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Abstract: Based on social exchange theory, this study investigates the antecedents and consequences
of a frontline employee’s trust-in-supervisor and a frontline employee’s trust-in-coworker in a
single framework. A personally administered survey was conducted to collect data from 203
frontline employees of coffee shops in the Republic of Korea. Covariance-based structural equation
modeling was applied using AMOS 21.0 to explore the proposed relationships. The results
show that abusive supervision is negatively related to frontline employee’s trust-in-supervisor,
whereas supervisor support and communication quality have significant positive effects on frontline
employee’s trust-in-supervisor. Similarly, coworker ostracism has a significant negative effect on
frontline employee’s trust-in-coworker, whereas coworker harmony and communication quality have
significant positive effect on frontline employee’s trust-in-coworker. Finally, the results show that
a frontline employee’s trust-in-supervisor predicts a frontline employee’s supervisor cooperation,
and a frontline employee’s trust-in-coworker leads to a frontline employee’s coworker cooperation.

Keywords: frontline employees; trust-in-supervisor; trust-in-coworker; abusive supervision;
supervisor support; communication quality; coworker ostracism; coworker harmony; supervisor
cooperation; coworker cooperation

1. Introduction

Employees in general and frontline employees in particular are very important resources because
of their significant roles in the overall operation of businesses. Similar to any other resource,
the sustainability of human resources (i.e., frontline employees) is also important, and it is currently
drawing immense attention in the literature. In the prior literature, a growing body of studies
discusses this emerging phenomenon with different names, such as sustainable human resource
management [1–3], green human resource management [4], socially responsible human resource
management [5], and ethical human resource management [6]. Specifically, in the context of employees,
one of the underlying ideas of aforementioned studies is fostering a long-term employment orientation
and care for the employees [2,7], which are mostly determined by trust, loyalty, commitment, and
equity in employment relationships [2]. Hence, it is important to further investigate these determinants
in the context of organization’s interpersonal relationships, such as relationship between employer and
employees and/or employees to employees.

Specifically, in the literature, studies have explored interpersonal trust not only in the context
of sustainable relationship but also to increase the desirable outcomes of employees such as job
satisfaction, organizational commitment, organizational citizenship behavior, cooperation, and overall
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performance [7–11]. Despite the significance of interpersonal trust in organizations both for sustainable
employment relationships and employee’s positive attitudinal and behavioral outcomes, researchers in
the past have given less attention to the determinants of the perceived interpersonal trust of frontline
employees in supervisors and coworkers together. However, a handful studies in the prior literature
have independently examined trust-in-supervisor and trust-in-coworker [12–18] Hence, there is a
need to investigate interpersonal trust—specifically, frontline employees’ trust-in-supervisor and
frontline employees’ trust-in-coworker in a single framework. This is because, the position of frontline
employees is unique in that the attitude and behavior of frontline employees are generally influenced
by their supervisors and coworkers. Similarly, in the prior literature, researchers have examined either
the positive antecedents or negative antecedents of trust-in-supervisor and trust-in-coworker [13–17],
yet the idea of integrating both the negative and positive antecedents of trust-in-supervisor and
trust-in-coworker into a single framework is still underdeveloped and needs proper scholarly attention.

In order to address the aforementioned academic gaps, the current study attempts to extend the
interpersonal trust of frontline employees into trust-in-supervisor and trust-in-coworker in a single
framework. Moreover, the current study examines the relevant and unexplored positive and negative
antecedents of trust-in-supervisor and trust-in-coworker in the context of frontline employees in a single
framework. More precisely, the present study explores abusive supervision as a negative antecedent
to trust-in-supervisor and supervisor support and communication quality as positive antecedent of
trust-in-supervisor. In the same vein, the current study explores communication quality and coworker
harmony as positive antecedents to trust-in-coworker and coworker ostracism as negative antecedent
to trust-in-coworker. Similarly, along with antecedents of trust-in-supervisor and trust-in-coworker,
the current study also shed lights on the consequences of frontline employees’ trust-in-supervisor
and frontline employees’ trust-in-coworker. Specifically, the present study investigates the frontline
employees’ supervisor cooperation and frontline employee coworker cooperation as consequences of
frontline employees’ trust-in-supervisor and frontline employees’ trust-in-coworker respectively.

The findings of this study may contribute to the theory and practice in several ways. First,
the current study appears to be one of those developing studies that integrates the trust-in-supervisor
and trust-in-coworker of frontline employees into a single framework. By doing so, the current study
examines the unique position of frontline employees in the workplace, which are often influence by
the supervisor as well as coworkers. Second, the present study may contribute to the literature of
sustainable employment relationships by empirically investigating some of the positive and negative
antecedents of frontline employees both of trust-in-supervisor and trust-in-coworker. Third, the findings
of this study may contribute to the literature of employees’ cooperative behaviors by examining the
trust-in-supervisor and trust-in-coworker as predictors to frontline employees’ supervisor cooperation
and frontline employees’ coworker cooperation respectively.

In addition, the results of the present study may provide insights to service managers and
practitioners about the significance of trust-in-supervisor and trust-in-coworker for the sustainable
employment relationships, such as the tendency of frontline employees to supervisor cooperation
and coworker cooperation. Nonetheless, the findings of the study specifically the results of the
proposed determinants to trust-in-supervisor and trust-in-coworker such as (a) abusive supervision,
(b) supervisor support, (c) communication quality, (d) coworker ostracism, and (e) coworker harmony
may help the service managers, human resource managers and other service intensive practitioners in
the formulating strategies to enhance interpersonal trust (trust-in-supervisor and trust-in-coworker) in
the organization.

This structure of this paper is organized as follow. First, we briefly discuss the social exchange
theory that provides the theoretical framework for the study. Second, we review the prior literature
about the key determinants of the frontline employee’s trust-in-supervisor and trust-in-coworker,
and based on that, we propose hypotheses of the study. Third, we explain about the data collection, data
analysis, and results of the study in detail. Finally, we conclude the paper with the discussion, major
theoretical and managerial contributions, limitations of the study, and the future research directions.
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2. Literature Review

2.1. Social Exchange Theory

Social exchange theory is one of the predominant theories to interpret social exchange relationships
among parties in the setting of human interactions. Specifically, this theory has been frequently
discussed in the literature to explain the social exchange between the employer and employees. In the
context of social exchanges, the interactions of parties produce obligations [19] and interdependence
on the action of the counterparts [20]. Cropanzano and Mitchell (2005) have explained that a social
exchange occurs when employers treat nicely to their employees and the employees reciprocate to
this with positive work attitudes and behaviors [21]. More precisely, the attitudes and behaviors of
parties are governed by the norm of reciprocity [22]. In other words, if one of the parties perceives that
the other party is fulfilling the social obligations, then the exchange process continues; however, if
the party perceives it negatively, then the social exchange does not continue, and as a result, negative
outcomes are likely occur. Drawing on social exchange theory, we investigate social interaction in
the context of frontline employees, their supervisors and coworkers. Specifically, the current study
discusses the positive and negative roles of supervisors and coworkers and their outcomes for frontline
employes trust-in-supervisor and trust-in-coworker respectively.

2.2. Abusive Supervision and Trust-in-Supervisor

In the previous studies, trust has been discussed as important interpersonal variable which plays
important role in the social exchange relationships. Mayer et al. (1995) defined trust as “the willingness
of a party to be vulnerable to the actions of another party, based on the expectation that the other
party will perform a particular action important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor or
control that other party” (p. 712) [23]. To be very specific, frontline employees’ trust-in-supervisor
refers to willingness of frontline employees to rely upon the actions, promises, words or intentions of
his/her immediate supervisor. Similarly, frontline employees’ trust-in-coworker refers to willingness
of frontline employees to rely upon the actions, promises, words, or intentions of his/her immediate
coworker. In order to enhance the productivity of the working environment and the sustainability of
the employment relationships, trust building plays a very pivotal role. Therefore, it is important to
explore factors that increase or decrease the perceived trust-in-supervisor and trust-in-coworker of
the subordinate. One of such unexplored factors which likely have effect on the trust-in-supervisor is
abusive supervision.

Specifically, abusive supervision refers to “subordinates’ perception of the extent to which their
supervisors engage in sustained display of hostile, verbal and non-verbal behaviors excluding physical
contact” (Tepper, 2000, p. 178) [24]. In the literature, researchers have listed some of the most
predominant examples of abusive supervision, such as intimidation based on threat of firing, the
non-disclosure of important information to subordinates, aggressive eye contact, the silent treatment,
and humiliating or ridiculing someone in front of others [24–26]. A significant number of studies
have discussed the outcomes of abusive leadership on the attitudes and behavioral outcomes of
employees in the work place. For instance, researchers have shown that high abusive supervision
significantly increase employee’s moral disengagement [27], employees stress and turnover intentions,
interaction avoidance [28], and organizational dehumanization [29]. Similarly, a meta-analytic
review of the consequences of abusive supervision shows that abusive supervision has negative
effect on the job satisfaction, affective commitment, and organization identification [30]. Social
exchange theory argues that the attitude and behaviors of the parties are often govern by the norm of
reciprocity [22], so the absence of positive social exchange therefore leads to negative results. Since
trust-in-supervisor demonstrates the willingness of frontline employees to rely on the actions of the
supervisor, abusive behaviors of the supervisor are therefore likely to have a negative effect on the
perceived trust-in-supervisor of frontline employees. Therefore, consistent with findings of the above
studies, we infer and propose that
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Hypotheses 1 (H1). Abusive supervision is negatively related to trust-in-supervisor.

2.3. Supervisor Support and Trust-in-Supervisor

In the workplace, supervisor support is defined “as individuals belief that supervisor offer
them work-related assistance to aid in the performance of their job” (p. 181) [31]. In other words,
supervisor support is a general perception of employees that their supervisors give recognition to their
contributions and give significant attention to their well-being [32,33]. In particular, supervisors play
significant roles in the trust development of employees [34–37]. Specifically, supervisor support is one of
the major antecedents to trust-in-supervisor [38–41]. Similarly, supervisor support reduces the feelings
of being miserable and increases the safety mind-set of an employee, which is a critical component
of trust [23]. To be very specific, according to social exchange theory, the positive social exchange
between supervisor and subordinate fosters the norm of reciprocity [22]. In other words, supervisory
support may increase the perceived interpersonal trust of frontline employees to the supervisor.

Based on the findings of the above-mentioned studies, for the current study, we infer that supervisor
support can be helpful to increase the trust-in-supervisor of frontline employees. This is because,
frontline employees are generally doing challenging and multiple tasks, therefore, the assistances
of supervisors in learning and successfully handling the responsibilities are crucial indicator of
supervisory supports which likely increase their trust-in-supervisors. Hence, we propose

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Supervisor support is positively related to trust-in-supervisor.

2.4. Communication Quality, Trust-in-Supervisor, Trust-in-Coworker

Communication quality refers to the timely and accurately sharing of information through
both formal and informal means [9,42–45]. In previous studies, communication has been discussed
extensively, and studies have found that communication quality fosters trust in the organization [45,46].
More specifically, Yilmaz and Hunt (2001) have argued that the communication quality of coworker
in the working places can increase a salesperson trust in coworkers [45]. Similarly, Ouedraogo and
Ouakouak (2018) have studied the effects of communication in the change management process [47].
Their study revealed that communication leads to the affective commitment of the employees.

Conversely, some studies have also emphasized that failure in proper communication leads
to deterioration of trust and more uncertainty [48]. Accordingly, in the context of service settings,
supervisors, coworkers, and frontline employees perform together in order to produce high-quality
services for customers. To be very specific, according to social exchange theory, the positive social
exchange between supervisor and subordinate fosters the norm of reciprocity [22]. In other words,
communication quality from the supervisor and coworkers may increase the perceived interpersonal
trust of frontline employees. Therefore, we argue that communication quality in the workplace will
increase the perception of trust-in-supervisor and trust-in-coworker of frontline employees because
sharing information in a timely and accurate manner increases their confidences on their supervisors
and coworkers. Hence, we propose

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Communication quality is positively related to trust-in-supervisor.

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Communication quality is positively related to trust-in-coworker.

2.5. Coworker Ostracism and Trust-in-Coworker

Workplace ostracism is defined as “the extent to which an individual perceives that he or she
is ignored or excluded by others at work” (p. 1348) [49]. Ostracism is a social phenomenon that
significantly impacts the way people treat others and are being treated by others [50,51]. More
specifically, this is one of most prevailing social mistreatments in the work place. According to the
findings of a survey of 1015 employees in various organizations, ostracism remained the highest ranked
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social mistreatment among employees (70%) relative to bullying and social harassment [52]. To be very
specific, based on the previous studies, coworker ostracism can be defined as “the extent to which the
employees feel ignored or rejected by their coworkers.” For instance, ignoring their opinions, giving
less attention to them, or does not let them to give input to mutual assignments.

Prior studies show that workplace ostracism has negative effects on employees, such as
deteriorating psychological well-being, reduced job satisfaction and commitment, job withdrawal,
workplace deviance, and decreased organizational citizenship behaviors [49,53–56]. Social exchange
theory argues that the attitude and behaviors of parties are often governed by the norm of reciprocity [22],
so the absence of positive social exchange therefore leads to negative results. Consistent with these
findings, for the present study, we argue that the coworker ostracism can have a detrimental effect on
the perceived trust of frontline employees, which likely decreases their trust-in-coworkers. Hence,
we propose

Hypothesis 5 (H5). Coworker ostracism is negatively related to trust-in-coworker.

2.6. Coworker Harmony and Trust-in-Coworker

Harmony is defined as the tendency to confirm and avoid conflict in a social interaction. Even
though harmony is a relevant construct to the working place, yet it has not been drawn considerable
attention in the previous studies of services marketing. In the literature a very handful studies
have examined harmony in the context of marketing and organizational studies [57–60]. Specifically,
as individual level construct, Chen et al. (2015) have investigated the effects of harmony on the creativity
of employees [59]. Primarily, their study has explored the dualistic model of interpersonal harmony
as harmony enhancement and disintegration avoidance and found that harmony enhancement has
a positive relationship with the creativity of the employees. Similarly, few of the studies have shed
light of the interpersonal harmony on attitudinal and behavioral outcomes of employees. For instance,
Chin (2015) has explored harmony as one of the fundamental characteristics of Confucian ideology
in the context of employees in China [61]. The findings of the study indicated that harmony has a
significant positive effect on the employee’s organizational citizenship behavior and job satisfaction.
Based on social exchange theory, the positive social exchange among the parties fosters the norm
of reciprocity [22]. Therefore, consistent with the findings of the above studies, we infer that a
harmonious relationship among frontline employees can enhance their level of trust in each other.
Hence, we hypothesize

Hypothesis 6 (H6). Coworker’s harmony is positively related to trust-in-coworker.

2.7. Trust-in-Supervisor, Trust-in-Coworker, Supervisor Cooperation, Coworker Cooperation

In the prior literature, trust has been investigated, and various outcomes are highlighted.
For instance, trust reduces perceived uncertainty, facilitates risk-taking behavior, and develops a
cooperative and/or constructive orientation [9,23,45,62]. Similarly, some researchers have argued that
trust is an immediate antecedent of cooperation [9,45,63,64].

Cooperation refers to “the willful contributions of individuals, groups, and so on, to the successful
completion of common tasks and/or to the achievement of mutual objectives” [45] (p. 335). Specifically,
frontline employee’s supervisor cooperation refers to the willful contributions of frontline employees
to their supervisors in order to complete the common tasks. Similarly, frontline employees’ cooperation
can be defined as the willful contribution of frontline employees to their coworkers in order to complete
the common tasks. Consistent with the findings of the aforementioned studies, for the current study,
we propose that higher frontline employee trust-in-supervisor leads to higher frontline employee
supervisor cooperation, and higher frontline employee trust-in-coworker predicts higher frontline
employee coworker cooperation. This is because trust-in-supervisor and trust-in-coworker reflect that
the actions and dealings of supervisor and coworkers will be beneficial, favorable, and not detrimental
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to the frontline employees, which likely increases their willful contribution in mutual activities. Thus,
we propose that

Hypothesis 7 (H7). Trust-in-supervisor is positively related to supervisor cooperation.

Hypothesis 8 (H8). Trust-in-coworker is positively related to coworker cooperation.

Figure 1 shows the research model of the current study, which shows the antecedents and
consequences of frontline employee trust-in-supervisor and trust-in-coworker. Specifically, abusive
supervision, supervisor support, and communication quality are considered as antecedents to frontline
employee trust-n-supervisor. Similarly, communication quality, coworker ostracism, and coworker
harmony are examined as antecedents to frontline employee trust-in-coworker. In addition, supervisor
cooperation and coworker cooperation are discussed as consequences of trust-in-supervisor and
trust-in-coworker, respectively.
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Figure 1. Research model.

3. Method and Research Design

3.1. Sample and Data

Data was collected through personally administered survey questionnaires. Primarily, the
questionnaire was prepared in English and then translated into Korean in order to collect data with
high precision and accuracy. The researchers have employed a back-translation approach in order to
overcome the discrepancies of translation [65].

The study was conducted in the Republic of Korea, a country where interpersonal trust plays a
significant role in every walk of life. Specifically, researchers in marketing, management, and behavioral
studies have emphasized the significance of interpersonal trust in the operation of businesses [66,67],
and therefore, there is a need to explore the antecedents and consequences of frontline employees’
interpersonal trust particularly trust-in-supervisor and trust-in-coworker.
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The unit of analysis of the study is frontline employees who work in coffee shops. Specifically,
frontline employees are those employees of the coffee shops who directly interact with customers
in delivering services and completing transactions. In the context of the Republic of Korea, a coffee
shop is one of the most attractive businesses. For instance, a report in 2017 has shown that 26.5 billion
cups of coffee were consumed in the previous year, which reveals that, on average, 512 cups were
consumed by one person [68]. Such exponential growth of coffee shop businesses draws the scholarly
attention of researchers to study various aspects of coffee shop services. In this regard, the study of
antecedents and consequences of frontline employees’ trust-in-supervisor and trust-in-coworker will
be a substantial contribution to the theory and practice.

After preparing the final questionnaire in Korean, the researchers personally administered
questionnaires to frontline employees in coffee shops located in Seoul and Changwon city from April
2018 to May 2018. Both these cities have the largest chain of coffee shops, and both cities are highly
populated. Subsequently, a total of 230 questionnaires were collected and underwent initial screening.
During the initial screening, the researchers first eliminated those questionnaires with missing data.
Second, the researchers eliminated those questionnaires that reported either the absence of supervisors
or coworkers. This is because the current study investigates antecedents and consequences of frontline
employee trust-in-supervisor and frontline employee trust-in-coworker, so only those questionnaires
should be retained for formal analysis that have reported the presence of supervisor and at least two
coworkers in the coffee shop. Thus, the final sample size was reduced to 205 (89.1%), which then
underwent formal analysis.

Specifically, the final sample of 205 was comprised of 136 (67%) females and 67 (33%) males.
The sample of the study reflects diversity based on frontline employees. The highest percentage
were full-time workers (70; 34.5%), followed by contract workers (69; 34%). The largest numbers of
respondents (97; 47.8%) were professional college graduates, followed by 59 (21.1%) college graduates.
Table 1 discusses the demographic characteristics of the sample of the study in much detail.

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of respondents.

Demographics Frequency Percentage

Gender Male 67 33.0
Female 136 67.0

Age 10s 7 3.4
20s 98 48.3
30s 46 22.7
40s 30 14.8
≥22s 22 10.8

Education High school 41 20.2
Professional college graduate 97 47.8

College graduate 59 21.1
University graduate 6 3.0

Job status Contract job 69 34.0
Full time job 70 34.5

Temporary job 45 22.2
Managers 19 9.4

3.2. Measurement

The measurement items of the variables were taken and adapted from previous studies in the
literature. The respondents used a five-point scale in which 1 stands for “strongly disagree” and
5 stands for “strongly agree” to respond to the questionnaire. Specifically, abusive supervision was
measured by four items from the study by Mitchell and Ambrose (2007) [69]. Supervisor support was
measured using three items taken from the existing scale [31]. Communication quality was measured
by three items taken from Yilmaz and Hunt (2001) [45]. Similarly, coworker ostracism was measured
using four items taken and adapted from the study of Wan, Chan, and Chen (2016) [70]. Coworker
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harmony was measured by the scale of Chin (2015) with three items [61]. Trust-in-supervisor and
trust-in-coworker were assessed using five items taken from the study of Yilmaz and Hunt (2001) [45].
Supervisor cooperation and coworker cooperation were measured using four items taken from Yilmaz
and Hunt (2001) [45]. Appendix A of the study shows all the variables and measurement items.

3.3. Common Method Variance

In order to collect data, a self-reported questionnaire was administrated to the respondents for
both independent and dependent variables at the same time. Hence, the chances of common method
bias increases, which may inflate the relationship among the variables. Therefore, we applied both
procedural and statistical approaches to control for the common method bias [71]. To begin with,
we assured the respondents that their responses would remain anonymous and only be used for the
purpose of the research. Next, the respondents were also informed that there was no right or wrong
answer and that their honest responses would be appreciated. Similarly, a statistical approach is also
used to examine and control the common method bias. First, we used the Harman’s single-factor
method [72]. According to this method, we loaded the items of constructs in a single factor with
an un-rotated factor solution. The results of the analysis showed that a single factor accounted for
a 46% variance, which is less than 50% and confirms the absence of common method bias. We also
repeated the Harman’s single factor method in confirmatory factory analysis. We loaded all the items
as indicators for a single factor. Malhotra et al. (2006) hold the view that “method biases are assumed
to be substantial if the hypothesized model fits the data” (p. 1867) [73]. However, the results of
confirmatory factor analysis of the single-factor revealed a poor fit to the data (χ2 = 3808.98 (df = 558,
p < 0.00), χ2/df = 6.83, CFI = 0.53, TLI = 0.50, IFI = 0.53, RMR = 0.08, RMSEA = 0.17), which further
confirms the absence of common method bias.

3.4. Data Analysis

In order to test the proposed model, we used the two-step approach of analysis recommended
by Anderson and Gerbing (1988) [74]. According to this recommendation, we checked the validity
and reliability of the constructs from the measurement model and the hypotheses testing, and model
fitness was measured by using “Covariance-Based Structural Equation Modeling” (CB-SEM) in AMOS
V.21. SEM is a powerful tool to estimate different but interdependent, multiple regression equations
in the model [75]. Also, SEM improves the statistical estimation of the relationships by taking into
account of the measurement errors [75].

4. Results

4.1. Reliability and Validity Analysis of Variables

In order to check the validity of proposed model, the maximum likelihood method was applied
by conducting confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) through AMOS 21. The results in Table 2 revealed
that measurement model showed fit to the data χ2 = 972.57 (df = 521, p < 0.00), χ2/df = 1.87, CFI = 0.93,
TLI = 0.93, IFI = 0.94, RMR = 0.02, RMSEA = 0.06. All the loadings were above 0.76 and significant on
their respective factors. Further, the scale show high reliability, such as the Cronbach’s alphas were
great than the threshold cutoff of 0.70.



Sustainability 2020, 12, 716 9 of 17

Table 2. Results of confirmatory factor analysis.

Latent Variable Items Loadings (β) Cronbach’s α CR AVE

Abusive supervision

ABS1 0.93
0.95 0.95 0.83

ABS2 0.91
ABS3 0.90
ABS4 0.91

Supervisor support
SS1 0.83

0.89 0.89 0.72SS2 0.83
SS3 0.89

Communication quality
CQ1 0.88

0.90 0.91 0.76CQ2 0.91
CQ3 0.84

Coworker ostracism

CO1 0.87
0.94 0.94 0.80

CO2 0.86
CO3 0.91
CO4 0.94

Coworker harmony
CH1 0.85

0.90 0.88 0.71CH2 0.88
CQ3 0.81

Trust-in-supervisor

TS1 0.85
0.93

0.90 0.70
TS2 0.88
TS3 0.79
TS4 0.82
TS5 0.85

Trust-in-coworker

TC1 0.88

0.94 0.76
TC2 0.80
TC3 0.93 0.94
TC4 0.85
TC5 0.89

Supervisor cooperation

SC1 0.83

0.90 0.90 0.69
SC2 0.89
SC3 0.84
SC4 0.76

Coworker cooperation

CS1 0.87

0.91 0.71
CS2 0.90 0.90
CS3 0.83
CS4 0.77

χ2 = 972.57, df = 521, χ2/df = 1.87, RMR = 0.02, RMSEA = 0.06, IFI = 0.94, TLI = 0.93, CFI = 0.93.

In addition, all the values of composite reliability (CR) and average variance extracted (AVE) were
above the recommended cutoff values of 0.70 and 0.50, respectively, which supports the high reliability
and validity of measurements [76]. The square root of AVE is higher than the correlation between
each construct, which further revealed the discriminant validity of the scale [70]. In order to check the
multicollinearity, we examined the variance inflation factor (VIF) value. All the constructs of the study
were considered as possible predictors and calculated the VIF. The results showed that the value of VIF
are less than 3.60 which is less than the threshold value of 10, suggested a minimal collinearity [75].
Moreover, no outliers are reported in the dataset. All the inter-construct correlations and the square
root of AVE of the constructs are reported in Table 3.
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Table 3. Correlation and with square root of average variance extracted (AVE) at the diagonal.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Abusive supervision 0.91
2. Supervisor support −0.47 0.85
3. Communication quality −0.30 0.34 0.87
4. Coworker ostracism 0.72 −0.35 −0.47 0.90
5. Coworker harmony −0.25 0.34 0.79 −0.46 0.85
6. Trust-in-supervisor −0.67 0.59 0.46 −0.54 0.52 0.84
7. Trust-in-coworker −0.39 0.46 0.69 −0.53 0.77 0.63 0.87
8. Supervisor cooperation −0.50 0.51 0.61 −0.53 0.59 0.60 0.63 0.83
9. Coworker cooperation −0.34 0.33 0.80 −0.53 0.81 0.49 0.71 0.79 0.84

All are significant at p < 0.01.

4.2. Hypotheses Testing

In the next step, based on the recommendations of Anderson and Gerbing (1988), the structural
model was tested [74]. The structural model analysis results show that the proposed model has
a good fit, as the values are χ2 = 1049.03 (df = 449, p < 0.01), χ2/df = 2.34, CFI = 0.91, TLI = 0.90,
IFI = 0.91, RMR = 0.07, RMSEA = 0.08, which fulfill the criteria of goodness of fitness and badness
of fitness [77]. Table 3 provides a summary of the results of all proposed relationship of the current
study. As the current study proposes in H1, a negative relationship between abusive supervision
and trust-in-supervisor was supported by the results (β = −0.45, p < 0.01). Similarly, H2 of the
study proposed that supervisor support leads to trust-in-supervisor, which was also supported by the
results of the study (β = 0.30, p < 0.01). H3 of the study argued that communication quality leads to
trust-in-supervisor, which was also supported (β = 0.28, p < 0.01). Similarly, the proposed relationship
in the H4, that the communication quality has a positive relationship to the trust-in-coworker, was
also supported (β = 0.19, p < 0.05). Likewise, H5 of the study hypothesized that there is a negative
relationship between coworker ostracism and trust-in-coworker, which was also supported from the
findings of the study (β = −0.20, p < 0.01). H6 was supported by the study, which proposed that
coworker harmony leads to trust-in-coworker (β = 0.56, p < 0.01). Finally, H7 and H8 proposed that
trust-in-supervisor and trust-in-coworker predict supervisor cooperation and coworker cooperation
respectively, and both of the proposed relationship were supported by the results, as trust-in-supervisor
leads to supervisor cooperation (β = 0.63, p < 0.01) and trust-in-coworker leads to coworker cooperation
(β = 0.74, p < 0.01). Table 4 discusses the results of the study in detail.

Table 4. Results of SEM.

Relationship of Variables Hypotheses β Results

Abusive supervision Ô Trust-in-supervisor H1(−) −0.45 ** Supported
Supervisor support Ô Trust-in-supervisor H2(+) 0.30 ** Supported

Communication quality Ô Trust-in-supervisor H3(+) 0.28 ** Supported
Communication quality Ô Trust-in-coworker H4(+) 0.19 * Supported

Coworker ostracism Ô Trust-in-coworker H5(−) −0.20 ** Supported
Coworker harmony Ô Trust-in-coworker H6(+) 0.56 ** Supported
Trust-in-supervisor Ô Supervisor cooperation H7(+) 0.63 ** Supported
Trust-in-coworker Ô Coworker cooperation H8(+) 0.74 ** Supported

χ2 = 1202.76, df = 539, χ2/df = 2.23, RMR = 0.06, RMSEA = 0.08, IFI = 0.91, TLI = 0.89, CFI = 0.90, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01.

5. Discussion and Conclusions

Frontline employees, as an important resource of the firm, play a pivotal role in the operation of
businesses. Therefore, researchers and practitioners give substantial importance to the determinants of
their sustainable relationships. In this regard, drawing on social exchange theory, the current study was
conducted to investigate the antecedents and consequences of frontline employees’ trust-in-supervisor
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and trust-in-coworker. Unlike the previous studies, which examined the trust-in-supervisor and
trust-in-coworker [12–18], the present study has integrated and examined the antecedents and
consequences of trust-in-supervisor and trust-in-coworker in a single framework.

Drawing on social exchange theory, the findings of the study revealed that abusive supervision
significantly decreased frontline employee’s trust-in-supervisor. These findings are consistent with
previous studies, which have shown that abusive supervision lead to employee’s negative outcomes
such as low job satisfaction [30], low affective commitment [30], low organizational identification [30],
and employee stress and turnover intention [28]. Consistent with the previous studies, the current
study also showed that supervisor support leads to frontline employees’ trust-in-supervisor [38–41].
The findings of the present study also found that communication quality lead to frontline employees’
trust-in-supervisor and frontline employees’ trust-in-coworker. These findings have supported previous
studies, which show that communication quality predicts interpersonal trust and organizational
trust [45,46]. In the present study, we also investigated coworker ostracism as a negative antecedent
to frontline employee trust-in-coworker. The results showed that coworker ostracism predicted the
trust-in-coworker negatively, which also supported the idea that social ostracism in the workplace
results in negative employee outcomes [49,53–56]. Similarly, the present study also investigated
coworker harmony as a predictor for frontline employee trust-in-coworker, and the results supported
the hypothesized relationship. These findings are new in the context of frontline employees; however,
previous studies have discussed interpersonal harmony in the context of employee’s creativity,
organizational citizenship behavior, and job satisfaction [59,61]. Finally, the present study has shed light
on the outcomes of frontline employee trust-in-supervisor and frontline employee trust-in-coworker.
Specifically, the findings showed that frontline employees’ trust-in-supervisor leads to supervisor
cooperation, and frontline employees’ trust-in-coworker leads to coworker cooperation. These findings
are consistent with previous studies [9,45,63,64]; however, unlike the previous studies, the present
study has investigated the relationships in the context of frontline employees of coffee shops.

5.1. Theoretical Implications

Theoretically, the current study has contributed to the literature of sustainable employment
relationship in several ways. First, in the current study, we explored interpersonal trust in the
context of frontline employees as an important determinant of sustainable employment relationships.
Specifically, the current study has attempted to extend frontline employees’ interpersonal trust into
trust-in-supervisor and trust-in-coworker.

Second, the current study has investigated those positive and negative antecedents of frontline
employees’ trust-in-supervisor and frontline employees’ trust-in-coworker that have gained less
attention in the extant literature as important predictors of interpersonal trust. Specifically, on one hand,
as positive antecedents of trust-in-supervisor, the current study has empirically tested the relationships
of supervisor support and communication quality to trust-in-supervisor. On the other hand, abusive
supervision was explored as a negative antecedent to trust-in-supervisor. Likewise, communication
quality and coworker harmony were explored as positive antecedents to the trust-in-coworker and
coworker ostracism was explored as a negative antecedent to trust-in-coworker.

Third, unlike previous studies, the current study has investigated the antecedents and consequences
of trust-in-supervisor and trust-in-coworker of frontline employees in a single framework, which
signifies the fact that the behaviors of frontline employees are influenced by supervisors and coworkers.

Finally, the current research has also contributed to the literature of employee’s cooperative
behaviors. Specifically, the present study explored frontline employee supervisor cooperation and
frontline employee coworker cooperation as the consequences of frontline employee trust-in-supervisor
and frontline employee trust-in-coworker respectively.
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5.2. Managerial Implications

As the sustainable employment relationship is important in every business, it is receiving
substantial attention both in literature and practice. In line with this thought, the researchers in the
current study have discussed interpersonal trust along with its determinants, which play a pivotal role
in fostering employee’s long-term orientation (i.e., frontline employees) and sustainable employment
relationships in term of supervisor cooperation and coworker cooperation. The findings of this
research provide new insights to service managers in understanding frontline employees’ tendencies to
trust-in-supervisor and trust-in-coworker. Specifically, this study has examined some of the overlooked
antecedents that enhance and reduce trust-in-supervisor and trust-in-coworker in a single framework.
Based on the results of the study, we have several managerial implications for service practitioners.

First, manager should educate supervisors about the negative outcomes of abusive supervision.
The finding of this study reveal that abusive supervision in the workplace can deteriorate the perceived
trust-in-supervisor, which eventually affects the tendency of cooperation of frontline employees to
supervisors. Hence, in this regard, there is a need to formulate organizational policies that are based
on organization-wide zero tolerance against abusive behaviors [78,79], which lead to sustainable
employment relationships. Moreover, managers are also advised to improve the selection and
recruitment process of supervisors in order to curtail the abusive supervision in the workplaces.

Second, managers should educate and train supervisors to be more supportive toward frontline
employees. In order to enhance the supervisory support in the workplace, supervisor should be
encouraged to extend their support in the form of assistance in performing tasks, provide helpful
feedback, and giving recognition and appreciation to frontline employees. Consequently, such
supportive supervision will increase frontline employees’ level of trust in their supervisors, which will
trigger their cooperative behaviors.

Third, the findings of the study revealed that communication quality of supervisor leads to
trust-in-supervisor and trust-in-coworker. To be very specific, in this regard, managers should give
more emphasis to the communication skills of applicants during the recruiting process. Moreover,
service managers should offer extensive training and development workshops to supervisors and
subordinates in order to improve communication quality in the workplace.

Fourth, coworker harmony is another antecedent which affects trust-in-coworker positively.
Therefore, the service managers should play their role to create an environment where the
frontline employees support each other to manage work-related difficulties and foster a friendly
working environment.

Finally, the results show that coworker ostracism reduces the perception of trust-in-coworker of
frontline employees. In this regard, service managers can adapt two approaches—specifically, a frontline
employee-centric approach and a workplace-centric approach. To begin with, in a frontline-centric
approach, the manager should educate frontline employees about the negative consequences (reduction
of trust and cooperation) of coworker ostracism. In this regard, managers can initiate awareness
programs such as workshops and seminars in the workplaces. Managers can also design exclusive
training programs for those coworkers who are being frequently reported to be indulging in workplace
ostracism in an intentional or unintentional manner. Moreover, managers can offer frontline employee
assistance programs to cope with supervisor ostracism by promoting effective communication in the
workplace [80]. In this regard, service organization can provide a confidential complaint-management
which encourages frontline employees to report coworker ostracism incidents in the workplace.
Finally, in a workplace-centric approach, the manager should formulate a strict code of conduct in
the organization. In this regard, service organization can encourage and provide environment to the
frontline employees to make compliance with the anti-bullying laws of the Republic of Korea, which
were recently introduced [81].
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5.3. Limitations and Future Research

Even though the current research has contributed significantly to the sustainable employment
relationship literature and practices, like any other study, there are several limitations that should be
considered in future studies. To begin with, the current research is based on self-reported cross-sectional
data. Because of that, there is a high chance of common method bias. Therefore, future research should
be in a longitudinal manner to further validate these findings. Next, for the present study, we collected
data from the frontline employees of a single industry—coffee shops in the Republic of Korea—which
limits the generalizability of the findings. Therefore, the collection of data across a range of service
organizations in various service industries could enhance the generalizability of the findings. Finally,
the current study has emphasized the interpersonal variables in the organizations and investigated the
antecedents and consequences of frontline employees’ trust-in-supervisor and frontline employees’
trust-in-coworker. Therefore, there is a need for future research that further discusses organizational
variables such as trust-in-organizations.
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analysis, I.U.J.; Original draft preparation, I.U.J.; Writing—review and editing, I.U.J. and S.J. All authors have read
and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was supported by the research fund of Hanbat National University in 2018.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

Appendix A

Abusive supervision

1. My supervisor says my thoughts or feelings are stupid.
2. My supervisor puts me down in front of others.
3. My supervisor makes negative comments about me to others.
4. My supervisor tells me I am incompetent.

Supervisor support

1. I find my supervisor very helpful in performing my customer service duties.
2. When performing my service duties, I rely heavily on my supervisor.
3. My supervisor provides me with important work-related information and advice that make

performing my job easier.

Communication quality

In working relationship with my coworker and supervisor,

1. We keep each other informed of new developments.
2. We provide each other with timely information.
3. We frequently discuss accounts and opportunities.

Coworker ostracism

1. In general, I feel being ignored by my coworkers.
2. My coworkers often explicitly criticized my opinions/suggestions in the meeting.
3. My coworkers often disagreed with my suggestions at work.
4. In general, I feel being rejected by my coworkers.

Coworker harmony

1. I and my colleagues help each other to overcome difficulties.
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2. I and my colleagues maintain a friendly working atmosphere.
3. I and my colleagues exercise a fair competition.

Trust-in-supervisor

I consider my supervisor as people who(m)

1. Is/are perfectly honest.
2. Can be trusted completely.
3. Can be counted on to do what is right.
4. Can be counted on to get the job done right.
5. Has/have high integrity.

Trust-in-coworker

I consider my co-worker as people who(m)

1. Is/are perfectly honest.
2. Can be trusted completely.
3. Can be counted on to do what is right.
4. Can be counted on to get the job done right.
5. Has/have high integrity.

Supervisor cooperation

To what extent do you cooperate with your supervisor by;

1. I work with them to develop sales presentation techniques.
2. Taking care of their customers during their absence.
3. Providing feedback for improving their performance.
4. Handling their customer’s complaints in their absence.

Coworker cooperation

To what extent do you cooperate with your coworker by;

1. I work with them to develop sales presentation techniques.
2. Taking care of their customers during their absence.
3. Providing feedback for improving their performance.
4. Handling their customer’s complaints in their absence.
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