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Drawing on a social cognitive theory perspective, we contend that an employee’s trust in
oneself, or self-efficacy, will interact with the individual’s trust in the system, or trust in
organization, to predict job attitudes and behaviours. Specifically, we expected that self-
efficacy would have stronger effects on job attitudes (job satisfaction and turnover
intentions) and behaviours (task performance and organizational citizenship behaviours)
to the degree to which employees perceive high levels of trust in organization. Using data
collected from 300 employees and their respective supervisors at a manufacturing
organization in Turkey across three waves, we found that self-efficacy had more positive
effects on job satisfaction, task performance, and citizenship behaviours when trust in
organization was high. Interestingly, self-efficacy had a positive effect on turnover
intentions when trust in organization was low, indicating that high trust in organization
buffered the effects of self-efficacy on intentions to leave. The results suggest that the
motivational value of trust in oneself is stronger to the degree to which employees also
have high trust in the system, whereas low trust in system neutralizes the motivational
benefits of self-efficacy.

Practitioner points

e Practicing managers should not only invest in increasing self-efficacy of their employees, butalso invest
in building trust to improve employees’ attitudes, behaviours, and performance. This is because when
employee trust in organization is high, employee self-efficacy has greater potential to have a positive
influence over job satisfaction, task performance, and organizational citizenship behaviours.

o Self-efficacy may actually increase an employee’s desire to leave the organization when organizational
conditions are unfavourable, such as in the case of low trust in the organization. Practicing managers
should be aware that employees who have high levels of confidence may be at higher risk of turnover
when they are unhappy with the organization.
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Understanding how to improve employee attitudes, work-related behaviours, and
performance still remains a major goal for scholars and practitioners alike. Social
cognitive theory (SCT) has generated a great appreciation for the importance of self-
efficacy on many indicators of workplace effectiveness and job attitudes (Bandura, 1997,
2012). Research in this realm has focused primarily on self-efficacy — a person’s felt
confidence to perform a particular task — and has been guided by the assumption that self-
efficacy affects choice behaviours, persistence of effort, perseverance in setbacks, and
self-aiding and self-hindering thought patterns of employees (Bandura, 1988a). Therefore,
self-efficacy is regarded as a key predictor of job performance (Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998a)
and job attitudes (Judge & Bono, 2001). Believing in one’s capabilities and in oneself is
regarded as a critical aspect of one’s self concept, as evidenced by the inclusion of self-
efficacy in higher-level personality constructs such as core self-evaluations (Judge & Bono,
2001) and psychological capital (Luthans, Avolio, Avey, & Norman, 2007). Positive
organizational behaviour (POB) regards self-efficacy as a state-like construct that has
significant effects on employees’ work-related attitudes and behaviours (Luthans &
Avolio, 2009; Luthans & Youssef, 2007).

Although scholars have studied the direct effects of self-efficacy on individual attitudes
and behaviours, investigating the boundary conditions of self-efficacy also is important to
understand the limits of its effects and the contexts in which it makes a greater
contribution to one’s attitudes and actions. SCT provides a strong theoretical base for the
potential boundary conditions by emphasizing that individuals’ psychosocial functioning
is a result of the interaction between individual’ motivation and the organizational
environment (Bandura, 1997, 2001, 2012). For example, a meta-analysis by Judge,
Jackson, Shaw, Scott, and Rich (2007) showed that the effects of self-efficacy on
performance were stronger when the task was low in complexity. In other words, it seems
that self-efficacy does not exert uniform influence over employee attitudes and actions. In
fact, there are even studies indicating that self-efficacy has a negative effect on individual
performance (e.g., Vancouver & Kendall, 2006). Understanding when and under what
conditions self-efficacy is a more relevant influence over job attitudes and behaviours
matters because an omission of the contextual factors would overestimate the effects of
self-efficacy, and give rise to the misleading assumption that self-efficacy is the key to
effectiveness and satisfaction at work, whereas the reality may be more complicated. As
Stajkovic and Luthans (1998a) identified the importance of understanding when self-
efficacy is related to performance and other outcomes, few studies focused on moderators
of self-efficacy (cf. O’Neill & Mone, 1998; Raghuram, Wiesenfeld, & Garud, 2003).

In this study, we theorize that employees’ confidence in themselves (self-efficacy)
should be jointly studied along with their confidence in the context they operate in (trust
in organization) and argue that the role played by one’s self-efficacy will be stronger when
the individual operates in a context, that is, trustworthy. Trust in organization represents a
context within which more positive attitudes/perceptions, higher performance, and
cooperation are highly likely to happen (Alfes, Shantz, & Truss, 2012; Brown, Crossley, &
Robinson, 2014). Accordingly, trust in organization should facilitate the influence of self-
efficacy on work-related outcomes by impacting how employees assess the future
behaviour of the organization (consistent and predictable, as well as benevolent; Dirks &
Ferrin, 2001). Through influencing the employee’s assessment of organizations’ future
actions or behaviours, trust in organization decreases some of the accompanying
ambiguity of the consequences of one’s actions (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001). In other words,
belief in one’s capabilities should make more of a difference in one’s actions and attitudes
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when the employee believes that the context in which they operate is predictable and in
general will be supportive of employee actions.

In this study, we develop a model where we theorize that the relationship between
self-efficacy, attitudinal outcomes (job satisfaction and turnover intentions) and
workplace behaviours (task performance and organizational citizenship behaviours
(OCBs)) is contingent on trust in organization. We chose these outcomes, because they
represent some of the most frequently studied outcomes in organizational behaviour, and
capture important aspects of job attitudes as well as different dimensions of effectiveness
at work. We consider trust in organization as a relevant moderator following Bandura’s
(2012) contention that under strong disincentives or significant social and physical
constraints, the individuals will be less likely to act on their self-efficacy belief. We apply
these ideas to self-efficacy theory to explain how employees’ trust in organization
moderates the relationship between self-efficacy and work-related outcomes.

We aim to make two theoretical contributions to the literature. First, we examine the
boundary conditions of the effects of self-efficacy on employees’ workplace outcomes.
Based on the theoretical prominence of organizational trust as a moderator in the
relationship between self-efficacy and work-related outcomes (Crossley, Cooper, &
Wernsing, 2013; Dirks & Ferrin, 2001, 2002), we incorporate organizational trust theory
with social cognitive theory (including self-efficacy theory) to identify its boundary
conditions. Prior research has addressed the relevance of investigating self-efficacy as a
motivational construct to predict task performance in the workplace (Chen, Casper, &
Cortina, 2001; Raub & Liao, 2012; Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998a). What has not yet been
investigated is whether the relational context makes a difference within this framework. A
lack of trust in the work environment may serve as a barrier, creating high vulnerability,
causing employees to be cautious, resulting in restriction of efforts, and thus diminishing
the potential benefits of one’s self-efficacy (Bandura, 1988a, 2001; Dirks & Ferrin, 2001;
Kramer, 1999; Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995; Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998a). In contrast,
a high trust environment should serve as a facilitator, as it signals that the context is
benevolent and predictable, amplifying the positive effects of self-efficacy.

Second, we contribute to the organizational trust literature where previous empirical
research has considered trust in organization mainly as a direct predictor of employee
attitudes, behaviours, and performance (Aryee, Budhwar, & Chen, 2002; Colquitt, Scott,
& LePine, 2007). By exploring how trust in organization serves as a moderator of a
person’s confidence in oneself, we provide empirical evidence to the theoretical
proposition (Crossley et al., 2013; Dirks & Ferrin, 2001) that trust in organization
moderates the relationship between motivational constructs and workplace behaviours, a
proposition that has not been empirically investigated. Thus, we aim to add to prior
literature by examining trust as a catalyst for the effects of internal motivational states, as
an addition to past research examining its own motivational value.

Theory and hypotheses

Social cognitive theory and trust in organization

According to Bandura (1997), self-efficacy is ‘an individual’s conviction (or confidence)
about his or her abilities to mobilize the motivation, cognitive resources, and courses of
action needed to successfully execute a specific task within a given context’ (Stajkovic &
Luthans, 1998b: 66). This means that employees ‘with the same skills may, therefore,
perform poorly, adequately or extraordinarily, depending on whether their self-beliefs of
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efficacy enhance or impair their motivation and problem-solving efforts’ (Wood &
Bandura, 1989: 364). In this study, our focus is on role breadth self-efficacy (RBSE, Parker,
1998), which focuses on one’s general confidence to successfully complete a broad range
of tasks. RBSE is the type of self-efficacy that is regarded as a core component of
psychological capital (PsyCap, Huang & Luthans, 2015; Luthans, Avey, Avolio, Norman, &
Combs, 2006), which refers to personal resources available to individuals to cope with
demands.

Schaubroeck, Shen, and Chong (2017) contended that RBSE goes beyond assessing
one’s competence in technical components of the job, and instead also includes efficacy
regarding one’s participation as a team member to the group, so that the individual
contributes to the group’s overall functioning. More specifically, RBSE means analysing a
long-term divisional or organizational problem to ascertain a solution, innovating
processes and procedures for one’s work area and providing recommendations to
management regarding ways to improve the working of one’s department or section. It
also includes behaviours such as contributing to discussions and meetings about the
organization’s strategy, developing a plan to spend money in one’s department and aiding
to set goals in one’s work area. RBSE has been related to both job performance and job
satisfaction in a variety of settings (Luthans et al., 2007; Wu, Parker, Wu, & Lee, 2017).

SCT partly recognizes self-efficacy as a self-regulatory mechanism to control
individuals’ motivation, performance, attitudes and behaviours because ‘much of the
knowledge and behaviours of organizational participants is generated from the organi-
zational environment’ which is not under the control of employees (Stajkovic & Luthans,
1998b: 63). This means that the organizational environment is another influence process
on employees. Therefore, not considering the internal organizational environment aspect
of SCT provides only an incomplete understanding of human thought and action in
organizational settings. Because imposed and constructed environments are not under
the control of employees, employee motivation and behaviour may be better understood
with joint consideration of internal motivational states as well as the relational context in
which behaviours and actions take place.

Trust in organization

Trust in organization is defined as the confident, positive expectations of employees about
the intention and behaviour of multiple constituencies of an organization regarding the
organization’s conduct, motives and intentions in an organizational setting (Colquitt &
Rodell, 2011; Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012; Gabarro & Athos, 1976; Lumineau, 2017,
McAllister, 1995). Positive expectations are regarded as cognitive trust (Dirks & Ferrin,
2002; McAllister, 1995) that involves employees’ beliefs about organizational integrity,
consistency and predictability, and having positive motives towards the employee
(Gabarro & Athos, 1976; Lumineau, 2017). The multiple constituencies refer to owners,
top management, leader(s) and other decision makers of the organization as a whole
(Cropanzano, Anthony, Daniels, & Hall, 2017; Kramer, 2010). Employee trust in
organization is an internal environmental element that sets up the expectations of
employees about their organizations (Colquitt et al., 2007; McEvily, Perrone, & Zaheer,
2003).

Trust in organization represents an employee’s understanding of the relationships/
exchanges with their organization because trust develops as a result of accumulated
experiences with and knowledge about the organization (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001).
Therefore, trust in organization can determine the relevance of internal motivational
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states on outcomes by setting up the expectations about how the organization will react to
one’s efforts (Brown et al., 2014; Cropanzano et al., 2017). Specifically, trust in
organization affects how an employee assesses the future behaviour of an organization
in an exchange relationship (Crossley et al., 2013; Dirks & Ferrin, 2001) with the
organization. Based on this definition, trust in organization is important because it
provides clues regarding how facilitative or supportive the organization is expected to be
in reaction to employee’s actions, how forgiving in case of mistakes and how appreciative
the organization is predicted to be in response to contributions the employee makes.

High levels of trust imply both predictable and benevolent reactions from the
organization. Specifically, as defined by Bhattacharya, Devinney, and Pillutla (1998), trust
is an expectancy of positive outcomes from the other party in the face of uncertainty. We
contend that high trust in organization should amplify the connection between employee
self-efficacy and positive outcomes. For example, having confidence regarding how to
perform one’s job better and contribute to one’s environment indicates that the employee
is highly motivated. Such motivation has the potential to be a boon to employee
effectiveness and motivation to the extent to which the employee expects positive
reactions to their actions. Employees who feels confident in their abilities to perform may
exert effort to perform whether they also believe that their efforts on behalf of the
organization will be appreciated and valued. In contrast, when trust in organization is low,
even employees who feel confident in their abilities cannot assume that their actions will
be appreciated, valued or reciprocated, or even that their efforts will be successful due to
the possibility that the organization may not provide support when needed. Therefore, it
is our contention that high trust in organization influences the strength of the relationship
between self-efficacy and work-related outputs because it determines how much
predictability and support may be expected from the organization.

Our study model is illustrated in Figure 1. As shown in the figure, we focused on four
key outcomes that have predominantly been within the scope of self-efficacy and
organizational trust studies, both theoretically and empirically. Specifically, self-efficacy
has been related to job satisfaction (McNatt & Judge, 2008), turnover intentions (Avey,
Luthans, & Jensen, 2009), task performance (Avey, Reichard, Luthans, & Mhatre, 2011)
and OCBs (Walumbwa, Hartnell, & Oke, 2010). Job satisfaction, turnover intentions, task
performance and OCB are regarded as being among the top 10 most popular
organizational behaviour/human resources management and applied psychology
research domains (Bernerth & Aguinis, 2016), providing additional support for the
importance and relevance of the selected outcomes.

Employee trust in organization as a moderator of self-efficacy

SCT posits that changeability or controllability of the environment represents the level of
system constraints and opportunities available for an employee to practice self-efficacy
(Wood & Bandura, 1989). Thus, the effect of self-efficacy on employee workplace
outcomes should depend on employee trust in organization. According to Bandura
(1988a: 288), ‘social environments differ in their opportunity structures, the constraints
they place on personal efficacy and in their modifiability. Belief systems about the
modifiability of the environment can affect the extent to which people take advantage of
potential opportunities in the situations in which they find themselves.” Consistent with
self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1988a, 1997), previous theoretical studies of POB (Luthans
& Avolio, 2009) have predicted, and empirical research (Avey et al., 2011; Luthans et al.,
2007) has affirmed that self-efficacy is a predictor of job satisfaction. Employees with
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Figure 1. Study model.

greater confidence regarding their ability to make a difference at work will find their work
environment more satisfying because they can create the conditions that will lead to their
own satisfaction at work.

At the same time, we contend that this relationship will be affected by the level of trust
in the organization. Job satisfaction refers to the degree to which employees are satisfied
with such features of their job as the physical work conditions, the recognition they get for
their good work, their immediate boss, their rate of pay, their opportunity to use their
abilities, their chance of promotion and attention paid to their suggestions (Warr, Cook, &
Wall, 1979). Employees with greater levels of self-efficacy may influence their own
happiness at work by shaping their work environment to fit them better and satisfy their
needs. Further, as theorized by Judge, Locke, and Durham (1997), employees with high
self-efficacy will be more satisfied at work because they will be more effective. However,
the ‘can do’ attitude represented by self-efficacy needs to be supplemented with a ‘will do’
aspect to facilitate its implications to have a higher job satisfaction (e.g., Chiaburu &
Lindsay, 2008). High trust in organization involves expectations of benevolence and
predictability in interactions (Gabarro & Athos, 1976), facilitating employee confidence to
turn into action. Our thinking is supported by Dirks and Ferrin (2001) that trust affects
how one expects the other party to behave in future interactions, which means that when
trust is high, there is greater level of predictability regarding how the organization will
react, encouraging confident employees to turn their motivation into action, affecting
their own job satisfaction. Therefore, we propose that:

Hypothesis |:  Self-efficacy and trust in organization will interact to predict job satisfaction such
that self-efficacy will be more positively related to job satisfaction for employees
who have high levels of trust in organization, whereas the positive relationship will
be weaker for employees who have low trust in organization.

Second, consistent with self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1997), employees with high self-
efficacy will be less likely to report high intent to quit their job. This is because self-efficacy
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affects turnover intentions through one’s choice of environment (Bandura, 1988a, 1997).
Low self-efficacious employees ‘may elect to initially call in sick and then later quit, rather
than face the frustration of a job they feel unable to do,” whereas high self-efficacious
employees ‘should feel better able to handle the surprise, disappointment, and stress of
the workplace, and thus be less likely to feel the need to escape an otherwise unpleasant
situation. Therefore, increasing employees’ self-efficacy may also lower their intention to
quit ...” (McNatt & Judge, 2008: 787, 788). This is also because SCT considers ‘choice
behaviour’ of employees as an important determinant of their turnover intentions
(Bandura, 1988a: 280). Accordingly, low self-efficacious employees are inclined to avoid
activities and environments that they believe to surpass their coping capabilities because
their failures create self-doubts, and, as a result, self-limitation (Bandura, 1988b), causing
them to look for another job, whereas high self-efficacious employees accept challenging
endeavours and social environments that they feel capable of managing well because their
success in performance indicators strengthens their self-beliefs in their capabilities,
causing them to stay with the current job (Bandura, 1994; Wood & Bandura, 1989). This
would suggest that employees with greater efficacy should be more persistent in trying to
resolve organizational problems rather than looking to leave. Several studies, including a
recent meta-analytical one, suggest that self-efficacy is negatively related to turnover
intentions (e.g., Avey et al., 2011; Karatepe, 2015; Singh et al., 2013).

At the same time, social cognitive career theory has shown that self-efficacy interacts
with the internal organizational environment to determine employees’ career, determin-
ing the extent of the opportunities and experiences they will be exposed to (Bandura,
2012; Lent, Brown, & Hackett, 2002). High trust in organization provides an organiza-
tional environment where the relationship between self-efficacy and turnover intentions
is negative and strong because by becoming fair, honest, predictable, truthful and
consistent to employees, the organization may assure employees that their honest efforts
and cooperation with the organization to achieve mutually beneficial workplace outputs
will be reciprocated by the organization in the form of fair promotion, recognition and/or
better development opportunities in the organization. In contrast, low trust in
organization provides an environment where the relationship between self-efficacy and
turnover intentions are weaker because these organizations may signal that even when
the employee feels confident to act in ways that make their own environment more
amenable, there is little reason to expect that the organization will look at these actions
favourably. Thus, the relation between self-efficacy and turnover intentions should be
more negative when trust in organization is high.

Hypothesis 2:  Self-efficacy and trust in organization will interact to predict turnover intentions
such that self-efficacy will be more negatively related to turnover intentions for
employees who have high levels of trust in organization, whereas the negative
relationship will be weaker for employees who have low trust in organization.

Task performance, an important and desired workplace behaviour, is defined as the
degree to which employees successfully complete work behaviours listed in their formal
task definition such as completing assigned duties in time, fulfilling responsibilities
specified in job description and meeting performance requirements (Williams &
Anderson, 1991). Self-efficacy and job performance are related to one another so that
the higher the employees’ self-efficacy, the higher their level of motivation, effort and
perseverance, and, as a result, the higher their performance will be (Bandura, 1982; Wood
& Bandura, 1989). There exists some empirical evidence that employees who have high
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self-efficacy show high task performance compared to employees who have lower self-
efficacy (Avey et al., 2011; Raub & Liao, 2012). Positive psychological capital, which
includes self-efficacy as a subdimension (Luthans et al., 20006), has also been positively
and significantly related to performance in meta-analytical studies (Avey ef al., 2011).
Employees who are convinced of their abilities to successfully execute different aspects of
their jobs perform much better compared to those who are not similarly confident
(Luthans et al., 2007).

At the same time, we predict that the positive relationship between self-efficacy and
task performance is likely to be stronger among those employees who have high trust in
organization because the expectation that the organization is benevolent and predictable
will increase the likelihood that self-efficacy is positively related to success, and that their
resulting behaviours are more likely to be appreciated and valued. Thus, the relation
between self-efficacy and performance should be more positive when trust in organiza-
tion is high. In contrast, low trust in organization introduces difficulties or setbacks such as
not providing necessary information, equipment, tool or support when needed, and
lower confidence that the employee’s actions will be appreciated and valued, leading to a
weaker relationship between self-efficacy and task performance (Bandura, 1988a, 2009;
Dirks & Ferrin, 2001; Wood & Bandura, 1989). Put another way, high trust in organization
should amplify the desire to act on a task when one is confident regarding their
capabilities, due to predictable and favourable reactions of the organization to persistent
efforts of employees. Therefore, we propose that:

Hypothesis 3:  Self-efficacy and trust in organization will interact to predict task performance such
that self-efficacy will be more strongly and positively related to task performance
for employees who have high levels of trust in organization, whereas the positive
relationship will be weaker for employees who have low trust in organization.

Finally, corresponding with self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1997), those employees
with high self-efficacy may also perform behaviours beyond their task requirements to
perform citizenship behaviours. We predict that self-efficacy will be positively related to
demonstrating subsequent behaviours such as high levels of attendance at work, giving
advance notice when unable to come to work, and not complaining about insignificant
things at work, which are the behaviours that benefit the organization in general, or OCBs
(Williams & Anderson, 1991). Studies have shown that self-efficacy is a positive predictor
of OCBs in POB (Avey, Luthans, & Youssef, 2010; Avey et al., 2011).

When employees perceive the organizational environment as reliable, fair, open and
upfront with employees, those employees who have high self-efficacy are more likely to
expand their role definition to include behaviours not present in their job description.
Those employees who have high trust will expect their behaviours to be appreciated,
valued, and rewarded by their organization (rule of reciprocity in social exchange theory)
(Blau, 1964; Dirks & Ferrin, 2001; Gouldner, 1960; Organ, 1990), strengthening the
relationship between self-efficacy and OCBs. In contrast, those who experience low trust
in organization will show a weaker link between self-efficacy and extra role behaviours
because inconsistency, unpredictability, and the possibility of bad intentions associated
with low organizational trust will weaken the desire of confident employees to engage in
extra-role duties. In addition, those employees with high trust in organization may be
more willing to engage in OCBs, when they have high self-efficacy because they trust in
their organization to remove setbacks as much as possible, facilitating the persistency of
efforts, cooperation, coordination and perseverance in the activities/roles/tasks
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(Bandura, 2009; Breuer, Huffmeier, & Hertel, 2016; Costa, Fulmer, & Anderson, 2017). In
other words, the motivation to perform OCBs will be higher among those who have high
self-efficacy under the condition of high employee trust in organization. Therefore, we
propose the following:

Hypothesis 4:  Self-efficacy and trust in organization will interact to predict OCBs such that self-
efficacy will be more positively related to OCBs for employees who have high levels
of trust in organization, whereas the positive relationship will be weaker for
employees who have low trust in organization.

Method

Sample and procedures

We collected data from employees and supervisors working in a heavy manufacturing
company in Turkey. The company was ranked as one of the top ten companies in Turkey
in terms of sales in 2016. The HR department aided us to collect data on site after we
obtained the cooperation of the CEO of the company. Three separate surveys were
distributed 1 month apart. The first two surveys were completed by employees, whereas
the last survey was filled out by supervisors. The first survey captured trust in organization
and demographics. The second employee survey included questions on self-efficacy, job
satisfaction and turnover intentions. Finally, the supervisor survey requested supervisors
to rate each of their immediate subordinates on the extent to which they show task
performance and OCBs.

We used a stratified random sampling strategy in which each employee in each
department (stratum) was provided the same chance of being selected for the sample for
the stratum. We used this sampling strategy because it was not possible to reach all
employees of the company and, as a result, we wanted to ensure that all departments in
the company were represented in our sample. The HR department facilitated the sample
selection procedure by providing the necessary information.

A paper-and-pencil format was used in survey questionnaires. We invited 400
employees and their managers to participate in the study. Each participating employee
was assigned a unique code number written on each of the surveys to match the data
collected in different time periods. On the supervisor survey, supervisors were provided
the employee name and the identified code number and they were requested to write only
the identified code number on the survey. We placed sealed collection boxes on the
premises. The first author collected the boxes.

In the first survey, we submitted 400 surveys and collected 363 completed surveys
(response rate = 90.75%). In the second survey, 363 surveys were distributed and 337
surveys were collected (response rate = 92.83%). In the supervisor survey (the third
survey), we distributed surveys to all 162 supervisors of 400 employees and received
completed surveys from 149 supervisors (response rate = 91.97%). After surveys with
missing time periods and missing data were dropped, 300 dyads (300 employees
(response rate = 75% for employees) and their 138 supervisors (response rate = 85.18%
for employees’ supervisors) were retained to test our four hypotheses. Of the 300
employees in the final sample, 92% were male. The mean age of employees was 37 years
(SD = 5). Employees came from departments including human resources, finance,
engineering, marketing, production, accounting and research & development, among
others. The mean organizational tenure of employees was 9.42 years (SD = 5.00).
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Measures

The original scales developed in English were translated into Turkish, following a back-
translation procedure (Brislin, Lonner, & Thorndike, 1973). Two translators who are
fluent both in Turkish and English collaborated in the language adaptation process. Each
item was translated from English into Turkish by one of the bilingual speakers, and then,
the scales were re-translated into English by the second bilingual. First and final versions
were compared to ensure equivalent meaning of each item. We created scale scores using
the mean of all available responses from each individual. Response categories for the
scales ranged from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree,” unless otherwise stated.

Self-efficacy

To measure self-efficacy, we used the 10-item RBSE scale by Parker (1998). We asked the
respondents to report (using a 5-point scale, ranging from ‘no trust at all’ to ‘complete
trust’) the extent to which they trust themselves for each item. A sample item was
‘Analysing a long-term problem to find a solution’ (o0 = .89).

Trust in organization

For the measurement of trust in organization, we used the trust scale by Gabarro and Athos
(1976). The scale included seven items. We asked the respondents to state, on a 5-point
Likert scale, the degree to which they agreed each item. A sample item was ‘I can expect
my employer to treat me in a consistent and predictable fashion’ (o0 = .88).

Job satisfaction

We measured job satisfaction levels of employees via the job satisfaction scale by Warr
et al. (1979). We provided the participants a set of 15 items which deal with various
aspects of their jobs. We asked them to rate, on a 7-point scale ranging from ‘very
dissatisfied’ to ‘very satisfied.” A sample item was “Your opportunity to use your abilities’
(o0 = .90).

Turnover intentions

We assessed turnover intentions using the 7-point Likert-type intentions to quit scale by
Wayne, Shore, and Liden (1997). The scale consisted of five items. A sample item was ‘As
soon as I can find a better job, I'll leave this company’ (a0 = .83).

Task performance

We assessed task performance using the 7-item scale developed by Williams and Anderson
(1991). We asked supervisors to evaluate their subordinates on a 5-point Likert scale for
each item. A sample item was “This employee often fulfils responsibilities specified in job
description’ (o0 = .89).

Organizational citizenship behaviours
We used the 7-item scale by Williams and Anderson (1991) to measure employees’ OCBs
directed towards the organization. We asked supervisors to evaluate each of their
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subordinates on each item using a 5-point Likert scale. A sample item was “This employee
always conserves and protects organizational property’ (o0 = .79).

Control variables

Following past research (Tannenbaum, Mathieu, Salas, & Cannon-Bowers, 1991), we
considered education, age, sex and organizational tenure as potential control variables. As
age, sex and organizational tenure did not correlate with any of the outcomes in our study,
only years of education was controlled for in all analyses. Education is a theoretically
meaningful covariate because it may be associated with job attitudes and behaviours, as
well as self-efficacy levels, which means that any observed relation between self-efficacy
and outcomes may reflect the relationship between education and outcomes. We report
the results using education as a control, but we should also note that exclusion of
education from our analyses do not result in a change in the significance level or direction
of the results we report.

Results

Means, standard deviations and correlations among variables are presented in Table 1.
Prior to testing our hypotheses, we conducted a series of Confirmatory Factor Analyses
(CFA) to examine the construct validity of our measures. Specifically, due to the high
correlation between performance and OCB (r = .78, p < .01), as well as significant
overlap between trust, performance and OCB, we conducted a series of nested model
comparisons. Due to the large number of items per scale, we created three parcels per
latent variable in order to maintain a larger ratio of indicator to sample size (Landis, Beal, &
Tesluk, 2000). Our baseline model demonstrated adequate fit to the data, x2
(d.f) = 294.96 (120), p < .01, CFI = .95, RMSEA = .07, SRMR = .047, NNFI = .94.
Further, this model fit the data significantly better than an alternative model where task
performance and OCB, Ay? (Ad.f) = 32.2(5), p < .01, trust and task performance, Ay’
(Ad.f) = 303.85 (5), p < .01, trust and OCB, Ay> (Ad.f) = 288.15 (5), p < .01, job
satisfaction and task performance, sz (Ad.f) =279.39 (5), p < .01, trust and job
satisfaction, Ay* (Ad.f) = 419.24 (5), p < .01, and job satisfaction and OCB, Ay?
(Ad.f) = 352.44 (5), p < .01, were specified to fall under a single factor. These analyses
provided some evidence that despite the empirical overlap among variables, it was
appropriate to treat them as separate.

We employed random coefficient regression procedures in Mplus 7.4 to test our
hypotheses in order to account for the nested nature of our data, where 300 employees
reported to 138 supervisors. Because the sample included clusters of employees reporting
to the same manager, individual observations were naturally not independent of one
another, potentially sharing substantial variation. The intraclass correlation coefficients
(ICC) for the dependent variables were: .38, .35, .24 and .38 for job satisfaction, turnover
intentions, task performance and OCBs, respectively, suggesting that utilizing multilevel
methodology not assuming independence of observations would be warranted (Snijders
& Bosker, 2012).

Models were specified with random intercepts and fixed slopes at the within-group
level with outcome variables allowed to vary at within- and between-group levels. Models
were estimated using the default maximum likelihood estimator with robust standard
errors (MLR) in all analyses. Interaction term was created using the centred predictor
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variables. Significant interactions were probed using simple slope tests, with high and low
values defined as one standard deviation above and below the mean (Aiken & West, 1991).

When testing the hypotheses, we constructed three models for each dependent
variable: job satisfaction, turnover intentions, task performance and OCBs. In Model 1, we
entered only the control variable (education in years, centred by grand mean) as the
predictor of the intercept at within-level. In Model 2, we added centred self-efficacy and
trust in organization as predictors of the intercept at the within level. Finally, in Model 3
we entered the interaction term of self-efficacy and trust in organization as predictors. We
concluded that a hypothesis is supported whenever results revealed both a significant
coefficient for the interaction term in Model 3 and a significant reduction in the deviance
statistic between Model 2 and Model 3. Further, we examined reductions in Bayesian
Information Criterion (BIC) across different models. Lower BIC values indicate better
model fit. Based on Raftery (1995), a reduction of +10 in BIC between Models 2 and 3
indicates very strong evidence that Model 3 containing the interaction term is superior to
the model, whereas a reduction of 6-10 indicates strong evidence, 2—-6 indicating positive
evidence and 0-2 indicating weak evidence.

The results reported in Table 2 indicate support for Hypothesis 1 (z = 2.12, p < .05).
As illustrated in Figure 2, self-efficacy had a stronger positive relationship with job
satisfaction when employees reported higher levels of trust in organization. Simple slope
analyses indicated that self-efficacy had a positive relation with job satisfaction when trust
in organization was high (estimate = .73, SE = .13, = 5.67,p < .01) but was not related
to job satisfaction when trust in organization was low (estimate = .19,SE = .17,¢ = 1.07,
p > .05).

The results of the analysis for Hypothesis 2 are also presented in Table 2. The
interaction of trust and self-efficacy was significant with respect to turnover intentions
(t = —2.79, p < .01). The plot of the relationship presented in Figure 3 reveals a slightly
different pattern of relationship between self-efficacy and turnover intentions for those
higher and lower in organizational trust. Unexpectedly, self-efficacy had a positive
relationship with turnover intentions. At the same time, when trust in organization was
high, there was no relationship between self-efficacy and turnover intentions, whereas
the relationship was positive when trust in organization was low. In other words, results
support that trust in organization had a buffering role on the positive relationship between
self-efficacy and turnover intentions. Simple slope analyses indicated that self-efficacy had
a positive relation with turnover intentions when trust in organization was low
(estimate = .54, SE = .18, t = 3.00, p < .01) but was not related to turnover intentions
when trust in organization was high (estimate = .07, SE = .18, ¢ = .39, p > .05).

These results fail to provide support for Hypothesis 2.

In Hypothesis 3, we predicted interaction effects on task performance. This
hypothesis found support, as summarized in Table 3 (f = 2.82, p < .01). The nature of
the interaction is shown in Figure 4. Simple slope analyses indicated that self-efficacy was
positively related to task performance when trust in organization was high (esti-
mate = .39, SE = .08, t = 4.88, p < .01) but was not related to task performance when
trust in organization was low (estimate = .01, SE = .09, ¢ = .09, p > .05). The results are
supportive of the argument that trust in organization strengthens the positive relationship
between self-efficacy and task performance, providing support for Hypothesis 3.

Finally, Hypothesis 4 predicted that self-efficacy and trust in organization would
interact to predict OCBs. The results presented in Table 3 are supportive of Hypothesis 4
(t = 2.12, p < .05). As illustrated in Figure 5 and the simple slope analyses, self-efficacy
was positively related to OCBs when trust in organization was high (estimate = .27,
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Figure 2. Interaction of self-efficacy and trust in organization to predict job satisfaction.

5.5

2 _ R —® - Low trustin

4 - organization
35 m" —— High'gms.tin
organization

Turnover intentions

25

Low High
Self-efficacy

Figure 3. Interaction of self-efficacy and trust in organization to predict turnover intentions.

SE = .08,1 = 3.19, p < .01) but was not related to OCBs when trust in organization was
low (estimate = —.01, SE = .08, t = —.09, p > .05). Even though statistically significant,
the results associated with this particular model are weaker than the remainder of the
models. The reduction in BIC due to the introduction of the interaction term to the model
is small (2.03) and the change in R? associated with this model is modest (.02).

Discussion

Given the importance of improving employees’ attitudes, behaviours and performance
and self-efficacy’s prominent role in this improvement, an important gap in the literature is
understanding the boundary conditions of the relationship between motivation and
employee workplace outcomes. Drawing from SCT (Bandura, 2001, 2012), we examined
employee trust in organization as an environmental boundary condition that could affect
self-efficacy’s role on employee job satisfaction, turnover intentions, task performance
and OCBs. Consistent with our expectations, the relationship between self-efficacy and
employee job attitudes and behaviours was conditional on employee trust in the system
such that self-efficacy was more positively related to job satisfaction, task performance
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Figure 4. Interaction of self-efficacy and trust in organization to predict task performance.
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Figure 5. Interaction of self-efficacy and trust in organization to predict organizational citizenship
behaviours.

and OCBs when trust in organization was high. Unexpectedly, self-efficacy and employee
trust in organization interacted to predict turnover intentions such that self-efficacy was
more positively related to turnover intentions for employees who had low levels of trust in
organization, whereas the positive relationship was weaker for employees who had high
trust in organization. All in all, our results provide support for our model that the effects of
self-efficacy as a motivational construct on employee job satisfaction, performance and
OCBs were contingent upon the extent to which employees trust the organization,
whereas we did not find support for this model with respect to turnover intentions.

We attribute the unexpected and, at the same time, interesting finding relating to
turnover intentions to the fact that those employees high in self-efficacy may also end up
emerging as those who will try to find a better job, look for a job outside the company,
consider quitting their job and seriously look for another job in the same industry. Similar
results were observed in some prior research (e.g., Fast, Burris, & Bartel, 2014; Jones,
1986; McNatt & Judge, 2008), where self-efficacy emerged as a positive and significant
predictor of turnover intentions and actual turnover. Specifically, those employees who
are high in self-efficacy are better performers of their tasks and are convinced of their
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abilities and capabilities to successfully find another job and perform well in many
different organizations. Our finding regarding employee turnover intentions means that
those employees will leave the organization they do not trust because they believe in their
capability to find another job in some other organization and that those employees who
will not leave the organization they trust because they believe in their capability to work
hard and succeed in the same organization.

Theoretical implications

Theoretically, our results suggest that desired employee workplace attitudes and
behaviours are the result of the interaction between high self-efficacy and high employee
trust in organization. Specifically, we considered job satisfaction, turnover intentions, task
performance and OCBs as the most meaningful employee outcomes. Previous studies
have mainly focused on the direct effect of self-efficacy on these outcomes. SCT (Bandura,
2001, 2012) argued that environment is a contingency factor regulating the effect of self-
efficacy on task performance. We empirically showed and extended SCT that the effects of
self-efficacy on job satisfaction, task performance and OCBs are contingent upon the
internal environment of an organization. Thus, our study clarifies the environmental effect
of SCT on the effect of self-efficacy not only on the task performance as suggested by
Bandura (2001, 2012) but also on the employee job satisfaction, task performance and
OCBs. Specifically, we add to and extend on SCT (Bandura, 2001, 2012) and self-efficacy
theories (Bandura, 1997, 2012) by demonstrating that encouraging or discouraging
characteristics of internal work environment determines the effect of an employee’s trust
in oneself on employee job satisfaction, turnover intentions, task performance and OCBs.
This theoretically means that high self-efficacy has stronger, positive and significant
effects on employee job satisfaction, task performance and OCBs when the internal
organizational environment is encouraging. When the internal organizational environ-
ment is discouraging, the positive effect of self-efficacy on the same employee outcomes
turns out to be nonsignificant.

Further, our results point to the role employee trust in organization plays in enabling
the effect of high self-efficacy and producing desired employee workplace attitudes and
behaviours. To date, studies of trust literature have shown that trust in organization is
positively associated with employee workplace attitudes and behaviours. Our results
point out an additional path by which trust in organization is relevant to employee
attitudes and behaviours: To those employees experiencing high levels of trust in
organization, having a high level of self-efficacy is accompanied by higher job satisfaction,
task performance and OCBs. Thus, we provide empirical support to the theoretical work
of Dirks and Ferrin (2001) that trust in organization moderates employee motivation and
workplace behaviours and outcomes, and examining trust as a moderator adds value to
the literature beyond an investigation of its main effects.

Our study should be interpreted within the context in which the study was conducted.
Specifically, Turkish culture is characterized by collectivism, masculinity, high power
distance and high uncertainty avoidance (Hofstede, 1980), which might have affected
employees’ trust in organization (Doney, Cannon, & Mullen, 1998; Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt,
& Camerer, 1998). The collectivist culture of Turkey may have increased the importance
of trust in organization due to the importance of strong ties and cooperation with others
(Doney et al., 1998; Whitener, Brodt, Korsgaard, & Werner, 1998). Further, the
moderator role of trust in organization may have been more pronounced due to the
highly uncertainty avoidant nature of the cultural context. High uncertainty avoidance of
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Turkish culture might have affected perception and evaluation of risk (Doney et al.,
1998), which means the role of trust in organization as a moderator may have been
stronger.

The unexpected findings with respect to turnover intentions would benefit from
further investigation. Unexpectedly, self-efficacy was positively related to both turnover
intentions and job satisfaction, whereas job satisfaction was negatively related to turnover
intentions. This finding may be context specific. For example, the nature of the industry
may account for higher turnover intentions of employees with greater self-efficacy. Or,
turnover intentions may reflect an action orientation, that is, higher among employees
with greater efficacy. Further research into the nature of self-efficacy—turnover intentions
relationship is warranted.

Our study has practical implications as well. The results of our study suggest that the
work environment matters. When internal environment is favourable (high employee
trust in organization), the investment made by organizations to increase self-efficacy of
employees to produce desired workplace outcomes pays off by means of stronger job
satisfaction, task performance and OCBs. However, when the investment is made by the
organization in an unfavourable internal environment (low employee trust in organiza-
tion), having employees with high confidence seems to be less beneficial. Therefore,
practicing managers should not only invest in increasing self-efficacy of their employees,
but also invest in building trust so that employees experience less unpredictability and
have a greater desire to benefit the organization.

Potential limitations and future research directions

Our study had a number of limitations, which point out avenues for future research. First,
even though we took precautions to deal with the issue of common method bias, our
study lacked a true longitudinal design. Specifically, as suggested by Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, and Podsakoff (2012), we collected data at three time periods (temporal
separation) and obtained task performance and OCB ratings from supervisors (source
separation). At the same time, our findings cannot speak to the issue of causality and the
direction of relationships among variables. This issue is particularly important to draw
inferences regarding the direction of the trust—self-efficacy relationship. In our study, we
considered trust in organization as largely independent from self-efficacy. The observed
correlation between the two was significant but modest (» = .12, p < .05). Even though
our study suggests that trust in organization serves as a moderator of self-efficacy, it may
also play a role in shaping up employee confidence to begin with. Studies investigating
how trust in organization and self-efficacy shape over time would be useful to shed light on
this issue.

Our test of the hypotheses included a sample from a heavy manufacturing
organization. The manufacturing setting exhibits a dangerous working environment for
employees. The high risk environment makes it unique to study the effects of self-efficacy
on workplace intentions, behaviours and outcomes, and understanding the boundary
conditions of self-efficacy on the same employee outcomes in such an environment
furthers our understanding. Yet, replication of our results is also required to increase
generalizability to other high and less safety sensitive work environments. For example,
our unexpected finding that self-efficacy was positively related to turnover intentions may
be due to the relatively dangerous nature of the work performed — those employees who
felt confident in their own abilities may have expressed a desire to leave if they could find a
better job giving the hazardous and routine nature of work.
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It is our understanding that time is ripe for further investigating the boundary
conditions of the relationship between self-efficacy and employee workplace outcomes.
We studied only one boundary condition, employee trust in organization. Because the
internal environment of an organization includes many other environmental elements
beyond employee trust in organization, future research should include organizational
culture, climate (e.g., safety climate, justice climate, psychological climate) and perceived
organizational support as other potential internal environmental elements that may serve
as additional boundary conditions for the effect of self-efficacy on the employee
workplace outcomes.

Finally, our sample consists of 92% male participants. This is typical of heavy
manufacturing in Turkey (e.g., Erdogan, Ozyilmaz, Bauer, & Emre, 2017), as well as other
countries around the world (OECD, 2015). Previous studies on the effect of women
engineers’ self-efficacy on their work-related attitudes and behaviours (Singh et al., 2013),
for example, revealed similar results with the studies which considered both female and
male samples. There is some evidence that men have higher levels of RBSE compared to
women (Axtell & Parker, 2003; Parker, 1998). If this is the case, one possibility is that we
may have oversampled high efficacy employees, but this possibility is not supported by
our results where the average self-efficacy score was 3.73 of 5.00. Still, to examine the
generalizability of our results, it is important to replicate our findings in a more gender-
balanced sample.

Conclusion

In conclusion, we aimed to investigate the implications of a motivational construct, self-
efficacy or an employee’s trust in oneself, for employee attitudes and behaviours under
the contingent effect of an encouraging or discouraging environment. High self-efficacy
has benefits for organizations by means of increasing employee job satisfaction, task
performance and OCBs only when employee trust in organization is high. Low employee
trust in organization weakens the benefits of self-efficacy on job satisfaction, turnover
intentions, task performance and OCBs. These results indicate that joint presence of high
self-efficacy and high employee trust in organization is required for organizations to reap
all the benefits of self-efficacy on employee attitudes and behaviours.
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