbu.edu.hk. If you feel 

you have not been treated according to the descriptions above, or your rights 

as a participant in research have been violated during the course of this project, 

you may contact the Research Ethics Committee by email at 

hkbu_rec@hkbu.edu.hk or by mail to Graduate School, Hong Kong Baptist 

University, Kowloon Tong, Hong Kong.  

Participation  

Your participation in this study is voluntary, you may decline to participate 

without penalty. This letter also serves as a consent-to-participate form. 

Completing the survey means you have read and understood the above terms 

and agree to participate in the study.  Please complete the survey on or before 

30 Jul 2019. I greatly appreciate your assistance. 

 

mailto:16448499@life.hkbu.edu.hk
mailto:hasc@hkbu.edu.hk
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Best regards, 

Simon Wong 

DBA candidate, Hong Kong Baptist University 

 

Part I 

Please circle the numbers that fits your feeling most 

(during the past month) in the right according to the 

description. 

 

1-6: Cognition-based trust (McAllister’s, 1995) 

1-5: Affect-based trust (McAllister’s, 1995) 
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1. My supervisor approaches his/her, job with professionalism 

and dedication. 
1 2 3 4 5 

2. Given my supervisor’s track record, I see no reason to 

doubt his/her competence and preparation for the job. 
1 2 3 4 5 

3. I can rely on my supervisor not to make my job more 

difficult by careless work. 
1 2 3 4 5 

4. Most people, even those who aren’t close friends of my 

supervisor, trust and respect him/her as a coworker. 
1 2 3 4 5 

5. Other work associates of mine who must interact with my 

supervisor consider him/her to be trustworthy. 
1 2 3 4 5 

6. If senior leaders knew more about my supervisor and 

his/her background, they would be less concerned and 

monitor his/her performance less closely. 

1 2 3 4 5 

      

1. I have a sharing relationship with my supervisor. We can 

both freely share our ideas, feelings, and hopes. 
1 2 3 4 5 

2. I can talk freely to my supervisor about difficulties I’m 

having at work and know that he/she will want to listen.  
1 2 3 4 5 

3. We would both feel a sense of loss, if one of us was 

transferred and we could no longer work together. 
1 2 3 4 5 

4. If I shared my problems with my supervisor, I know he/she 

would respond constructively and caringly. 
1 2 3 4 5 

5. I would have to say that we have both made considerable 

emotional investments in our working relationship. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Please choose the answer that best describes you 

according to the description (during the past month). 

 

1-4: Job insecurity (Caplan, 1975) 
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1. I am certain about my future career picture looks like in the 

current organization. 
1 2 3 4 5 

2. I am certain about the opportunities for promotion and 

advancement will exist in the next few years. 
1 2 3 4 5 

3. I am certain about my job skills will be of use and value 5 

years from now. 
1 2 3 4 5 

4. I am certain about what my responsibilities will be 6 

months from now. 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

Please choose the answer that best describes you 

according to the description (during the past month). 

 

1-5: Person-Organization Fit (Resick et al., 2007) 

1-4: Turnover Intention (Cammann et al,1979). 
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1. I think the values and personality of this company reflect 

my own values and personality.  
1 2 3 4 5 

2. The values of this company are similar to my own values.  1 2 3 4 5 

3. I feel my personality matches the ‘personality’ or image of 

this company. 
1 2 3 4 5 

4. My personality is similar to the employees I work with in 

this company. 
1 2 3 4 5 

5. I share a lot in common with people who work for this 

company. 
1 2 3 4 5 
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1. I am often considering quitting the current job. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. It is very possible that I will look for a new job soon.  1 2 3 4 5 

3. I will have a short career in this company. 1 2 3 4 5 

4. If I continue to work in this company, my future will not be 

promising.  
1 2 3 4 5 

      

 

Please choose the answer that best describes you 

according to the description (during the past month). 

 

1-6: Affective Organization Commitment (Meyer & Allen, 

1997) 
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1. I would be very happy to spend the rest of my career in 

this organization. 
1 2 3 4 5 

2. I really feel as if this organization’s problems are my own. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. I do feel like “part of the family” at my organization.  1 2 3 4 5 

4. I do feel “emotionally attached” to this organization.  1 2 3 4 5 

5. This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for 

me. 
1 2 3 4 5 

6. I do feel a strong sense of belonging to my organization. 1 2 3 4 5 
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Part II 

1.Your Gender is □Male     □Female 

2.Your Age is □<=30     □31-35     □36-40     □41-45     

□46-50  

□51-55     □56-60     □>=61 

3.Your highest 

Education level is 

□Form 5/ Form 7     □Diploma     □Bachelor 

Degree      

□Master Degree      □Doctoral Degree  

4. Your Monthly 

Salary is HKD: 

□<30k      □30-39k    □40-49k     □50-59k     

□60-69k      

□70-79k     □80-89k    □90-99k   □>100k         

5.Your current job 

Title is:  

□ (Asst/Senior) Executive     □ (Asst/Senior) Officer     

□ (Associate/Senior) Manager     □ (Senior) 

Director    □ Head of Function    □ (Vice) 

President     □ Executive Director □ Others:____  

6.Your current job 

Function is: 

□ Sales     □ Marketing     □ Supply Chain    □ 

Finance    □ Human Resources □ Administration     

□ Information Technology (IT) □ Legal  □ Customer 

Service □ Engineering □ Research & Development 

(R&D) □ General Management  □ Others:____ 

7.The total 

Headcount of your 

current company in 

Hong Kong is: 

□<50      □50-99    □100-249     □250-499     

□500-999      

□>1000         

5. Your total tenure 

in your current 

Employer is: 

 

______ Months (please fill in a number) 

6. Your total tenure 

in your current 

Position is: 

 

______ Months (please fill in a number) 

7. Your total tenure 

with your current 

Supervisor is: 

 

______ Months (please fill in a number) 

8. Have you changed 

your Employer / 

Supervisor in the 

past month ? 

 

□ Yes      □ No     
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